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OPINION ... -~-~--
By this application Pacific Lighting Service Company (PlS), 

Southern California Gas Company (SoCal), and Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company (PG&E), public utility corporations, seek a 
certificate pursuant to Section 1001 of the Public Utilities Code 
declaring that the present and future public convenience and 
necessity require and will require the acquisition and operation 
of an underground natural gas storage reservoir and the construction, 
operation, and maintenanee of wells, ga~hering pipeline, compressor 
plant, gas treatment and dehydration plant, and related facilities 
for the storage of natural gas in the Ten Section Field (Field) in 
Kern County. Further, applicants seek approval 9f a Gas 
Transportation and Exchange Agreement 'dated May 23, 1979. 
Hearin~ 

After notice and publication, five Cays of public hearing 
were held before Administrative law Judge J. J. Doran in Los Angeles 
on March 11, 12, April 1, 2, and in Bakersfield on March 18, 1980. 
the matter was submitted on April 2, 1980. Our staff filed the 
Final Environme~tal Impact Report (EIR) on May 19, 1980. Such F!:al 
EIR is part of the record in this proceeding. 

Applicants presented seven wi:nesses to support their 
applieation. Seven public witnesses appearec supporting the 
application. The Commission staff presented three witnesses who 
were supportive of the project and who evaluated the environmental 
impact of the project. 
Project Uses 

In this proceeding, applicants testified that they propose 
to convert a nearly depleted oil field to a gas storage fielc. !he 
existing oil field is locatee 12 miles southwest of Bakersfield in 
Kern County, California • 
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Further, PG&E and PLS have insealled a 34-inch pipeline 
approximately S.S miles long to connect PLS's and PG&E's existing 
pipeline systems in order to ~~ce intertie facilities.!! this 
pipeline, which bisects the Field, will also be utilized to 
transport gas between the transmission pipeline networks of PG&E 

and So Cal and the storage field. 
Applicants propose to install gas turbine compressor 

equipment and to recover waste heat for the cogeneration of 
electricity. Further, they propose cogeneration with gas turbines 
to improve the energy efficiency of the· project and a~~ieve greater 
reduction in NOX emissions. This proposal will reduce NOX ~issions 
from the compressors to well below existing standards. Further.c~re, 

the addition of the cogeneration equipment will increase the thermal 
efficiency of the proposed equipment by approximately 50 percent • 
Under current analysis, the projecteci additional average costs over 
the life of the project for the electric cogeneration ·~ll be 
recovered through the prOjected revenues from the sale of the 
electricity. The cogeneration aspects of the project ~e expec~ed ~o 
be cost e££ective and are co~siste~t with ou: policy O~ coge~era~ion_ 

It is esti=ated that the proposed 7 megawatts of cog~eration 
will produce 25.7 million kilowatt-hours (kwn) annually at an 
estimated average cost of 5.7 cents per kWh. The cost is based on 
the additional facilities and fuel needed to add cogeneration to the 
project. Applicants propose selling the electricity to PG&E 
,at a price to be ~egotiated i~ ~rder ~o recover the ge~eration . 
co~ts •.. Further, applic~~s est~ate that a~proxi:a~ely 5.6 
millio~ barrels of oil c~ be produced cu~-:g the 

11 Authorized by Decision ~o. S9177 dated July 31, 1979. 
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lif~ of the project. The revenues from the sale of this oil 
production will be credited to the Gas Cost Adjustment Clause 
balancing accounts of the utili~ies. 
Field Storage Uses 

Applicants testified that the main purpose for the FicIci 
is to increase extreme peak-hour and extreme peak-day supply 
deliverability to their syste~s. Added benefits of the Field 
includ~ upgrading the level of service to Priority (P) 3 and P4 

customers, assisting to ~itigate the potential adverse impacts to 
customers that could result in the event of interruption of supply 
and reinforcing the present ctorag~ cycle vol~~e capability necessarl to 
meet seasonal dernnnds. The staff ·testified that the incre3sed storage 
capacity ~ould provide the possibility of acquiring and maintaining 
ndditional short-term increments of gas supply which, in the absence 
of such additional storage capacity, ·could otherwise: be lost to 
California. This objective is consistent 'with Commission policy to i 
~cquire the m~xi~um qUJntiti~s of ~0~so~nbly priced n~tu:nl gns ~v~il- Y 
nblc to C~lifor~iD in ord~r to ~void ~n incr~osed dep~~dcnc~ on importee 

oil and, if pOSSible, rccluce such existing dependence to the low~st 
leveL 

The joint developm~t of the Field will make peaking 
and seasonal storage available at minimum cost to PL$, SoCal, and 
?C&E. Because the extreme peak-day requirem~nts of the distribution 
utilities have historically not coincided, the single field will 
permit a better coverage of penking requirements for the systems 
at a reduced capital investment. 
Gas Supplies 

SoCal hns been experiencing a decline in the gas supply 
available from its traditional sources. Therefore, less prioary 
supply is available to meet extreme peak-hour and extreme peak-day 
requirements • 
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PG&E is also eneountering e~==ent limitations on its 
sources' of gas supply. PG&E has not had eu=tailQent 0: its canadian 
gas; however, its supplier's expo~ licenses are scheeuled to beg~ 
to expire commeneing in 1985. 

Gas supplies are generally received by So Cal and ?G&E 
on a nearly unifo=m basis year-ro~ci; however, there are subseantial 
seasonal variations i~ usage. F~~~ priority ~sers have a relatively 
high demand during the winter perioe. !his type of change 
demand is most satisfactorily cet by ~¢ergro~d storage. 

Reoui rements 

.;.., --
SoCal and PG&E gas distrib~tion s1s~e:s ~ave bee~ des~g:ed ~o 

provide ~~e,,"!'\lpted se:""lice ~o :::':'g=.es-: P:"iO::-:'~7 c-.:.sto::e::-s. To'­
maintain this capability, the PG&Z a:ci Socal systems t:n:st be able 
to meet eX:re~e peak-hour and ex:reme ?eak-eay load reGuire:ents 
of each system's ::':'g::'est priority cust"cers. The wi th<:i::awa1 of :l.at1.!:'al 

gas stored in uncerground reservoirs is an accepted means to ~eet 
extreme peak-load reqt;ire::ents.. The evidence sho'WS that ?I.S and 
SoCal presently Owt'l. and operate six rese:"o-oirs having an extre::e 
peak-hour caily rate deliverability 0: ~,400 MMe:. rnis celive=aoility_ 
pl~s line paek and prima--y 5U?ply, ~ll be i=sufficien~ to rnee~ SoCal·s 

!he evidence also shows ':ha: ?C&E o~.s a::.d op.e:-ates 
d . I: .,.. ... ,., ' ': l' . . 1 . .. ~ ~ 2~O un erg=ouna s~orage .ae~.~t~es ~ __ ~a~ ~e ~ve=ao~ ~_y o. ~, 0 

MMcf per day. PG&E also has a eon:raet~l a--rar.gezent to store 
, • ..I '1 ~i 'T' h" . . , .. ,....1 'T gas kn a proc~cer-o~e~ o~ _ e.c w ~c~ ?ro~ces a ~~w~~rawa. 

rate of 150 MMe:e. A t~ird PC&Z gas storage facility ·Nil1 (upon 
completion in 1980) have a de1iverabili,:y 0: 230 ~efd. Conve:tiona1 
gas s~~ply and ~~derg=o~d storage ~~':hcrawal ·Nill be i~su::ieie:,: 
to ceet ?GeC's ab::.o::al peak-c.ay c.e:a::.c. =1' -:z~ :'985-86 ·,..-:':.-:e~ seaso::. .. 
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Additional deliverability from storage is necessary to 
satisfy future extreme peak-hour and peak-day re~uirements of 
applicants' highest priority eustomers. The projeet can provide 
increased deliverability for protection of Pl and P2A customers on 
au extreme peak-QaY~ including continuing growth of high priority 
customer demand. 
Field Facilities 

!he proposed Field project involves using eost of the 
160 existing wells on the site and some new wells may have to be 

drilled. During Stage I, 96 existing wells are proposed to be 
converted for storage use. An addi:ional 11 wells are proposed to 
be used for observation. During Stage II, 26 additional wells ~y 
be converted for storage use. 

About April 1981, 4,000 horsepower of leased compression 
e~uipment will be installed to inject gas into a limited n~ber of 
wells through temporary piping. These facilities will be removed 
after permanent compressors and field piping become available. In 
Stage I, 6,000 horsepower of permanent compression equipment, field 
piping, gas dehydration equipment, and oil production equipcent 
will be installed and completed by April 1982. In Stage II, an 
additional 14,000 horsepower of compression equipment and additional 
field piping and gas dehydration equipment will ?e instal lee and 
and completed in 1984. 

During the injection phase of :he project, natural gas 
will be injected through existing wells into Zones I and II of 
the Field. Applicants' evidence shows that up t~ 81 Bcf 0: e~hion 
and working gas can ~e injected for storage if the pressure i~ 
Zone I is raised to the original bottom hole discovery pressure of 
3~525 psia. It is est~ted that Zone II will ult~tely provide 
an additional 16 Be: of storage. The total storage capacity, 
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cushion and working volumes, is estimated to be 97 Bef, and the 
working volume is 50 Bef. 

The e~t~~ted cost of the project in 1984 (based upon 1979 
dollars) is $195.5 million consisting of $34.1 million acquisition 
costs, $56.1 million cushion gas, and $105.3 million other 
construction costs. The estimated expense of operation will be 
$5.7 million in 1985. Oil revenues in 1985 are estimated to be 
$47 million and will be ~eflectec i~ t~e Gas' Cost Adjust~e~t Clause 
balancing aecount. 

PG&E and PLS propose to fin~ce co~ve~tio~ally the storage 
facilities as, additions to their present gas transmission systeQS 
with general corporation funds. Temporary financing for PLS's 
obligations in this project will be obtained from its pa.-ent 
company, Pacific Lighting Corporation. The estimated total annual 
cost of the project, as measured by the above expenses, and the 
fixed charges to serviee the underground storage field capital 
less the oil revenues divided by the ultimate statewide sales in 
the neighborhood of 1.5 Bef sales at the time of project completion 
are reasonable. 
Project Agreements 

Testimony was presented showing that ?LS and PG&E each 
propose to purchase an undivi~ed one-half interest in ~he FielG and to 
hold their i:lte~st as tenants in common. PLS and P9&E each propose 
to commenee their individual usage of the project in a time frame 
different from that of the other to suit their individual syst~ 
operations and needs. The Fi~ld will be developed in two separate 
stages, and PLS and PG&E request authorization for both stages. 
Stage I will entail all work necessary to expand the storage 
facility to operate for the pr~ry use of ?lS and its eustoce:, 
SoCal. Stage II will entail all work necessary to allow the storage 

• facility to operate for the common use of PLS and PG&E. 
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Agreements have been made becween PLS, Shell Oil Company 

(Shell), and Tenneco West, Inc. (Tenneco) providing for the 
acquisition of the right eo use the Field land surface and the 
purchase of certain storage zones, hydrocarbons in place, wells, 
and certain other facilities now installed at the Field_ The Field 
has been producing oil and gas since 1936. Because of declining 
pressure the Field is now virtually unproductive. 

The storage field and related facilities will be operated 
by So Cal for PLS and ?G&E pursuant to the Operating Agreement 
between PI..S, 1?G&E, and Socal. The PG&E', PI.S, and Socal Gas 
Transportation and Exchange Agreement will allow PLS and SoCal gas 

to be transported to and from the Field by the existing PLS and . 
SoCal gas transmission systems and by utilizing capacity available 
in PG&E's existing pipeline. PG&E has agreed to utilize its 
existing mainline 300 gas transmission system on a best-efforts 
bas is to transport and exchange ?LS and Sr.>Cal gas. 

Stage I of the project is estimated to be completed in 
April 1982 and is expected to provide additional extreme peak-hour 
deliverability by the winter of 1982-83 in the ~~ount of 500 ~fd. 
After the winter of 198.3-84 and upon completion of Stage II in 1984, 
this amount of deliverability will be increased to 1,000 MMCfd. 
The compre~sor plant will be capable of cycling 50 Bef of working 
gas per yea::. 

The project will consist of wells, compressor plant, 
treatment and dehydration plant, field piping, and other related 
facilities •. 
Staff Testimonv 

The staff recommends the certification of the Field 
facilities as recommended by a?plicants. !he staff concludes that 
there is a need for additional load equating capacity on both the 
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PG&E and SoCal sys~ems and ~hat the prop¢see Field 
is ideally situated to provide such eapaci~y. 

Although the staff's posi~ion as to the exact t~g of 
Socal's need for the Field for extreme peak-hour and extreme 
peak-day protection differs from SoCal's~ there is no disagreement 
between applicants and the s~ff or any pa~y concerning the timing 
of the need for the project in light of the multitude of purposes 
this project can serve. !he staff has specifically recommended 
that the project be approved in the canner~ design~ time frame, 
and schedule requested by applicants. 
Environment 

A comprehensive record on environmental matters was 
developed in this proceeding through issuance by the staff of a 
Draft EIR, consultation with public agencies, and public hearings~ 
all of which are elements in the EIR process ·~ch ~j~iDated ~ the 
issuance of the Final EIR. 

The staff conducted an independent =eview of the 
environmental impact of the proposed project which is represented 
by the Final EIR. we have carefully considered the evidence on 
environmental matters con~ained in the Final EIR and make findings 
pursuant to Section 21081 of the Public Resources Code. 

!he Field is now a virtually abandoned oil field and 
development 9£ a gas seorage facility there ·Nill not result in a 
significant land use change or envirormental impact on the immeciate 
vicinity of the field. Construction of the project will require 
conversion of ehe majority of the exis~ing oil wells to gas 
reservoir use, i~cl~di~g ?ipi~g, ~ew gas co=?~ssor pl~t, ~reatcent ?l~t 
electric generation, and wastewater treatment. !he maxioum ground 
cisturb~ce would be 200 acres of the 2,471-acre area of the entire 
Field. The Field's present owner, !enneco~ ~ll retain all surface 
ownership and the right to use che remaining surface area of the 
Field. 
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Ground clearing for construction will descroy somc of 
the native grass vegetation and scrub wildlife habitat. !wo rare 
animal species are believed to inhabit the site but have not been 
seen. Although any habitat loss diminishes the area of r~tive land 
re~ining in the San Joaquin Valley, the loss from the project is 
small relative to the greater loss caused by agricultural conversion 
of the site by ochers. Some mitigation by revegetation along 
pipeways is feasible. the project ·~ll cause no alteration of 
surface drainage, hydrology, or surface water quality. Because the 
project in"lol"res ac.aptatio:. ·o! an exist!ng oil !ie1c., the:,e Will be ::';::l~­
mal la.:lc use eha:.ge. There a:-e :10 se:lSi ti "re la.'"lc' t:.ses su.,",,=,ot:::.c.i!lg ~he 
site at present. Noise levels at the peri=etci of the site are ~ot 
est~ted to be noticeable by passing traffic. !he gas field 
structures will be visible from public roads at a distance which 
will prevent an unusual or adverse impact. The major facilities 
are remote from areas of public access and will be operated so as 
to cause no risk to public safety. there are no known cultural 
resources pres~t which would be adversely affected by the project. 

Both construction and operation will cause minor 
stimulation of local employment and no substantive deoand for public 
se~,ices. The project will contribute significantly to local 
property tax revenues. There will be no population growth induced 
in this location. Tne project objective is to improve gas su?ply 
reliability for high priority customers. As such, it will not 
'Cromote grO"tJtb. :'n ~b.e State o'! Cali:'o:-...!.a oeea-..:.se it ",.;ill ::.ot 
provide a major new source of fuel. 

The project is subject to re6~lation by the California 
Department of Oil and Gas which, among others, is responsible for 
ensuring that storage and withdrawal operations a.~C wastewater 
injection will have negligible icpaet on geology or groundwater 
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quality. Project operation includes seasonal injection and withdrawal 
of natural gas and p~oductio~ of crude oil an~ ~a~ural gas liquids. 
Project operation will be powered by gas turbine engines with 
electric power cogeneration utilizing waste heat. 

The gas turbine exhaust is the major source of ~ir 
pollutant emissions from the project. Nitrogen oxides are th~ 
principal pollutants of concern end will add to the pollution 
burden of the San Joaquin Valley air basin. Use of gas turbines 
with cogeneration reduces the emissions rate far below that of , 

alternative prime mover systems. The emissions rate will comply 
with existing applicable emis~ions standards of the ~ppropriatc 
environ:nental control agencies "from which applica."'lt.s "lIill obtain pe:r:ni t:s \1 

to construct and operate the project. The air pollutant emissions 
are not estim~ted to cause any ambie~t air quality standard to be 
exceeded. !he gas turbine operation req~ircs annual fuel 
cons~~ption of 750,000 Mcf and will slightly diQinish the overall 
gas supply. However, there will, be offsetting increased oil and 
natural gas liquid production from the Field. 

Applicants' objectives for improved service to higher 
priority customers require a sc~le of gas storage facility that 
can only be oet by an underground gas storage reservoir. ~here are 
no feasible economical alternatives which can meet the large annual 
cycle volume requirements. Applicants selected the Field after 
considering nearly 200 candid~te sites for 3 new underground storage 
facility. The environmental review indicates that no altc=native 
location appears to offer an environmental advantage over the 
Fieldsit.e for the project • 
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E~vironoent-Miti~~tion 

Mitigation for 'Oo-eentiaJ. la...'1.c. use, noise, aes-ehe-eic, a=.C. 
public sa!ety i:pacts iz easily accomplishec by cen~ralizing gas 
?rocessi~ facili-eies away ~roc public ~a~ways. 

The only i:-re",ersi'ole environ::entaJ. i:lpacts a:e: (1.) the 
possible destr~ction o~ so~e po~ions of the populations of t~ rare 
specie;6! if they are p=esent on t~e site ~~~ (2) the consucp~ion of 
natu:al resources, pri:lari17 the co:::."o-..:.stion of nat'l!:"al gas for fuel. 

Some of the impact on ·~lCli!e ~d vegetation ·~-ll be 
reduced by requ!ring that ap?lic~~ts plan the location an~ t~e o! 
constX1lction to ::i:li::ize 1::paets on -..r.l~li!'e a.~c. it!clude pla::.s to 
::aximize revegetation on the land ·ditAi~ applicants' control. 

Tne project originally was proposec. to use piston-type 
inte~al combustion enginez which -#Ould emit large ~~tities o! 
air pollutants. A.doption of the codi!ied design to use co=bustio~ 
turbine engines as ?~~e covers will result in the lowest ~easible 
emiSSions rate for the project. Gas t~rbines have t~~~er ~uel 
con~ption cO::lpa=ed ·~th other ?~-=e ~overs. This is soce~.at 
offset by the use of waste heat for electric cogeneration ~ 
by increased petroleu: produ~io~ !ro~ the Field. 
Environme~~-Overal! 

The public safety, health, co::iort, convenience, a::.c. 
necessity require the i~stallation, mainten~ce, operat~on, and use 
of the Field, together ~th related !acilities. The project should 
not, on bala...'1.ce, have a sigr..i!icB.!'lt det:"i:len-eal e!:ect on the 
environment. The project does not co=pete with any person, ~ir.:, 

or public or private corporation in the public utilities business 
for ~urnishing Or supplying gas se~lice to the public in or adjacent 
-0 ....... e -e-" "'0'--1' .; .... ~ ~.. ~ ...... "" .'/ ..... -.M.~_·C~_ t .... e ~~o.;pe· s .... a.:.~, ·oe "~ -~. ~w W __ 

y The kit fox ~d the leopard lizard • 

.. ...,.;z .:.oca ... elwo" 
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We have reviewed the recorG~ the Final EIR, the comments 
filed, and find that granting the application will not produce an 

unreasonable burden on.natural resources. aesthetics of the area in 
which the proposed facilities are to be located, public health and 
safety~ air and water quality in the vicinity, or parks, 
recreational and scenic areas, or historic sites and buildings, or 
archaeological sites. 
Public Witnesses 

The public witnesses included the ~ayo~ of Bakersfield, 
a member of the Kern County Board of Supervisors, and representatives 
testifying for the Kern County Board of Trade ane !or the Ae~ County 
Farm Bureau. !he public witnesses urged that the project be 
approved. 

No party to the proceeding opposed the project • 
Governmeneal Azencies 

Construction pe~its are re~uired from the Kern Co~ty 
Planning Commission, the Kern County Air Pollution Control District~ 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the State Division of 
Oil and Gas. 
Date of Permit 

It is of extreme toportance that the decision in this 
matter be issued in a time frame to allow applicants to acquire the 
necessary interests in the Field and close escrow not later than 
July 31, 1980. If the Shell and Tenneco contracts are alloweo ~o 
expire, as they do on July 31, 1980, applicants will be requi~ed to pay 
a $750,000 ~ee to e~e:c ~he ~~ell eo:~~aet optio~ ~d to ~negotiate 
the Tenneco contract with no assurance that the same favorable 
terms can be preserved. It is the opinion of the parties tha~ any 
renegotiation of the Tenneco agreement would require a material 
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increase in the consideration paid to Tenneco. Under the present 
agreement. Tenneco would receive $13.5 million for the property rights. 
At the time of filing the application, oil produced from the Field 
was $5.83 per barrel. The price at the time of hearing was $27.42. 
Findings of Fact 

1. Applicants require this gas storage facility at the Field 
to ensure :hat they will be able to supply their high priority 
customers during an e:c:re::e peak-day during the winter, to increase 
extreme peak-hour supply deliverability, and to meet high priority 
customer annual cycle volume requirements. Applicants require the 
gas storage facility to upgrade the level o~ se:vice to ?3 ~d 
P4 ~stocers, to assist i~ :itigati=g pote~tial adve~e i:pacts ~o 
their customers that could result in the event of interruption of 
supply, and to p:-ovic.e the possioili ty o! acqt:.i:-i:lg 0:" ::3'; ""~~i:"'..g 

short-tem increetents of gas supply. 
2. SoCal a=.d ?Gf.cE :peak de:a=.c.s have !l:.storically :lot 

coincided. Sharing the Field reduces the total facilities the 
applicants would need. 

3. Sharing the Field will reduce applicants' costs and the 
costs to their ratepayers. 

4. The Field is crossed by an existing gas transmission line 
which makes it very well suited for PC&E's anc. So Cal "s common use 
and for integration of the systems due to the strategic location 
of the Field. 

S _ The Field -..rill e:lha."lce the oppo~t:.""l.i ty fo-: the spot pU!"'c:b.ase 
and storage of natural gas. 

6. Gas supplies are received by SoCal and PG&E on a nearly 
uniforQ basis year-round,out the:"e are suostantial seaso~ v3-~atio:s 
in usage. The use by high priority customers is markedly peaked 
during the winter season • 
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7~ Traditional gas supplies available to applicants have 
declined and are projected to continue to deeline~ 

8. The Field prese=.~s a sa-eis!'a~or! :lea.--:.s of 
:eetir..g extreme peak-hot:.:" ano. peak-day de:a:le.s u.::.o.e:- co::.di tions 
of conti::.ui~g decline of trao.itional sources of flowing 
gas supply 1 togethe:- 'With conti::.uing gro-,.;t.h of b.ig.."'l ~rio:-i t7 
custocer deQ~~d. 

9. The project, as modified to include ~he installation of 
cogeneration at t~e Field, is consistent ·~th ou: poli~1 a.~d 
is economically feasible. 

10. The electricity produced by the proposed cogeneration, 
and not consumed onsite, will be sold only to ?~. 
Cogeneration will principally occur during the summer season when 
PG&Ets demand for electricity is highest • 

11. Development and utilization of the Field for gas storage 
purposes will increase the production of crude oil and natural gas 
liquids. 

12. Revenues from the sale of cr~de oil and natural gas 
liquids will be credited to the purchased gas adjustment clause 
balancing account and "Nill reduce the cOSt o! gas. 

13. Applicants have purchased or ~ll ?Urchase all ::.ecess~1 lane. 
an:" :ineral :-ights in o:-der to cOQ.!:t:",.:.c:e 1 opera.te., a."lc, ::ainta.i::. ~his , 
gas storage facility at the Field. 

14. !he Field is n~ a virtually abandoned oil field and 
development of a gas storage field there will not result i~ a 
significant land use change or environ:ental Unpact i~ t~e ~ediate 
vicinity of the field. 

15. The maxi~ ground dist~b~ee would oe 200 acres of the 
2,471-acre area of the entire Field • 
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16. Gro~nd clearing for construction will destroy some 
n~tive grass. Some ~itigation by revegetation on land within 
applicants' control is feasible and will be required herea!tcr. 

17. Clearing ..... '1.1l destor/ sc:"\:.'b .... Jildlife habitat.. 
Two r~re species are believed to inhabit the site but have not been 
seen. Some mitigation by planning the location and time of 
construction is feasible and will be required hereafter. 

18. The project will improve g~s supply reliability for high 
priority customers, will not be a major new source of fuel, and 
will not promote population gro~~h. 

19. Gas injection will be by gas turbine engines with electric 
cogenerAtion utilizing waste h'eat·. 

20. Nitrogen oxicies from gas turbine exhaust are the principal 
pollutants and they will be added to the San Joaquin Valley air 
basin. 

21. The emission rate will 'comp1y with existing emission 
standards, will be far below that.of alte~tive prime mover systems, 
and will not cause any ambient air quality standard to be exceeded. 

22. The gas turbines will require annual fuel consumption 
of 750,000 Mef; ~oweve=, there will be offsetting increased oil 
and natural gas liquid production. 

23. The proposed project is essential to meet the future 
public convenience and necessity. 

24. There are no fe~sible alternatives to the project. I 
25. The proposed project will have a significant effect upon vi 

the environment; however, such effect is far outweighed by the 
beneficiAl impacts of the project • 
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Conclusions of Law 
1. The Commission certifies that the Fir~l EIR has been 

completed in coopliance with the California Environmen:al Quality 
Act and the Guidelines. we have reviewec and considered the 
information contained in the EIR in reaching this decision. The 
Notice of Determination for the project is attached as Appendix A 
to this decision. 

2. Potential environmental impacts have been or will be adequately 
mitigated by project design, proposee const=ucti~ and operation cet~ods, 
modifications of the project during this proceeding, and by 
conditions ~posed in this opinion. 

3. Any remaining environcen~l impacts are outweighed by ~he 
beneficial effects of the project. 

4. the action taken herein should not be considered as . 
indicative of amounts to be included in future proceedings for the 
purpose of determining just and reasonable rates. 

5. we conclude, pursuant to Section 1001 of the Public Ctilities 
Code, that the present and future public convenience and necessity 
require and will require the acquiSition and operation of the Ten 
Section Gas Storage Project as proposed by applicants. Public 
convenience and necessity also require authorization of the PG&E, 
PLS, and Soca1 Cas !ransportation and Exchange Agreemene associaeed 
therewieh. 

6. Io provide the opportunity to close escrow before purchase 
contraces expire on July 31, 1980, this order should become effective 
the date hereof • 
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o R D E R .............. -
IT I S ORDERED that: 

1. A certificate of public conveni~~ce and necessity is 
granted to Pacific Lighting Service Company (?LS), Southern California 
Cas Company (SoCal), and Pacific Cas and Electric Company (PG&Z) 

to acquire, construct, operate, and maintain an underground natural 
gas storage reservoir, together with related facilities, at Ten 
Section Field, Kern County, as proposed by PlS, SoCal, and PG&Z in 
this proceeding subject to the mitigation measures reeo=mended in 
the Final Enviro~ental Impact Report ~d in this opinion. 

2. PLS, SoCal, and PG&E are authorized to ca.~ out the terms 
and conditions of the Gas Transportation ~d Exchange Agreement 
dated May 23, 1979. 

3. PLS, SoCal, and PG&E shall file wieh this Comcission a 
detailed statement of the capital cost of the Ten Section Underground 
Gas Storage Project, together with related facilities, within one 
year following the date it is placed in coocercial operation. 

4. !he authorization granted this decision shall expire if 
not exercised within two years from the date hereof • 
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~??e~d~~ ~ to :hiz deeision ~i:h the Seeret~:)· 0: Reco~=ces. 
!~e effective ~te of this o=cer is :~e c~te ~~reof • 
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APPENDIX A 

NOTICE OF DETER~NAT!ON 

TO: '::~'fc::-~·~;a...""Y to~" Re:::ources 
ll·16 Ninth Street, Roo:: 91~81i4 
Sacramento, Ca1i:o~-ia ,~ 

Fr<O!':: CalitormlL Public 
Utilities Commission 

;50 McAllis~r Street 
s~ Francisco, Cali!. 94102 

SUBJECT: Filing o! ~rotice of Determination in cocpliance with 
Section 21108 0::- 21152 0: the ?~olic Resources Code. 

P::oject Title 

State Clearinghouse Nu:be::- (It sub=ittec to Stnte Cle~ringhou$e) 
SCH 1n9091907 

Contact Person 
Bill Y1!en :""e 

Project Location 
lO milos southwest o£ B~e~!ield 

Project Description 

Telephone Nu:ber 
(.415) 5~-17J.8 ' 

NaturoJ. B~ e.ompros!)ion ruld underground. ~orago, withdrll ..... Dl, cloD.."ling ar.d shipp1r.g, 
wit~ 3:5.5oeiatec. production o! liquid hyd:'Oclll"bor..:. 

This is to advise that the Ca1i!o::-nia Public Utilities Co~ission 
as l~~d age~cy has ~ade the :ollowing cete~ina~ion regarding the 
noovc described p~oject: 

1. The ?roject has been LJ:7 A'Ye?V~C by the Le~d Ase~cy. 

2. 
CJ 

'~he ?!'ojcct [iJ' :.:.:ill have 
mC!lt. o w';" ""Q"i 

:J. !~r:_7!..n Env:i.::-on.-:ental !::psct ?'epo:-t wa.s p:-e?arec. :for this pr¢ject 
pu::-su~~t to the p:-o"Jizions o! CEQ;~ 

t.-~ A Ne~ative Decla:-utior. wa3 pre,arcd to!' thi~ p~oject p~su­
ant to the provisions o! CEQA. A eopy of th~ Negative 
DeclaI'ation is attached.. 

~L':f' 5 CCC ' V"',-.! fo ....... l"ll--.. -_6 .;.; .... , I • w .... ... w _ _ _ ~ 

cc: Ga1." En.~t,,1ld 
County Clo::-k, Kern Cou."lty 
l4!5 Tx-wd:.l:""l A.venuo 
B~c~!iold, CA. 9;)01 

Date 


