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Pursuant to the October 27, 1997 order of Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) Richard Careaga, and the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public Utilities Commission (“Commission”), Southern California Edison Company (U 338-E) (“Edison”) submits this divestiture compliance filing.  Pursuant to ALJ Careaga’s October 27 order, Edison is concurrently filing the transaction documents and serving a notice of availability of such documents on the service list for this proceeding.



Pursuant to ALJ Careaga’s order, responses to this filing are due not later than the fifth business day following this filing.  As Edison’s response will be due three days thereafter, Edison requests that any party filing a response serve it on Edison by facsimile.

I.
Introduction and Summary


In D. 97-09-049, the Commission approved and found reasonable Edison’s proposed transaction documents and its auction process (with the exception of Edison’s request that it be given the discretion to auction plants in mandatory bundles).  In D. 97-11-075, the Commission found that the sale of certain must-run facilities subject to the buyer’s entry into a form of master must-run agreement substantially like that approved by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ("FERC") on October 30, 1997 would satisfy the criteria of Public Utilities Code section 362.  Edison has conducted its auction in conformity with these decisions.



The purposes of this filing are (1) to describe the results of the auction, (2) to provide the definitive sales agreements, and (3) to ask the Commission to make specific findings and to grant final approval for the sale of the plants described herein.



Edison has now completed the auction for ten of its twelve gas-fired generation stations, and has signed definitive sale agreements with respect to those ten plants. The aggregate purchase price for these ten plants is $1.115 billion, which is 2.65 times the net book value of those plants, and 170% of the net book value of all twelve of Edison’s gas-fired plants combined.  The sales are summarized in the following table:

PRIVATE 
Plant
Buyer
Purchase Price
Net Book Value at 9/30/97 

Alamitos, Huntington Beach, Redondo Beach
The AES Corporation
$781 million
$228.716 million 

Cool Water 
Houston Industries Power Generation, Inc.
$186 million
$79.204 million

Mandalay, Ellwood, Etiwanda
Houston Industries Power Generation, Inc.
$51 million
$47.399 million

El Segundo
NRG Energy, Inc. and Destec Energy, Inc.*
$87.75 million
$70.821 million

Highgrove, San Bernardino
Thermo Ecotek Corporation
$9.5 million
($6.012 million)

* subject to right of first refusal in favor of Chevron U.S.A. Inc.



Edison has not yet completed sales of the Ormond Beach and Long Beach stations, but Edison is continuing its discussions on these plants with interested bidders.  Edison will make an additional filing in late December 1997 or early 1998 on this subject.  Edison recognizes that parties will have a strong interest in understanding why Edison did not simultaneously conclude the auctions of those two plants.  Edison strongly urges the Commission and interested parties, however, to defer further inquiry into the disposition of these plants until Edison makes its subsequent filing.  At this point, it is imperative that the Commission rapidly consider and approve Edison’s sale of the ten plants described herein so that these transactions may be completed by January 1, 1998.  

II.
Summary of the Commission’s Prior Decisions In This Proceeding


In its first interim decision, D. 97-09-049, the Commission found that Edison’s proposed auction process “will, absent significant irregularity, establish the market value” of the plants to be sold, “if bidders are permitted to bid on any combination of plants.”  (Mimeo. at 16, FOF 4; see also mimeo. at 17, COL 5.)  The Commission also found that the proposed O&M Agreement “is reasonable to Edison and the buyer”; that for purposes of section 362 the Cool Water, Ellwood, Highgrove, Long Beach, Ormond Beach, and San Bernardino plants will be needed neither for local voltage support nor to meet applicable planning reserve criteria; and that “Edison’s proposed accounting and ratemaking treatment of the sale of the plants should be approved, subject to confirmation of net book value of the plants in A.96-08-001 et al. and to the prohibition contained in D.97-08-056 against recording generation-related costs to the Hazardous Substance Clean-up and Litigation Cost Balancing Account.”  (Id. at 16-18, FOFs 7-8 & COLs 7-8.)  The Commission stated that its “final decision should consider whether the sale of the plants is in the public interest, with special attention to market power issues and the fairness of the auction procedure.”  (Id. at 18, COL 11.)



In D.97-10-059, the Commission adopted a mitigated negative declaration under the California Environmental Quality Act with respect to the proposed divestiture.



In its second interim decision, D.97-11-075, the Commission concluded that the Alamitos, El Segundo, Etiwanda, Huntington Beach, Mandalay, and Redondo plants will remain available and operational consistent with section 362, “if, as a condition of sale, Edison requires that the successful bidder enter into an agreement with the ISO substantially in the form filed at the FERC and approved by it on October 30, 1997 . . . .”  (Mimeo. p. 14, COL 1.)



Edison requests that the Commission make a final determination that the public interest would be served by the consummation of the sales of the plants as described herein.  In addition, Edison requests that the Commission reaffirm its findings and conclusions in its prior decisions, including its findings and conclusions that the sales prices will determine market value of the plants for CTC purposes, as well as its findings and conclusions with respect to ratemaking and issues under Public Utilities Code sections 362 and 363.  Edison also asks the Commission to make a finding that the plants that Edison has agreed to sell would satisfy certain state-determined eligibility requirements for Exempt Wholesale Generator status under the Energy Policy Act of 1992.  Finally, Edison asks the Commission to authorize the consummation of the sales in accordance with the transaction documents filed concurrently herewith.

III.
The Auction Process


The auction process comprised five distinct phases:  pre-auction publicity, initial indication rounds of bidding, detailed due diligence, final rounds of bidding, and negotiation and execution of final documents.  Separate bidding rounds were held for the non-must-run and the must-run plants, respectively, and final bids on the South Coast must-run plants (viz., Alamitos, Huntington Beach, Redondo Beach, and El Segundo) were scheduled a week after final bids were accepted on the other must-run plants to permit thorough and orderly due diligence.



In the pre-auction publicity phase, Edison prepared an Information Brochure covering the California electric utility industry restructuring, the twelve plants to be sold, and the auction process.  Edison’s financial advisors developed a list of potential bidders from North America, Europe and Asia in the electric and gas utility, oil and gas, and independent power industries.  Each potential bidder was contacted individually by mail, informed of the auction process and expected schedule, and invited to participate in the auction.  Information Brochures were distributed to parties responding to these contacts, and in response to any other inquiries received by Edison or its financial advisor.  Edison also issued various press releases concerning the sale of the plants, and ran print advertisements in the Wall Street Journal, the L.A. Times, and the Houston Chronicle.  In addition, Edison conducted large open-invitation public conferences for all interested parties in Los Angeles, Houston and New York City, and met with potential bidders from the United States, Europe and Asia. 



In this initial round of bidding, parties that expressed interest in the auction were required to sign a Confidentiality and Auction Protocols Agreement.  The Confidentiality and Auction Protocols Agreement was changed from the form previously filed with the Commission, primarily to accommodate the Commission’s direction not to require mandatory bundles.  There were also a few inconsequential and non-substantive changes made in response to certain bidders’ comments, which were consistent with the original intent.  The agreements executed by each of the winning bidders are being filed concurrently herewith.  



Bidders that executed a Confidentiality and Auction Protocols Agreement were provided with copies of a three-volume Selling Memorandum and a package of CDROM disks containing significant amounts of information on the twelve plants being sold.  Included with the Selling Memorandum were draft copies of the Asset Sale Agreement in the form originally reviewed by the Commission and several other related transaction agreements upon which bidders were instructed to base their bids.  Participants included North American and European companies in the electric and gas utility, oil and gas, pipeline, power equipment manufacturing, independent power, and equipment salvage and relocation industries. 



Following these initial investigations, bidders were invited to submit non-binding initial indications of interest for specified plants, setting forth proposed prices and other information required by the original auction protocols.  In accordance with the Commission’s direction, all plants were offered on an unbundled basis.  Bidders were free to bid on one or more plants individually and/or in one or more combinations of plants and to provide a proposed price on each such plant or combination.  On the basis of such initial indications, bidders were qualified to participate in the second and final round of the auction for the plants in which they indicated an interest.



Participants in the next round of bidding were supplied with significant amounts of additional confidential information concerning all aspects of the power plants, including independent engineer reports and Phase I and Phase II environmental reports on each of the plants.  Bidders were provided copies of all relevant documents, with very few exceptions in either electronic (CDROM) or hard copy form.  A few documents were made available for review by the bidders in Edison data rooms, which were separated and monitored so that the confidentiality of bidders was maintained.  In addition, bidders were invited to attend plant tours at the generating facilities, and due diligence sessions with relevant company personnel.  All such tours were again conducted in a fashion so that bidders would not learn one another’s identity, and the identity of bidders was even shielded from Edison personnel except on a "need to know” basis.  



Prior to accepting final bids on the non-must-run plants, Edison asked participants to submit detailed written comments on and proposals for modifying any of the transaction documents.  After receiving such written comments, Edison revised the transaction documents to include bidder comments that it believed to be acceptable and consistent with the intention behind the originally drafted documents, and re-circulated the transaction documents to all bidders.  In the must-run auction, Edison circulated to all bidders forms of transaction documents that incorporated all the general changes accepted in the non-must-run auction.  Edison thereafter followed a similar procedure for considering participants’ proposed additional changes to the transaction documents for the must-run plants.  As described below, these changes did not substantially change the documents from the form that the Commission previously reviewed, either individually or in the aggregate.  In any event, all bidders in each auction submitted final bids on the basis of identical transaction documents.



Edison certifies that it conducted the auction in compliance with the auction protocols as approved by the Commission in D. 97-09-049.

IV.
The Auction Results

A.
The Winning Bidders


Edison executed sales agreements with four bidders for the ten plants that are the subject of this application.  A brief description of the winning bidders,
 the plants they purchased, and the purchase prices follows.  The sales proceeds in excess of sunk cost will be entered as a credit into the Transition Cost Balancing Account (“TCBA”), after appropriate deductions including transaction expenses and taxes.  (See SCE-7 at 2-5.)  The precise amounts to be credited to the TCBA will be submitted in a subsequent filing.



1.
Houston Industries Power Generation, Inc.


Edison has agreed to sell the Cool Water, Ellwood, Etiwanda, and Mandalay plants to Houston Industries Power Generation, Inc. (“HIPG”), a wholly-owned subsidiary of Houston Industries Incorporated (“HI”).  HI is a publicly-traded holding company with diverse interests in the electric and gas utility industries.  As of September 30, 1997, HI had approximately $18 billion in assets.  Its operating revenues were $8.9 billion in 1996.  HI’s operations are conducted principally through its Houston Lighting & Power Company division, as well as subsidiaries which include NorAm Energy Corp.  Taken together, HI’s divisions and subsidiaries own and operate more than 15,000 MW of generation in the United States, provide natural gas services to approximately 2.7 million customers, and have interests in electric generation, transmission and distribution companies worldwide.



HIPG was a successful bidder in the non-must-run auction in respect of the Cool Water facility and was also a successful bidder for the Etiwanda, Mandalay and Ellwood plants; thus, two separate transactions were negotiated with HIPG.  HIPG agreed to pay Edison $186 million for the Cool Water plant, and an aggregate of $51 million for the Ellwood, Etiwanda and Mandalay plants, in each case in cash at the closing.  Edison received no higher bids for these plants either individually or in the aggregate in any bundled bid.



The Cool Water plant is a non-must-run facility with an aggregate summer dependable capacity rating of 628 MW.  Its net book value as of September 30, 1997 was approximately $74,204,000.  Accordingly, the sale of the Cool Water plant for $186 million will result in approximately a $111,796,000, or 150%, premium over book value. 



The Ellwood plant
 is a non-must-run facility with an aggregate summer dependable capacity rating of 48 MW.  Its net book value  as of September 30, 1997 was approximately $1,819,000.  The Etiwanda plant is a must-run facility with an aggregate summer dependable capacity rating of 1030 MW.  Its net book value as of September 30, 1997 (including additional allocated spare parts inventory) was approximately $29,768,000 .   The Mandalay plant is a must-run facility with an aggregate summer dependable capacity rating of 570 MW.  Its net book value  as of September 30, 1997 (including additional allocated spare parts inventory) was approximately $15,812,000.   The sale of these three plants to HIPG for $51 million will result in approximately a $3,601,000, or 7.5%, premium over book value.



2.
The AES Corporation


Edison has agreed to sell the Alamitos, Huntington Beach, and Redondo Beach plants to The AES Corporation (“AES”). AES is an independent power producer, which owns or has an interest in 88 generating plants totaling nearly 25,000 MW in the United States and several other countries.  AES has assets of $7 billion, and has more than $5 billion in projects under construction or in the late stages of development. 



AES agreed to pay Edison $781 million for the sale of the Alamitos, Huntington Beach, and Redondo Beach plants, in cash at the closing.
  Edison received no higher bids for these plants either individually or in the aggregate in a bundled bid.  



The Alamitos plant is a must-run facility with an aggregate summer dependable capacity rating of 2083 MW.  Its net book value as of September 30, 1997 (including additional allocated spare parts inventory) was approximately $140,633,000.  



The Huntington Beach plant is a must-run facility with an aggregate summer dependable capacity rating of 563 MW.  Its net book value as of September 30, 1997 (including additional allocated spare parts inventory) was approximately negative $4,424,000.



The Redondo Beach plant is a must-run facility with an aggregate summer dependable capacity rating of 1310 MW.  Its net book value as of September 30, 1997 (including additional allocated spare parts inventory) was approximately $92,507,000.  



These three plants have a combined net book value as of September 30, 1997 of $228,716,000.  Accordingly, the sale of these plants for $781 million will result in approximately a $552,284,000, or 241%, premium over book value.  



3.
Thermo Ecotek Corporation


Edison has agreed to sell the Highgrove and San Bernardino plants to Thermo Ecotek Corporation ("Thermo Ecotek"). Thermo Ecotek is an independent power company with more than $400 million in assets.  Thermo Ecotek develops, owns and operates power plants that make use of non-fossil fuels, such as wood or agricultural waste.  As of June 28, 1997, Thermo Electron Corporation owned approximately 87% of Thermo Ecotek’s outstanding common stock.  Thermo Electron manufactures environmental, medical, and industrial products.  For calendar year 1996, Thermo Electron reported revenue of $2.932 billion and assets of more than $5 billion.



Thermo Ecotek agreed to pay Edison $9.5 million in cash at the closing for both the Highgrove  plant and the San Bernardino plant on a bundled basis.  Edison received no higher bids for these plants either individually or in the aggregate in any bundled bid.  



The Highgrove plant is a non-must-run facility with an aggregate summer dependable capacity rating of 154 MW.  Its net book value as of September 30, 1997 was approximately negative $4,006,000.  The San Bernardino plant is a non-must-run facility with an aggregate summer dependable capacity rating of 126 MW.  Its net book value as of September 30, 1997 was approximately negative $2,006,000.  Accordingly, the sale of the Highgrove and San Bernardino plants for $9.5 million will result in a $15,512,000 premium over book value. 



4.
NRG Energy, Inc,/Destec Energy, Inc.



Edison has agreed to sell the El Segundo plant to a consortium comprised of NRG Energy, Inc. (“NRG”) and Destec Energy, Inc. (“Destec”).  While the contract was signed with Edison by both bidders on a joint and several basis, Edison understands that the buyers intend to form a limited liability company or other joint entity to take title to the plant.  The purchase is subject to a possible right of first refusal in favor of Chevron U.S.A. Inc. (“Chevron”), as discussed below.  NRG is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Northern States Power Company, a publicly-held Midwestern utility company.  NRG has interests in 38 power generation facilities worldwide, including 22 in the United States.  Destec is an independent energy producer, with interests in 18 power generating facilities in the United States.  Destec is a wholly-owned subsidiary of NGC Corporation, which is a publicly-held marketer of fuels and power, and is engaged in the gathering, processing, and transportation of energy products.  NGC reported $7.3 billion in revenues for the 1996 calendar year.



The NRG/Destec consortium agreed to pay Edison $87.75 million in cash at the closing for the El Segundo plant.  Edison received no higher bids for the El Segundo plant either individually or as part of any bundled bid.



The El Segundo plant is a must-run facility with an aggregate summer dependable capacity rating of 1020 MW.  Its net book value as of September 30, 1997 (including additional allocated spare parts inventory) was approximately $70,821,000.  Accordingly, the sale of the El Segundo plant for $87.75 million will result in approximately a $16,929,000, or 24%, premium over book value. 



The sale of the El Segundo plant may be subject to a right of first refusal in favor of Chevron.  This right is embodied in the Grant Deed dated August 24, 1954, by which Edison acquired part of the land underlying the El Segundo plant.  Under the deed, Chevron must exercise its right of first refusal, if any, within 60 days of receiving notice from Edison that it has received an “acceptable offer” to buy or lease the plant.  On November 24, 1997, Edison provided such notice.
  If Chevron exercises its right of first refusal, it must purchase the El Segundo plant on the same terms and conditions as are embodied in the executed agreement between Edison and NRG/Destec and must close within 60 days of receiving notice.
  Chevron Corporation, the parent company of Chevron U.S.A. Inc., is a major publicly-held oil company with assets in excess of $34 billion.  Chevron Corporation owns approximately 28% of NGC Corporation, which, as noted above, is the parent company of Destec, one of the winning bidders for the El Segundo plant.  Edison hereby requests that the Commission approve the sale of the El Segundo plant on the terms embodied in the transaction documents filed concurrently herewith, either to NRG/Destec or to Chevron.


B.seq level2 \h \r0 
The Transaction Documents


The Asset Sale Agreement, Operations and Maintenance Agreement, Facilities Services Agreement, Must Run Agreement and Radial Lines Agreement constitute the basic transaction documents (the “Base Documents”).  The Asset Sale Agreement (the “ASA”) executed with the winning bidders, and the form of Operations and Maintenance Agreement and Facilities Services Agreement (the “ASA,” “O&M Agreement,” and “FSA,” respectively) attached as Exhibits to the ASA and to be executed with the winning bidders at the closing, are each similar in all material respects to the forms of such agreements as approved by the Commission.  As noted previously, in the course of the auction process, Edison modified the transaction documents in certain respects in response to bidders’ comments.  These changes were generally consistent with the intent of the language of the original forms, and did not substantially or materially change the documents from the forms previously reviewed by the Commission. 



Appendix A filed concurrently herewith, identifies each of the changes to the master form of ASA, O&M Agreement, and FSA for the non-must-run auction, additional changes for the must-run auction, and additional changes for each winning bidder.  Appendix A also explains the reason for each change.  (The discussions in this document and the appendices are intended as a general summary, but the transaction documents control the parties’ rights and should be consulted for a more precise and complete treatment of the issues.)  Additionally, there are numerous facility-specific provisions, which are not summarized in Appendix A, but which are included in the schedules to the transaction documents that Edison is filing concurrently herewith.



Among other changes, the ASA contains more detailed provisions regarding the parties’ respective duties, as well as the closing conditions, in respect of the must-run agreements, reflecting developments in this area that have occurred over the past year.  These changes are found mainly in Sections 2.5(c), 8.7 and 9.6 of the must-run form of Asset Sale Agreement.



Together, these provisions require the buyer either (1) to accept an assignment of the form of must-run agreement filed by Edison with FERC on October 31st (which substantially conforms to the form approved by FERC on October 30), or (2) to file a new agreement in the form filed by the ISO with FERC on October 31st.  (Copies of each of the agreements are being filed concurrently herewith.)  In either case, FERC must have made these agreements effective in order to close.  In the case of the assignment, FERC must have approved the assignment.  In order to expedite the closing, Edison has elected to require the buyers to accept an assignment of its form of must-run agreement (with all schedules filled in).  Such acceptance is without prejudice to any buyer’s right to make its own filings with FERC.



Edison’s must-run agreements are substantially in the form of the must-run agreement approved by FERC on October 30, 1997, with differences described in Appendix A.  In most instances, these differences represent changes to the contract proposed by the ISO.  Certain other changes reflect the fact that Edison filed a unilateral rate schedule with FERC rather than a bilateral contract executed by the ISO.  Even though the ISO has not executed Edison’s must-run agreements and has filed a protest at FERC with respect to certain aspects of the Edison agreements, the ISO has also advised FERC that it has no objection to FERC’s acceptance of the rates contained in those agreements going into effect subject to refund.  



The buyers of the Huntington Beach, Mandalay, and Cool Water plants have agreed to execute a Radial Lines Agreement, which generally establishes the terms and conditions of their use of Edison-owned facilities that transmit electricity from the generators to the transmission grid.  The Radial Lines Agreements cover facilities that FERC has determined do not currently qualify as transmission facilities (see 77 FERC ¶ 61,077), but which may become transmission facilities in the future.  On November 10, 1997, FERC accepted for filing the Radial Lines Agreements, which allows Edison to provide service pursuant to the terms, conditions, and rates in the agreements.  Although Edison’s original application indicated that Radial Lines Agreements would be necessary, it did not at that time supply the form of such Agreements.  The Radial Lines Agreements are being filed concurrently herewith as Exhibits to the ASA.



The Base Documents, especially the ASA, have voluminous schedules that provide detailed plant-specific information.  These schedules, in their current form, are included in the transaction documents that are filed concurrently herewith.  In addition, a number of new, ancillary agreements have been drafted.  A listing of these ancillary documents is provided in Appendix B, and the documents themselves are either included in the Schedules to the ASA, all of which are being filed concurrently herewith, or are otherwise separately filed concurrently herewith.  



Edison and HIPG entered into an agreement relating to certain potential repair and retrofit costs at the Cool Water facility that is of special note because it could result in a substantial increase in the net proceeds from the sale of that plant.  (Cool Water Asset Sale Agreement, Schedule 2.3(e)/2.4 Rider.)  The evaporation ponds at the Cool Water facility are subject to permitting requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board (“RWQCB”).  The RWQCB is currently evaluating certain data and engineering evaluations of the Cool Water evaporation ponds, as contemplated by the permit.  Edison believes that these ponds meet or exceed all applicable requirements, but an adverse decision by the RWQCB could, in the worst case, require a retrofit of the pond liner systems.  In general terms, Edison and HIPG agreed that should any such work be required by the RWQCB, then the work would be undertaken by Edison, subject to HIPG reimbursing Edison’s cost (except that HIPG’s exposure for sludge transportation and disposal costs is limited to $6 million).  The minimum payment from HIPG to Edison is $15 million.  Thus, once the RWQCB confirms that the evaporation ponds are in compliance, HIPG will be obligated to pay Edison the difference between $15 million and the amounts spent to achieve compliance.  For example, if the RWQCB confirms compliance without additional retrofit costs being incurred in respect of this issue, HIPG will pay Edison an additional $15 million, which will be booked into the Transition Cost Balancing Account and thus reduce CTC.  Depending upon the outcome of further discussions with the RWQCB, this provision could produce significant additional benefits to Edison’s customers.



Most of the other ancillary agreements are intended to accommodate existing practices and the like.  These include a services agreement for the Solar II Project at Cool Water, leases for certain office buildings at Alamitos, patent licensing agreements, etc.  There are, in addition, various customary and necessary closing and conveyance documents, such as  grant deeds and easement and covenant agreements.  All of these agreements and documents are consistent with the original documents filed with the Commission and are merely intended to effectuate and implement the transactions contemplated thereby by creating instruments to clarify the separation of assets as originally intended. 



The details of some of the schedules and agreements will change up to and at the closing, as is customary in complex asset transactions of this type.  Edison therefore asks the Commission to approve the sale of the plants under the forms of agreements as submitted herewith (with the understanding that the precise content of the schedules and ancillary agreements may be different in some respects at closing) and the additional documents and agreements necessary to effectuate the substance of the transactions.


C.
Disposition of Excluded Assets


As Edison explained in the testimony supporting its application (SCE-2, passim; SCE Rebuttal Testimony at 27-29), Edison excluded from this auction certain lands adjacent to some of the generation stations.  Edison intends to maintain ownership of or easement rights over the following categories of lands, at least at this time: (1) lands that are necessary for transmission functions, such as switchyards, (2) lands that underlie the facilities used to transport and store fuel oil, including facilities used by the Edison Pipeline and Terminal Company (“EPTC”) as well as back-up fuel oil for the stations themselves, and (3) certain lands at Cool Water, consistent with Edison’s obligations under agreements relating to the Solar II project.  In addition, it is possible that Edison will maintain ownership of small portions of lands, such as wetlands, at certain sites to assist Edison in fulfilling environmental compliance obligations.



Edison currently intends to divest the remaining lands at the ten generation stations as soon as reasonably practicable.  Edison has not yet determined the preferred means of accomplishing such divestiture, but it will promptly inform the Commission of its intentions in this regard with respect to all of these lands.

V

seq level1 \h \r0 .
Market Power Analysis


In D. 97-09-049, the Commission required Edison to disclose the amount of generation that each winning bidder owns in California.  The Commission stated that it wished to ensure that the divestiture would not “merely change[] the identity of the possessor of market power from Edison to another entity.”  (Mimeo., p. 8.)  The Commission indicated a “likelihood that we will not approve any sale to related entities that results in 40% or more of the capacity offered in this sale being transferred.”  (Id. at 10 n. 8.)



The sales described herein will not provide any buyer with market power. FERC has directed the ISO and PX to implement a comprehensive market power monitoring program.  Pacific Gas & Electric Co., 81 FERC ¶ 61,122 slip op. at 233, 246-50 (October 30, 1997).  The monitoring program not only incorporates specific mitigation measures applicable to the utilities, but also directs the ISO and PX to collect extensive market data from all firms and to adopt pro forma availability standards for “all market participants” to prevent withholding of capacity in order to raise prices.  Id. at 234 n.602, 246-50.  In addition to systematic monitoring pursuant to the ISO/PX market power monitoring program, FERC will examine market power issues in the context of individual generators’ applications for market-based pricing authority.  Given these circumstances, the market power monitoring program and its associated safeguards will allow FERC, the ISO, PX, and other agencies to respond to any attempted exercise of market power and thus to ensure that the market remains workably competitive.   



The largest purchase as measured by capacity is by AES, which is acquiring the Alamitos, Huntington Beach, and Redondo Beach plants, for a combined summer dependable capacity of 3956 MW.  This represents 41% of the capacity of Edison’s gas-fired generation and approximately 22.5% of the biddable gas-fired generation located in California.
  Even if a market power analysis were limited to gas-fired generation within California, the plants that AES is acquiring would not enable it to exercise market power. In several cases, FERC has granted market-based rate authority after determining that a 25-26% market share of generating capacity does not pose a market power problem.  See Vantus Energy, Inc., 73 FERC ¶ 61,099 (1995); Southwestern Pub. Serv. Co., 72 FERC ¶ 61,208 (1995).  Moreover, examination of the share of California gas-fired capacity overstates market concentration, because of the availability of imports and non-gas-fired generation.  If these additional sources are considered, the three plants would represent substantially less than 20% of the market, which FERC has found demonstrates an absence of market power.  See Southwestern Pub. Serv. Co, supra, 72 FERC at 61,966; Louisville Gas & Electric Co., 62 FERC ¶ 61,016 at p.61,146 (1993) (citing cases).



AES has a subsidiary known as AES Placerita, Inc., which leases and operates a 120 MW cogeneration plant near Los Angeles.
  The plant is a qualifying facility that sells electricity to Edison under a standard offer contract with a remaining term of approximately 17 years.   As such, it is a must-take resource and is not biddable into the PX.  Because AES Placerita cannot withhold supply and profit from higher PX prices, this source of generation is not relevant to the market power analysis.



In light of the foregoing analysis, Edison urges the Commission to determine that the sale of the Alamitos, Huntington Beach, and Redondo Beach stations to AES would be consistent with the goal of “avoiding an overconcentration of market power.”  Public Utilities Code § 362.  Edison assumes that the reference to the acquisition of 40% or more of the capacity being auctioned was intended as an approximation, and not as a hard and fast limit.  The sale of these plants substantially meets that guideline and should be approved.



All of the other purchasers are acquiring a smaller amount of capacity from Edison.  HI is acquiring the Cool Water, Ellwood, Etiwanda, and Mandalay plants, which comprise 2276 MW, or 24% of the capacity of Edison’s gas-fired stations.  HI does not currently own or control generation in California.



Thermo Ecotek is acquiring the Highgrove and San Bernardino plants, which comprise 280 MW, or 3% of the capacity of Edison’s gas-fired stations.  Thermo Ecotek, through its wholly-owned subsidiaries, owns  four generation plants in California: 

PRIVATE 
Project and location
MW
% interest in project
Primary power purchaser and contract expiration date

Mendota, Fresno County
25
100*
PG&E (2014)

Woodland, Yolo-Solano County 
25
100*
PG&E (2014)

Delano, Kern County (2 plants)
49
100
SCE (2020)

*Sale-leaseback transactions through which Ecotek has 100% beneficial use



NRG Energy, Inc. and Destec Energy, Inc. are acquiring the El Segundo plant, subject to the right of first refusal in favor of Chevron.  The El Segundo plant comprises 1020 MW, or 11% of the capacity of Edison’s gas-fired stations.  NRG owns interests in the following qualifying facilities in California:

PRIVATE 
Project & location
MW
% interest in project
Primary power purchaser and contract expiration date

Jackson Valley Energy

Ione
16
50
PG&E (2017)

California Cogen.

Artesia
34
3
SCE (2018)

Crockett Cogen

Crockett
240
25
PG&E (2026)

Mt. Poso Cogen

Bakersfield
49.5
22
PG&E (2009)

Windpower Partners 1987

Altamont Pass
50
17
PG&E (2016)

Windpower Partners 1988

Altamont Pass
30
18
PG&E (2017)

In addition, NRG and its affiliates operate certain other facilities in California that have a capacity of less than 25 MW in the aggregate.


Destec Energy, Inc. owns interests in the following qualifying facilities in California:

PRIVATE 

Project & Location
MW
% Interest 

in Project


Primary Power Purchaser and Contract Expiration date 

Corona

  Corona, California

35



40
 SCE (2018)

Kern Front

   Kern County, California  

47

50
PG&E (2009)

High Sierra

   Kern County, California

47

50
PG&E (2009)

Double “C”

   Kern County, California

47

50
PG&E (2009)

San Joaquin

   Stockton, California

48

25
PG&E (2020)

Chalk Cliff

   Kern County, California

42

25
PG&E (2010)

Badger Creek

   Kern County, California

42

50
PG&E (2011)

McKittrick

   McKittrick, California

42

50
PG&E (2011)

Live Oak

   Kern County, California

42

50
PG&E (2012)

Bear Mountain

   Bakersfield, California

42

50
PG&E (2015)

Crockett Cogen

   Crockett, California

240

8.5
PG&E (2026)



Chevron owns interests in four qualifying facilities in California that have agreements to sell power to Edison.  Those facilities are located in El Segundo (aggregate of 78 MW) and Goleta (17.2 MW). Additional information with respect to Chevron’s ownership of generation in California was not available, although Edison does not believe that Chevron owns or controls a substantial share of California gas-fired generation capacity.

VI.
Request for Exempt Wholesale Generator Finding


Under the federal Energy Policy Act of 1992, certain generators of electricity may qualify as Exempt Wholesale Generators (“EWGs”), which causes them to avoid regulation as public utility holding companies under the Public Utility Holding Company Act of 1935 (“PUHCA”), 15 U.S.C. § 79z-5a.  In response to Edison’s petition for a declaratory order, FERC determined that parties that sell into the Power Exchange are deemed to be selling “at wholesale” for purposes of qualification as an EWG.  80 FERC ¶ 61,262 (1997).  The prospective purchasers do not waive any right they may have to maintain that EWG status is appropriate with respect to sales independent of those made into the Power Exchange.  



In order to obtain EWG status, a party must apply to FERC.  With respect to parties that operate facilities that were formerly in a utility’s ratebase, however, the Energy Policy Act requires the state commission, in addition to FERC, to make a finding that EWG status would be appropriate:


“If a rate or charge for, or in connection with, the construction of a facility, or for electric energy provided by a facility (other than any portion of a rate or charge which represents recovery of the cost of a wholesale rate or charge) was in effect under the laws of any State as of the date of enactment of this section, in order for the facility to be considered an eligible facility, every State commission having jurisdiction over any such rate or charge must make a specific determination that allowing such facility to be an eligible facility (1) will benefit consumers, (2) is in the public interest, and (3) does not violate State law . . . .”  15 U.S.C. § 79z-5a(c).

Edison asks the Commission to make such a finding in this case.



A critical element of AB 1890 and the Commission’s industry restructuring effort has been to transition utility-owned fossil generation to a competitive status.  The Commission encouraged the utilities to divest at least 50% of their fossil generation as part of that broader endeavor.  Allowing the facilities that Edison seeks approval herein to sell to become EWGs, and thus to avoid regulation under PUHCA, advances these goals.  Moreover, AB 1890 expressly contemplates that divestiture may occur (see, e.g., Public Utilities Code § 363).  Accordingly, the Commission should affirm that allowing the facilities that are the subject of this filing to become EWGs would benefit consumers, would be in the public interest, and would not violate California law.

VII.
Conclusion and Request for Findings


Edison respectfully requests that the Commission issue an order: 



(1) 
Approving, finding reasonable, and finding that the public interest would be served by Edison’s execution and effectuation of the transaction documents entered into with the buyers (or to Chevron, in the case of the El Segundo plant) identified above with respect to the Alamitos, Cool Water, Ellwood, El Segundo, Etiwanda, Highgrove, Huntington Beach, Mandalay, Redondo Beach, and San Bernardino stations; 



(2)
Deeming that the sale prices of those stations will determine their market value for CTC purposes;



(3)
Reaffirming the findings and conclusions made in D.97-09-049 and D.97-11-075 with respect to issues under Public Utilities Code sections 362 and 363, as well as ratemaking issues; 



(4)
Finding that allowing the divested stations to be exempt wholesale generators within the meaning of the Energy Policy Act of 1992 would benefit consumers, would be in the public interest, and would not violate California law; and 



(5)
Authorizing Edison to consummate the sales in accordance with the transaction documents filed concurrently herewith, pursuant to Public Utilities Code § 851.

PRIVATE 

Respectfully submitted,

ANN P. COHN

SUMNER J. KOCH

Southern California Edison Company

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Post Office Box 800

Rosemead, California 91770

Telephone:   (626) 302-2211

Facsimile:  (626) 302-1935

HENRY WEISSMANN

 MUNGER, TOLLES & OLSON

355 South Grand Avenue, 35th Floor

Los Angeles, California   90071-1560

Telephone:   (213) 683-9100

Facsimile:    (213) 687-3702

By _________________________________

     HENRY WEISSMANN

DATED:  December 19, 2001
VERIFICATION


I am an officer of the applicant corporation herein, and am authorized to make this verification on its behalf.  I have personal knowledge of the matters stated herein, and verify that the matters stated herein are true.



I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.



Executed this 1st day of December, 1997, at Rosemead, California.






____________________________________






Theodore F. Craver, Jr.






Vice President and Treasurer






SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY







2244 Walnut Grove Avenue







Post Office Box 800







Rosemead, California 91770


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE


I hereby certify that:  I am over the age of eighteen years and not a party to the within entitled action; my business address is 355 South Grand Avenue, Los Angeles, California  90071; I have this day caused to be served a copy of the foregoing DIVESTITURE COMPLIANCE FILING OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY (U 338‑E), in sealed envelopes with postage thereon fully prepaid in the United States Mail at  2244 Walnut Grove Avenue, Rosemead, California, as shown on the attached appearance list.



I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.  Executed this 1st day of December 1997, at Los Angeles, California.


HENRY WEISSMANN

DIVESTITURE SERVICE LIST

Application No. 96-11-046
Arocles Aguilar, Esq.

CPUC

Legal Division

505 Van Ness Avenue Room 4300

San Francisco, California   94102
Michael P. Alcantar

Ater Wynne Hewitt Dodson & Skerrit

222 SW Columbia, Suite 1800

Portland, OR   97201-6618

Carolyn A. Baker 

Edson & Modisette

925 L Street, Suite 1490

Sacramento, CA  95814
Barbara R. Barkovich, Esq.

Barkovich & Yapino

31 Eucalyptus Lane

San Rafael, CA  94901-2304
R. Thomas Beach

Crossborder

2560 Ninth Street, Suite 316

Berkeley, CA  94710

Robert Blohm

3 Dover Road

Hamilton, NJ  08620
Jerry R. Bloom/Joseph M. Karp

Morrison and Foerster

425 Market Street

San Francisco, CA   94015-2482
Gregory T. Blue

Manager State Regulatory Affiars

Electric Clearinghouse Inc.

5976 West Los Positas Boulevard, #200

Pleasanton, CA  94588

Doug Boccignone

City of Palo Alto

250 Hamilton Avenue

Palo Alto, CA  94301
Jeff Bodington

Bodington & Company

50 California Street, Suite 630

San Francisco, CA   94111
William H. Booth

CLECA/Jackson Tufts Cole Black

650 California Street, 32nd Floor

San Francisco, CA  94108

David R. Branchcomb 

Henwood Energy Services

2710 N. Gateway Oaks Drive

Suite 300-N

Sacramento, CA  95833
Maurice Brubaker

Brubaker & Associates Inc.

1215 Fern Ridge Parkway, Suite 208

Post Office Box  412000

St. Louis, MO  63141-2000
ALJ Richard Careaga

California Public Utilities Commission

505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 5103

San Francisco, California   94102

Scott Cauchois

CPUC/ORA

505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4003

San Francisco, CA   94102
Jennifer Chamberlin

Barakat & Chamberlin Inc.

1800 Harrison Street, 18th Floor

Oakland, CA   94612


Donald B. Clemons 

CPUC/ORA

505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4002

San Francisco, CA   94102

Frank De Rosa

Director-Project Development

US Generating Company

100 Pine Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA   94111
Daniel Douglass, Esq

Reznik & Reznik

15456 Ventura Boulevard

Fifth Floor

Sherman Oaks, California   91403-3026
V.E. Duncan

4149 Raya Way

San Diego, CA   92122

Anne E. Eakin

Pacific Power & Light company

825 N.E. Multnomah Street, Suite 625

Portland, OR  97232
Evelyn K. Elsesser

Ater Wynne Hewitt Dodson & skerritt

One Embarcadero Center, Suite 2420

San Francisco, CA  94111
Energy Divsiion

CPUC

505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4002

San Francisco, CA  94102

Anne Eng

Environmental Law Justice clinic 

Golden Gate University School of Law

536 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA  94105
Robert Finkelstein, Esq.

The Utility Reform Network

625 Polk Street, Suite 402

San Francisco, CA  94102
Bruce Foster

Southern California Edison Company

601 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 2040

San Francisco, CA   94102

Jack Fulcher

CPUC/Energy Division

505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 2D

San Francisco, CA   94102
Norman J. Furuta

Office of the General Counsel

Department of Navy & FEA

900 Commodore Drive (CODE 09C)

San Bruno, CA  94066-5006
Ian Goodman

The Goodman Group, LTD

280 Summer Street, 7th Floor

Boston, MA  02210

Douglas G. Green, Esq.

Steptoe & Johnson

1330 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C.  20036
Julie Halligan

CPUC

Energy Division

505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 3B

San Francisco,  CA  94102
Peter W. Hanschen/Douglas Orvis

Graham & James

One Meritime Plaza, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA  94111

Lynn Haug/Douglas Kerner

Ellison & Schneider

2015 H Street

Sacramento, CA   94814
Rufus Hightower

City of Pasadena

Department of Water & Power

200 South Los Robles Avenue, Suite 150

Pasadena, CA   91101
Aldyn Hoekstra

Cambridge Energy Research

1999 Harrison Street, Suite 1440

Oakland, CA  94612

Byford E. Hoffman, Analyst

Salt River Project (AZ)

Agricultural Improvement & Power 

Post Office Box 52025

Phoenix, AZ  85072-2025
Caryn J. Hough

California Energy Commission 

1516 9th Street, MS 14

Sacramento, CA   95814-5512
Carolyn Hunt

Milbank Tweed Hadley & McCloy

601 South Figueroa Street, 30th Floor

Los Angeles, CA   90017

Bill Johnson

EIP Associates

601 Montgomery Street, Suite 500

San Francisco, CA  94111
Marc. D. Joseph 

Adams & Broadwell (IBEW)

651 Gateway Boulevad, Suite 900

So. San Francisco, CA  94080
Ms. Gurbux Kahlon

Energy Division / CPUC  

505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4209

San Francisco, CA   94102-3298

Jim Kaiser

Resource Management Int'l

Post Office Box 15516

Sacramento, CA   95852-1516
Carolyn Kehrein

Energy Management Services

1505 Dunlap Court

Dixon, California  95620
Kristen L. Kelly

Senior Consultant

Henwood Energy Services Inc. 

2710 North Gateway Oaks Drive, #300

Sacramento, CA  95833

Sumner J. Koch/Ann P. Cohn

Southern California Edison

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, California   91770
Steve Linsey 

CPUC/ORA

505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4102

San Francisco, CA   94102
Douglas Long

CPUC/Energy Disivion

505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 3207

San Francisco, CA   94102

Joel H. Mack

Latham & Watkins

701 B Street, Suite 2100

San Diego, CA   92101-8197
Joseph Malkin/Julie McMillan 

  Cherly White Mason

O'Melveny & Myers

275 Battery Street

San Francisco, CA  94111
David Marcus

Coalition of California Utility Employee

Post Office Box 358

Berkeley, CA  94701

John Martin

Pacific Energy Systems

1600 S W Fourth Avenue, Suite 770

Portland, OR  97201
Steve McGough

Manager/Electric Bux Dev

Burlington Resources Inc.

5051 Westheimer, Suite 1400

Houston, TX  77056
M C;hristie McManus

Pacific Gas & Electric Company

77 Beale Street, Rm 901 MCB9A

Post Office Box 770000

San Francisco, CA  94177

Robert McWhinney

2401 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. Ste 605

Washington, D.C  20037
Richard McCann, Esq.

McCubed

2655 Portage Bay Avenue, Suite 3

Davis, CA   95616
Steve McClary

Morse Richard Weisenmiller & Associate

1999 Harrison Street, Suite 1440

Oakland, CA   94612-3517

Keith R. McCrea, Esq.

Suterland Asbill & Brennan

1275 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C.   20004-2404
Jeffrey A. Meith, Esq.

Minasian Minasian Minasian & etc.

Post Office Box 1679

Oroville, CA   95965-1679
Paul Miller

Environmental Science Associates

225 Buch Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA   94104

Karen Norene Mills, Esq.

California Farm Bureau Federaltion

1601 Exposition Boulevard, FB 3

Sacramento, CA   95615
Ron Moe

Stone & Webster Mgmt Consultants

7677 East Berry Avenue

Englewood, CA  80111-2137
Maurice Monson

California Public Utility Comm

505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4011

San Francisco, CA  94102

Kenneth Moriarty

Steone & Webster Mgmt Consultants

7677 East Berry Avenue

Englewood, CO   80111-2137
Sara Steck Myers, Esq.

122 28th Avenue

San Francisco, CA  94121
Ralph Neal

Department of Transporation

Right of Way Program

1120 N Street, Mail Station 37

Sacramento, CA  95814

Barbara Ortega

CPUC, LA Office

107 South Broadway, Room 5109

Los Angeles, CA   90012
James C. Paine

Standard Insurance Center

Stoel Rives Boley Jones & Grey

900 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 2300

Portland, OR 97204-1268
Clem Palevich/Glen Davis

AES Joshua Tree

44 Montgomery Street

Suite 9450

San Francisco, CA 94104

Bernard Palk

City of Glendale

141 N Glendale Avenue

4th Level

Glendale, CA 91206
Steven D. Patrick, Esq.

Attorney at Law

Southern California Gas Company

633 West Fifth Street, Suite 5200

Los Angeles, CA 90071-2071
Judy Pau

El Paso Natural Gas Company

850 California Street

24th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94108

Norman A. Pedersen, Esq.

Jones Day Reavis & Pogue

Metropolitan Square

555 W Fifth Street, Suite 4600

Los Angeles, CA 90013-1025
Robert L. Pettinato

Los Angeles Dept. of Water & Power

111 N Hope Street

Room 11041

Los Angeles, CA 90051-0100
Patrick J. Power, Esq.

Law Offices of Patrick Power

2101 Webster Avenue, #1500

Oakland, CA   94612

Jack Rosenthal

Energy Dynamics

11662 Pine Street

Los Alamitos, CA 90720-4159
Georganne Ross

Marron Reid & Sheehy LLP

601 California Street

Suite 1200

San Francisco, CA 94106-2896
John Rozsa

Senate Energy Advisor

State Capitol

Room 408

Sacramento, CA 95814

John Scadding

Division of Ratepayer Advocates

California Public Utilities Comm.

505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4102

San Francisco, CA 94102
James E. Scarff

CPUC - ORA

506 Van Ness Avenue

Room 5022

San Francisco, CA 94102-9296
Reed V. Schmidt

Vice President

Bartle Wells Associates

1636 Bush Street

San Francisco, CA 94109

Donald W. Schoenbeck

Regulatory & Cogeneration Svcs.

1060 Lloyd Center Tower

825 NE Multnomah, Suite 1060

Portland, OR 97232
Andrew J. Skaff/Karen Peterson

Crosby Heafey roach & May

1999 Harrison Street, 26th Floor

Oakland, CA   94612-3500
Jeanne M. Sole

Grueneich Resource Advocates

582 Market Street

Suite 407

San Francisco, CA 94104

Jefrey C. Sprecher

Western Power Group

660 Newport Center Drive

Suite 470

Newport Beach, CA 92660
James D. Squeri

Goodin MacBride Squeri

Schlotz & Ritchie

506 Sansome Street, Suite 900

San Francisco, CA 94111
Ronald V. Stassi, General Manager

City of Burbank

164 West Magnolia Blvd.

P.O. Box 631

Burbank, CA 91503-0631

Phillip Stohr/Dan Carroll

Downey Brand Seymour Rohwer

555 Capitol Mall

10th Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814-4686
Tom Thompson

CPUC/ORA

505 Van Ness Avenue

Room 36

San Francisco, CA 94102
Ed Thornhill

The Metropolitan Water Dist of

 Southern California, Room 20-013

P.O. Box 54153

Los Angeles, CA 90054-0153

Joe Vaccaro

San Diego Gas & Electric

P.O. Box 1831

San Diego, CA 92112-4150
Andrew J. Van Horn, Ph.D.

Van Horn Consulting

81 Moraga Way, Suite 1

Orinda, CA 94563-3029
Emilio E. Varanini III, Esq.

Marron Reid & Sheehy

980 9th Street

Suite 1800

Sacramento, CA 95814-2738

Alan Watts, Esq.

Woodruff Spradlin & Smart

701 South Parker Street

Suite 7000

Orange, CA 92668
Robert K. Weatherwax

Sierra Consulting Corporation

One Sierragate Plaza

Suite 225A

Roseville, CA 95678-6603
Ken Weatherwax

Sierra Consulting Corp.

One Sierragate Plaza

Suite 225A

Roseville, CA 92678-6603

Linda R. Whelan

Houston Industries PWR Gen Inc

12301 Kurland

Post Office Box 1700

Houston, TX  77034
Fiona Woolf

McKenna LLP

2000 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., #8550

Washington, D.C.   20006
Michele Wynne

MZA Utility Consultants

5230 Pacific Concourse Dr.

Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90045

Michael Yamaca

Los Angeles Dept. of Water & Power

111 North Hope Street

Room 1534

Los Angeles, CA 90051
Daniel P. Yang

Pacific Century, LLG

Post Office Box 6218

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA  90734
Helen W. Yee

CPUC/Legal Division

505 Van Ness Avenue

Room 5031

San Francisco, CA 94102




    �Pursuant to section 2.12 of the Asset Sale Agreement, each winning bidder has the ability, subject to the terms and conditions of the Asset Sale Agreement, to assign its rights and obligations to a subsidiary which may take title to the assets.


    �	Technically, Ellwood is denominated an “energy support facility,” but for convenience this filing refers to it as a “plant.”


    �After Edison accepted AES’ bid, Edison agreed, at AES’ request, to execute three separate ASAs, one for each plant.


    �Chevron previously has taken the position that the notice period does not begin to run until after the Commission approves the sale of the El Segundo plant to another buyer.  Edison disputes that interpretation and maintains that the notice period begins to run once Edison provides notice of its execution of a definitive sales agreement.


    �Chevron disputes that it must close within 60 days of receiving notice.  


    �PG&E owns 6,139 MW and SDG&E owns 1,973 MW of gas generation, in addition to Edison’s 9,562 MW, for a total of approximately 17,770 MW.


    �All information with respect to the winning bidders’ ownership of generation in California has been provided by these bidders and has not been independently verified by Edison.
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