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CARE provides comment regarding the ensuing energy crises in California, the resulting impacts on the environment, civil rights, and the nation’s economy. 
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13 new power plants readied for Bay Area

BY STEVE JOHNSON

Mercury News 

Once considered largely off-limits to power plant development, the Bay Area has become the hottest spot in California for new electricity generators.

Thirteen new power plants are in the works, including two projects in San Jose and Milpitas not previously publicized. Another major plant recently began operating in Pittsburg. No other comparably sized area has that much power on the drawing boards, according to a Mercury News review of California Energy Commission documents.

While some of these plants may never get built, those under consideration could conceivably bolster the state's power grid by more than 6,200 megawatts, which is enough for about 4.5 million homes. And that doesn't include an expansion under way at Monterey County's Moss Landing facility.

The only area coming close to that much new generation is the considerably larger territory encompassed by Kern and San Luis Obispo counties, where plants generating about 5,700 megawatts have been proposed.

State officials said they couldn't comment on the relatively high concentration of power plants proposed here because they hadn't analyzed that themselves. But they said they weren't surprised that so many new plant operators had their sights on the Bay Area, because it traditionally has been one of the regions of California most vulnerable to blackouts.

Unable to generate much of the power it uses, the Bay Area frequently has had to rely on power from elsewhere. But it can only bring in a limited supply, because its network of high-voltage wires is badly crimped in places and can overheat. Such power-line congestion was largely blamed for the June 14, 2000, blackout that left tens of thousands of Bay Area homes and businesses without electricity.

``The system needs some new generation in that area for voltage support and reliability,'' said Claudia Chandler, a spokeswoman for the California Energy Commission, which licenses power plants. ``That's why developers have focused on it.''

The two most recent power plant proposals for Santa Clara County are being floated by Spartan Power of San Jose. The company already has applied to the state and is having discussions with San Jose officials about building a 96-megawatt plant costing up to $85 million on Seventh Street, north of Tully Road.

Spartan also is considering a plant of up to 200 megawatts in Milpitas, at Montague Expressway and Milpitas Boulevard. But its president, Jason DiNapoli, called that project ``very preliminary.''

San Jose and Milpitas are considered especially prime plant territory because they offer electrical and natural gas lines that can be hooked up to generators, many of which use natural gas for fuel. More importantly, the area is saturated with high-tech businesses, which are expected to have a growing thirst for power, despite the soured economy.

In addition to the two Spartan projects, Calpine is proposing to build the 600-megawatt Metcalf Energy Center in South San Jose and a 180-megawatt operation known as the Los Esteros Critical Energy Facility in North San Jose. San Jose city officials also are considering building some solar generators, said Lindsey Wolf, a spokeswoman with the city's environmental services department.

All that proposed development is considered remarkable for this region, given the Bay Area's reputation for environmental and community activism. And while state officials have vowed to speed power plant construction, not everyone is happy. Some neighborhood groups have questioned the need for so many new plants, particularly the Metcalf facility, which some fear will be unsightly and a source of pollution.

One would-be plant that already seems to be in trouble is the South City project, a 550-megawatt operation that AES has sought to build in South San Francisco. Although proposed nearly three years ago, it has made little progress since then. And AES spokesman Aaron Thomas conceded that its future is uncertain.

``The most I can say right now is it's unclear,'' Thomas said. ``There are continuing discussions ongoing with the city about the project, particularly focusing on prospective sites,'' but nothing has been resolved.

Still, officials at other companies -- most notably Calpine -- say they have no intention of abandoning their power plant plans for the Bay Area.

In June, Calpine began operations at its 555-megawatt Los Medanos Energy Center in Pittsburg and recently began construction on a plant in Gilroy, which it eventually hopes to expand to 270 megawatts. Moreover, Calpine has four other Bay Area projects under state review, totaling nearly 2,500 additional megawatts.

Because of California's increasing need for electricity, which includes having a cushion of extra power during critical periods, Calpine officials said they see no reason to scale back their generation proposals for the Bay Area.

``You have to plan for the long term, and that's what Calpine is doing,'' said company spokeswoman Lisa Poelle. ``We think we're many, many years away from getting our power infrastructure modernized in this country.''

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Contact Steve Johnson at sjohnson@sjmercury.com or (408) 920-5043.
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Calpine asks state to relax standards

CONCESSIONS SOUGHT ON NOISE, VAPOR RULES
BY MIKE ZAPLER

Mercury News 

As the power plant that plunged San Jose into a yearlong controversy moves toward final approval from regulators, Calpine is trying to ease noise and aesthetic standards for the Coyote Valley project. And the state agency that had proposed tougher rules now appears ready to grant the company's wishes.

Ending months of deliberations, the California Energy Commission is expected to give final approval to the Metcalf Energy Center on Sept. 12 in Sacramento. The decision will cap a protracted battle. In the fall, the project seemed doomed after the city council, led by Mayor Ron Gonzales, voted it down. But as the energy crisis deepened and it became clear the state would override his opposition, Gonzales reversed himself, and the long-shot proposal became almost a sure thing.

With the drama mostly settled over whether the 600-megawatt plant will be built, Calpine and neighborhood opponents have spent the summer wrestling over how it will operate. Two issues have stood out: when and how often the power plant will be allowed to emit plumes, which are essentially steam clouds, and how loud the plant will be.

Calpine appears on the verge of winning concessions on both issues that plant opponents argue will make Metcalf noisier and more unsightly. Calpine insists, however, that its suggestions are relatively minor and won't have any significant impact on surrounding areas. 

On its Web site and in statements before the U.S. Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee in January, company officials said the plant would be designed so that there will be no visible water vapor plume except in the coldest and most humid weather conditions. 

But as the project approaches almost certain approval, Calpine is seeking permission for its plant to emit plumes more frequently than the 14 hours per year allowed in preliminary rules the energy commission proposed earlier this summer. That limit was based on the commission's estimate of the maximum number of hours annually that the temperature might dip below 30 degrees Fahrenheit while the relative humidity exceeded 90 percent.

Calpine objected, asking that the rules apply only during ``daylight, non-fog, non-rain hours,'' when plumes would be most visible. Because plumes are most likely to form in colder nighttime weather, the exceptions would help the company avoid violations of the operating rules.

Some residents of the nearby Santa Teresa neighborhood fear the rule change would allow Calpine to shut off its plume abatement system at night, sending big vapor clouds above the hill that separates their homes from the power plant. And it's unclear what constitutes ``non-fog, non-rain hours,'' they say, so daylight plumes may appear more often than Calpine is letting on.

``All along it's been `no plumes' without qualification, and now, at the last minute, they're backsliding,'' Santa Teresa resident Phil Mitchell said. ``It's just going to be a blight.''

Not so, said Ken Abreu, Metcalf's development manager. ``Our intent is to not have a plume unless it's very cold and very humid. Are we going to turn off the plume technology when the sun goes down? The answer is, `No.' ''

Noise is the other big concern of neighbors. After months of internal disagreements, the commission staff has recommended a standard significantly more lenient than it typically allows. The debate became so contentious early this year that a veteran commission staff member said he was taken off the project and replaced by an outside consultant after insisting on stricter noise rules.

In deciding how loud a power plant can be, the commission measures the noise level at the nearest home at the quietest hours of the night. Noise is measured in decibels on the A scale, which detects sound heard by the human ear.

Power plants typically can be 5 decibels louder than that lowest nighttime reading at the nearest home. At Metcalf, the lowest nighttime reading was 39 decibels in a study conducted by Calpine.

But at Calpine's request, the commission now is considering a Metcalf noise limit of 49 decibels. A limit of 10 decibels over normal levels, Calpine acknowledged in its initial application for the plant, ``is subjectively heard as doubling in loudness, and would almost certainly cause an adverse community response.''

To give a rough estimate, 50 decibels is what a person might hear inside a private office building as cars drive by outside.

Earlier, the commission recommended a 44-decibel threshold, consistent with its usual practice. But Calpine objected, at first saying it would cost the company $5 million to comply and then arguing that it would be technologically impossible to make the plant that quiet.

Calpine calls objections to the 49-decibel noise requirement overblown. Only a handful of homes are close enough to the plant to hear it, Abreu said, and Calpine would be forced to insulate those homes if the plant is too disruptive at night. Typically the energy commission has required additional insulation of the plant, not the homes.

But Santa Teresa residents remain unswayed, predicting a constant, grating hum from the plant. The energy commission, they point out, itself has written: ``During its operational life, the project will emit a steady, continuous, and broadband noise day and night.''

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Contact Mike Zapler at mzapler@sjmercury.com or at (408) 275-0140.
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EDITORIAL
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The opinion of the Mercury News

Power agency must provide detailed justification of rates

THE electricity system in California is continuing to evolve. Decisions this week by the California Public Utilities Commission could push it in the wrong direction.

The system threatens to become one dominated by a state agency with little accountability for the rates it charges and no chance for consumers to look elsewhere.

When the state jumped into the electricity business last winter, it wanted to make sure it didn't incur the same kind of losses that eventually pushed Pacific Gas & Electric Co. into bankruptcy.

The state's power purchasing agency, the Department of Water Resources (DWR), was guaranteed that it would be fully reimbursed for power it bought. And consumers' ability to buy power directly, instead of from the state, was curtailed, to prevent the state from having too few customers for the power it purchased.

On the PUC agenda for Thursday are decisions on how to implement those laws.

In a number of respects, the commission can do little but make the best lemonade possible with the lemons handed it. The Legislature has hemmed it in. 

But the PUC must do what it can to prevent DWR from becoming, in effect, a public utility subject to less oversight than utilities such as PG&E. 

DWR is entitled to recover its costs of purchasing power. The law stipulates it. Further, the state will issue bonds to pay for the power, and the bondholders must be assured that DWR will collect enough in revenue to pay principal and interest on the bonds.

What the PUC should not grant to DWR is the authority to automatically collect through rates its ancillary costs, such as for lawyers, consultants and technicians. Those costs should be subject to the Legislature's oversight, as they are for other state departments.

Rates are based not just on actual costs, but on anticipated ones. On this, the PUC should make the DWR justify its proposed rates in far more detail, and in a forum that provides a chance for others to offer contrary forecasts of future prices. 

PG&E has gone to court on this point, hoping to require DWR to undergo the same sort of rate justification process utilities used to go through.

The PUC also should not end consumers' ability to buy directly from suppliers, known as direct access. Instead, it appears to be on the verge of disallowing some existing contracts made by businesses to purchase electricity directly from suppliers. Abrogating contracts will march the PUC into a legal swamp. Direct access can be kept alive by the Legislature, without letting anyone escape a fair share of the bill for costs the state has incurred.

A better course on these matters is set out in a bill, SBX2 18, that has passed the Senate. It protects the money to pay the bondholders, while requiring DWR to be more answerable on its other expenditures. It also, indirectly, preserves direct access.

The state is under pressure to issue bonds so electricity purchases do not deplete funds for schools and health care. But preserving the principle of accountability must come first.

Published Wednesday, Sept. 5, 2001, in the San Jose Mercury News 

PUC, Texas firm urged to settle rift out of court

STATE WOULD BENEFIT EARLIER, JUDGE SAYS
BY JENNIFER BJORHUS

Mercury News 

A federal judge is urging California's utility regulators and Houston-based El Paso Corp.'s affiliates to settle their dispute about market manipulation out of court, saying California will get a better deal that way.

``Should a substantial monetary settlement be reached now, the people of California will benefit much earlier and perhaps much better'' than if litigation were to continue, said Judge Curtis L. Wagner Jr. of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.

Wagner made the recommendation in an order setting a Sept. 14 deadline for both sides to file legal paperwork. Wagner said he still plans to issue his final decision in the case by Oct. 9, but appeals could drag the case on for years. 

The California Public Utilities Commission and El Paso said they would consider a settlement, but nothing had been decided.

``Obviously we're not close to a settlement,'' said Harvey Morris, principal counsel for the Public Utilities Commission. Morris said Federal Energy Regulatory Commission judges routinely encourage parties to negotiate out-of-court settlements.

El Paso spokesman Mel Scott said a settlement is ``always an option.'' He declined to elaborate.

The Public Utilities Commission first filed its complaint against El Paso on April 4, 2000, and the ensuing investigation is one of the most prominent price-gouging actions stemming from California's energy crisis. The natural gas conglomerate has repeatedly argued that it has done nothing wrong.

The Public Utilities Commission charged that El Paso, which owns a major natural gas pipeline that runs into California near Topock, Ariz., unfairly hoarded natural gas and unfairly drove up prices by awarding its affiliate, El Paso Merchant Energy, about 40 percent of the pipeline's capacity at a steeply discounted price. The manipulation allegedly cost Californians as much as $3.7 billion in energy overcharges, but the Public Utilities Commission in this case is simply asking El Paso to return profits of about $184 million to California ratepayers.

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Contact Jennifer Bjorhus at jbjorhus@sjmercury.com or (408) 920-5660.

Utility rescue plan gets committee's OK

Published Wednesday, Sept. 5, 2001, in the San Jose Mercury News

A $2.9 billion rescue package for Southern California Edison cleared a key legislative committee Tuesday, putting it on a path for a vote on the state Assembly floor.

Voting 12-6, the Assembly's Appropriations Committee approved the bill to allow the stricken utility to raise $2.9 billion through a ratepayer-financed bond to cover an estimated $3.9 billion in debts Edison ran up buying electricity for its 11 million customers during the height of California's power crisis last year. The bonds will be repaid by 180,000 of Edison's business customers.

Published Thursday, Sept. 6, 2001, in the San Jose Mercury News 

PG&E customers could see rates rise under plan

OPERATORS INCREASINGLY PUT GRID AT RISK
Plants refuse state requests to adjust power levels.
CALIFORNIA'S ENERGY CRISIS

BY JOHN WOOLFOLK AND MICHAEL BAZELEY

Mercury News 

The state bought more electricity at higher prices for PG&E than it did for Southern California utilities, officials said Wednesday, raising the specter that Northern Californians could pay the most for the power crisis.

That prospect surfaced as state regulators prepared to decide how much the state can collect from customers to cover its costs of buying power for California's troubled utilities.

Whether Pacific Gas & Electric Co. customers will face yet another rate increase remains uncertain. State officials maintain that existing rates are high enough to cover the power they purchased.

But PG&E and dozens of lawmakers sounded that alarm Wednesday as regulators proposed shifting $600 million of the state's power costs to its customers from Southern California utilities.

``This means that PG&E customers will pay 40 to 55 percent more than people in Southern California for the power the state is buying on their behalf,'' PG&E said in a $200,000 advertising campaign. ``We think this is unequal, unjust and unfair.''

Too much power

Information provided to the California Public Utilities Commission showed the state bought too much power for Northern California and paid more for it, said Paul Clanon, the agency's energy division director.

The state Department of Water Resources, which bought the power, purchased more in contracts than was needed in Northern California and paid more on the spot market there than in Southern California, Clanon said.

Water Resources spokesman Oscar Hidalgo said the state had to buy a greater share of PG&E's power than it did for the other utilities, in part because the Pacific Northwest drought reduced hydroelectric imports. Limited transmission capacity added to the cost of delivering power in Northern California, he said.

``We had kind of a double-whammy in Northern California,'' Hidalgo said. ``We have more to buy in Northern California than Southern California right from the start. Then you have the routing of that power with transmission costs.''

State officials had proposed dividing the power costs equally among PG&E, Southern California Edison and San Diego Gas & Electric, and hadn't before suggested one region would pay more than another.

But the California PUC said that plan runs counter to the agency's historic practice of charging customers based upon the actual cost of the electricity they use.

If the state's power costs were higher for Northern California, then that should be reflected in rates, regulators said. Otherwise, Southern Californians would be subsidizing their northern neighbors' power.

Legislators outraged

But the proposal outraged lawmakers, who in a letter Wednesday to Commission President Loretta Lynch, said it ``does not reflect the will of the Legislature.''

``This appears to be an unsubstantiated and illegal cost shift to Northern California customers,'' the letter said. ``While the cost of procuring electricity in Northern California last winter may have run higher than Southern California, we do not believe that this cost differential is high enough to justify the risk of such a substantial rate increase for PG&E customers.''

Thirty Assembly members signed the letter.

Vote delayed

The commission postponed today's scheduled vote on the matter until later this month. State Treasurer Philip Angelides noted Wednesday that the delay is holding up the sale of $12.5 billion in bonds needed to repay the state for power purchases.

Consumer advocates said they needed more information on the proposal.

``We represent ratepayers statewide, and we don't want to see anybody's rates go up,'' said Mindy Spatt of The Utility Reform Network. ``We want to see a rate structure that's fair to everybody.''

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Contact John Woolfolk at jwoolfolk@sjmercury.com or (408) 278-3410.
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Increasingly, plants put grid at risk

POTENTIAL FOR OUTAGES: OPERATORS REFUSE

STATE'S REQUESTS TO ADJUST POWER LEVELS
BY STEVE JOHNSON

Mercury News 

More than a month after two generators refused state orders to deliver power as promised and triggered a near-meltdown of the Western power grid, California's electrical system continues to be hindered by a growing and potentially dangerous anarchy.

Officials with the California Independent System Operator say power-plant operators increasingly are refusing the state's directions to adjust their plant power levels up or down to keep the electrical system in balance. Nearly one-fourth of the orders were ignored in July and August, state officials say.

Refusals have increased steadily from about nine a day in May to more than 160 a day in August. The most serious incident occurred Aug. 2, when two power-plant operators declined to provide the power they promised. That resulted in what authorities called a major frequency drop across the West, with the potential to cause blackouts.

Concern grows

Although no outages have been caused so far, Stephanie McCorkle, a spokeswoman for the Independent System Operator, said state officials are deeply concerned.

``Our operators need a certain amount of certainty when you're running a grid,'' McCorkle said. Unfortunately, ``the level of uncertainty has reached an uncomfortable level for ISO operators.''

Why this is happening remains unclear, according to California and power company officials. Jan Smutny-Jones, the ISO's former chairman who heads the Independent Energy Producers Association, which represents generators, said, ``It's very hard to tell'' because a number of factors appear to be at work.

He and McCorkle agreed that the refusal to follow orders partly stems from a growing frustration by generators over not being paid for power they have supplied the state. In recent weeks, generators have gotten only about 8 cents on the dollar, McCorkle said, noting that the problem largely stems from payments coming late from the California Department of Water Resources, which has been buying power for the state's financially strapped utilities.

Generators frustrated

Gary Ackerman, executive director of the Western Power Trading Forum, also blamed the state's new portfolio of long-term power contracts.

He believes state officials may be forcing those large blocks of contracted electricity onto the grid, to avoid admitting that they bought more than they needed. But inserting those blocks into the system can be complicated, Ackerman said, and often requires difficult-to-make adjustments by other power-plant operators to keep the grid stable.

Moreover, Ackerman said, the state has been relying increasingly on a computerized system that sends instructions to plant operators when power levels need to be raised or lowered. However, he said, that system can't handle the number of instructions the state is sending.

``It's like pushing your car from zero to 120 and back to zero, and doing that over and over,'' Ackerman said. ``Your car just wasn't designed to do that.''

ISO officials acknowledged that fitting the long-term contracts into the system has been tough. But despite some minor glitches with the computer system, they said, they did not believe it was responsible for generators not doing what they've been told.

No fines yet

So far, no generators have been fined for disobeying orders, said Charles Robinson, the ISO's chief counsel. He noted, however, that the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, which is investigating the matter, could decide that fines are warranted. 

But because California is so dependent on generators for its electricity, authorities have to be careful not to alienate power plant operators by penalizing them too harshly, said Mark Ward of the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power.

``How do you motivate people to do the right thing?'' Ward asked. ``It's not a real simple problem.''

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Contact Steve Johnson at sjohnson@sjmercury.com or (408) 920-5043.
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The opinion of the Mercury News

Wait. Why should we pay more for power?

WHAT if the state hasn't simply been buying electrons for Californians? What if it has been buying cheaper electrons for the south and more expensive ones for the north?

A draft decision before the California Public Utilities Commission would charge customers of Pacific Gas & Electric 14 cents per kilowatt-hour for power bought by the state, while charging only 10 cents and 9 cents to customers of Southern California Edison and San Diego Gas & Electric.

The five PUC commissioners were scheduled to vote on the proposal today, before they astutely deferred it for more comment.

Here's ours: How come we're getting stuck with the pricey electricity?

PG&E is leading the charge against the plan, buying newspaper and radio ads urging its customers to call the PUC and complain.

The PUC is figuring out how the state, specifically the Department of Water Resources (DWR), is to be repaid for the electricity it has been buying on behalf of the utilities, which ran out of money.

DWR had a simple proposal. Divide the cost by the amount and charge everyone the same -- 11.4 cents -- for power that comes from DWR, which is about a third of the power consumed in the state.

The PUC staff had a different idea. Prices traditionally are based on the cost of providing electricity within each utility's territory; they should continue to be done that way.

The staff looked at DWR's contracts, which call for delivery of power to specific locations. It's costlier up north, says the PUC staff.

The problem is not with the principle of cost-based prices, but with the way it is being applied here. 

DWR is acting as a statewide utility, not a regional one. DWR itself has said that regional prices ``would be an artifice which would result in an arbitrary allocation of costs.''

PG&E also argues that such a great disparity in the price of power, 40 percent, between Northern and Southern California has never existed before. Over the past three years, it says, prices were 11 percent higher in Northern California.

But there has been no opportunity to examine that discrepancy because the PUC held no hearings before proposing the differing rates.

The draft does promise hearings -- after the rates are set. And it proposes an informal system of reckoning the costs so that ``over time, the DWR charges paid in each service territory will approximate the actual costs incurred.'' It's not reassuring.

The draft notes that the PUC will have to wait and see whether the higher charge in the PG&E region would require another rate hike.

If so, the PUC will need a lot better explanation than it's offered so far.
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Assembly narrowly approves bailout proposal for Edison

VOTE SETS STAGE FOR FINAL LEGISLATIVE SHOWDOWN

BY DION NISSENBAUM

Mercury News Sacramento Bureau 

SACRAMENTO -- The state Assembly narrowly approved a complex plan late Thursday to bail out California's second-largest electric utility and help bring an end to the state's reluctant move into the energy-buying business. 

Although the vote far from seals the fate of Southern California Edison, it sets the stage for a final showdown in Sacramento among the governor, lawmakers and special interests over the last major energy crisis bill to be hammered out before the Legislature wraps up work for the year a week from today.

The 41-32 vote was a significant victory for Gov. Gray Davis and Edison. Both have put their reputations on the line to work out the deal. 

Work remains

But the measure still needs an endorsement from the Senate, which passed a dramatically different Edison rescue plan last month. And key senators, including the Senate leader, have said they would not support the Assembly's bill.

Should lawmakers fail to agree on an Edison rescue plan this session, the utility has warned that it may be forced to join Pacific Gas & Electric Co. in bankruptcy.

Assemblyman Fred Keeley, D-Santa Cruz, who shepherded the bill through the debate late Thursday night, called it ``the best opportunity for putting in place the last important piece to stabilize and contain this forest fire.'' 

But Assemblyman Rod Pacheco, R-Riverside, accused Democrats of concocting a costly boondoggle that could drag on indefinitely. ``This solution will ultimately destroy the state of California,'' he said. ``When is this insanity going to end?'' 

Democrats, uncertain if they had the 41 votes needed to pass the bill, had Assemblyman Gil Cedillo, D-Los Angeles, fly back to the Capitol from his home to cast the decisive vote.

The Assembly bill was the result of drawn-out negotiations to appease all the competing interests -- from consumer activists to big business.

Under the plan, Edison would be allowed to issue $2.9 billion in bonds to help pay off its energy crisis debt, which the company puts at $3.5 billion. Edison's largest customers would then pay off the bond for years with a special charge included in their bills. 

In return, big businesses would be given the chance to set up independent deals with other energy suppliers for cheaper power.

For its part, Edison agreed to turn over nearly 20,000 acres of wilderness lands surrounding the company's hydroelectric facility at Shaver Lake near Fresno. The company would also give the state a five-year option to buy its transmission lines, the aging system used to shuttle high-voltage power around Southern California. In an attempt to appease consumer activists, the measure includes a requirement that 20 percent of energy sold in the state in 2010 come from alternative energy companies.

Ultimate goal

The legislation is designed to do one thing: help Edison regain its financial footing so the company can get back into the business of buying power. California took over that role for Edison and PG&E in January when both companies were pushed into financial chaos by the energy crisis.

At the time, both companies were paying skyrocketing prices for power. But state law prevented them from passing on the costs to customers, leaving the utilities with mounting debts.

To save them from bankruptcy and keep the power on, California began buying power while the state's leaders tried to craft a rescue plan.

While Edison has been working with state leaders, PG&E shocked California in April by turning its back on the political process and declaring bankruptcy.

That move prompted Davis to step up his efforts to rescue Edison.

If a rescue plan is to be approved in the next week, the governor, Edison, the Senate, the Assembly and competing special interests will have to agree on several contentious issues, including who should repay Edison's debt, how much the transmission lines are worth and whether the state should take control of Edison's wilderness lands. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Contact Dion Nissenbaum at dnissenbaum@sjmercury.com or (916) 441-4603.
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