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.'BE?ORB THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION oOF THB STATB OF CALIFORNIA

Application of SOuthern'California
Gas Company undeér the Annual

Reasonableness Review Procedure. Applicatlon 89- 06 020
(Filed June 16, 1989)

(U 904 G)

ORDER MODIFYING DECISION 91-09-026 AND DENYING REHEARING

The City of Long Beach (Long Beach) has filed an’
application for rehearing of Decision (D.) 91-09-026 (the
Decision). The Decision, inter alia, ordered Southern‘californ{ap
~ Gas' Company (SocaIGas), in its next cost ‘allocation proceeding,
to reallocate $1.47 million from the core purchase gas account tol
noncoré customers, SoCalGas has filed a response opposing Long
Beach. : B
The $1 47 million to be reallocated to the noncore
represents the increased cost of replacing gas that was withdrawn
from storage during July and early August 1988, - This cost is
being reallocated from the core to the noncore because the
withdrawal benefited thé noncore.

In its application for rehearing Long Beach argueés that;
none of this $1.47 million should be reallocated to its wholesale
core service,; because the wholesale core did not benefit from the
storage withdrawal.l More particularly, Long Béach contends'f
that allocating any portion of this $1.47 million to its

1. In using the term "wholesaleé core*,; Long Beach refers to’”'
the service it provides as a wholesaler to its own core

customers.
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: .wholesale core reQuirements w0u1d cOﬂstitute undue discriminat on -
 bécause there *is no basis for distinguishing the wholesale ore"_
from the retail core in this regafd. , (Application for Rehearing"
at 4.) » , . . S
. : Uﬂfortunately, 1ong Beach'’s application fox rehearing
is vague. It does not spéll out in- any détail the factual or -
légal basis for Long Beach’s contention. Long Beach is a
wholesale customer of SoCalGas that in turn provides service to
its own customers, including residential and small commercial '
("core") customers. SoCalGas’s relationship to Long Beach 50 -
that Long Beach can provide sérvice to its "core” customers is' -
not just the same as SoCalGas’s relatlonship to its own ‘core
customers. (See, e.g., D. 86-12- 009, 22 cal. p.U. C.-2d 444, 479
(1986).) = In other words, the wholesale core is not just the same
~as the rétail core. Therefore, Long Beach’s application should
have explained in detail just how, baséd on the facts ¢f this s
particular sitﬁétiéh,'its wholésale core'was'in'the same position'
as SoCalGas’s retail core with regard to the Summer 1988
withdrawals -- for that is Long Beach'’s contention. Its _lf;iV;
rapplicatiOn for rehearing 1ikewise should have explalneddin fif}
détail the factual basis for its contention that Long Beach’s ,
wholesale core did not benefit from the Summer 1988 w;thdrawéls;
In the absence of such detailed explanations we cannot cOnolude.
that there is any merit to Long Beach's application for
rehearing. Accordingly, we will deny rehearing.

On the other hand, "in the absence of a clear argumént
by Long Beach, weé cannot tell whether SoCalGas's OppOSition is
persuasive or not. Horeover, the reallocation of the $1. 47
million to the noncoreé will not occur until SoCalGas's 1993
Biennial Cost Allocation Proceéding (BCAP). Accordingly, we will‘
permit Long Beach to litigate, in the 1993 BCAP, its contention
that the position of the wholesale core was so liké that of the
retail core that it would be unduly discriminatory for the ‘
wholesale core to pay a portion of the $1.47 million when the
retail core is not paying any part of that sum. HoweVer, in
order to retain the opportunity to litigate this issue, Long
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'lfBeach will have to file a pre hearing brief specifying-the;

"factual and legal basis for its coﬁtention in much greatér detailf{

;fl;than it did in its application for rehearing. We will not-
' éntértain any further argurent or evidence on the fssue 1f that

brief does not show that there is some merit to Long Beach'

Afcontention. We authorize the assigned ALJ to {ssue a ruling as},'

'511tigat10n.

 ~to whether the brief shows sufficient merit to justify further

No other points. raised in the applicatlon for rehearing:'
require ‘further dlSCUSSLOn here.. We have, howeVer, carefully o
" ¢considered all of the issues and arguments raised fn the o
. application for rehearing, and the response, and are of the

g 50pinion that the Decision should be modified in certain limited

;respects, but that sufficient grounds for granting rehearing have"~
'not been shown. ' S '
Therefore, good cause appearlng, : :

, IT IS ORDERED that D.91-09-026 is modified as - followss
1. The first sentence in the first full paragraph on’ page -

.J*16 is modified to read!

Finally, DRA argues that the cost of o
replacing, during late August and early =
September 1988, gas that was withdrawn from
storage during July and early August should
be borne by noncore custémers.

2. Thé sécond sentence in the first full parégraph on page
. 34 is modified to read:

It is clear from the record before us that
gas was removed from storage in July and = .
early August, and that at that timeé there was
no néed to withdraw gas from storage for core
use,

'3, The tirst sentence in Flnding of Fact No. 24 on page 59'
is modified to read: - o
Gas was removed from storage in July and

early August when theré was no need to
withdraw gas from storage for core use.,




R | ’:A new Ordering Paragraph éA is 1nserted on page 1
. following Ordering Paragraph 2.1a,~

'-j”Léng Beach may litigate, 1n SoCalGas 5 1993

- BCAP; its contention that the position of the
wholésale corée was s0 like that of the rétail
_coré with regard to this $1.47 million cost -

 that it would be unduly discriminatory for
 the wholésalé core to pay any portion of this
cost wheén the rétail coré is not paying any -
part it. As a condition of litigating this .
issué Long Beach must file, no later than the
prehearlng conference or at such othéex time
as-the ass gned ALJ directs, a brief
,specifylng n detail the factual and legal .
basis for its contention. If that brief does
rot explain why thére is some mérit to Long
Beach’s contention, Long Beach will not be
,allowed to litigate the issue any further. -

IT IS FURTHBR ORDERED thate _ :
5. Rehearlng of D.91-09-026 as modifled herein 1s denied.».

 This order is. elfective today. S
rpated JAH].OIBQZ , at San Franc1sco, California.

DANIEL Wm, FESSLER

. Presiderit . '
JOHN B. OHANIAH
PATRICIA M. ECKERT
NORMAN D. SHUMWAY
cOmmissioners -
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