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Deoision 92-01-035 January 10,"1992 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

In' the matter of Application 0.£ 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
to revise its rates under the 
consolidated Adjustment Mechanism 

ORDER GRARTIHG LDU"lED REB:EARIRG OF n.91-09-069 

The City of LOng Beach (Long Beach) has filed an 
application£or rehearing of-Decision (D.) 91-09-069 (the 
Deoision). The Decision a.pproved-a settlement concerning the 
reasonableness of SOCalGAs' s c6n~ract termination payment to . 
Getty Synthetic Fuels Energy, lnc.(Getty). sOCalGas hacia 
contract with Getty to purchase gas from the Kontei:ey Park 
landfill. In 1986, SoCalGas paid Getty more than $7 million to 
terminate the contraat. The Decision approved a settlement, Co . 

between DRA arid SoCaiGas, concerning the reasonableness oithia 
payment. In effect, the settlement and the Deci$i6n disallow. 
$4.07 million of the termination payment, which was previo\ls~y 

booked to SoCalGas's consolidated Adjustment M~chanism (CAM),' 
account. under the settlement and th& Decision, this sum, 
together with interest:" is to be credited to socalGas'score ' ... 
Implementation Balancing ~ccount and its Noncore Inplementat16n 
Account. 

Long seach's application for rehearing alleges that 
SoCalGas's wholesale customers pald a proportionate share of the 
more than $7 million SocalGas spent to terminate the Getty 
contract, but will not receive any share of the $4.07 million in 
credits. SOCalGas has filed a response • 
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LOng Beach notes that SOCalGas and DRA, ·1n their jOint' 
motion for approval of the settlement, stated. 

The settlement will result in a benefit to 
ratepayers of $4,070,000. (plus intere~t), and 
the benefit is spread over all customers·in 
e~actly the same way as had SocalGas never 
bOoked this amount to its gas cost balancing 
account. (Joint Motion at 4.) 

Our review of th~ preliminary Statement in SOCalGas's 
tariff reveals that SoCalGas' sCore Implem.entatiot1 Balancirt9' 
AccOunt and its Noncore Implementation Account both apply only to 
retail customers. Therefore SoCalGas's wholesale customers will 
not receive any share-of th~ $4.07 million in credits allocated 
by our Decision approving the settlement. On the other ~andi' 
soCalGas's response concedes that its wholesale customers 
(including LOng Beach) were charged for the termination paYment ' 
to Getty. Thus -, contrary to the statement in the joint motiori;- -~
it appears that under th;~ approved settlement the benefit is 'n~t. ' 
spread over all customers as if th~ $4.07 million had never been· 
booked to SoCalGas's balancing account. SOCalGa.s's response. 
suggests that the settlementis failure to allocate a share of the 
$4.07 million to wholesale dustomers was due to an oversight •. : 

To correct this apparentlyi~equitable situa.tiont we 
will grant, on a policy basis, a limited rehearing for the 
purpose of considering and adoptirtg an allocation of the '$4.07 
million that gives whol~sale customers their fair share. 

SOCalGa.s's response to LOng'seAch's Application 
suggests a speoific method for giving a share of the $4.(n 
million to the whol&sale customers. However, we are concerrted 
that this proposal w6uld give a ·cAsh refund· (rather than a 
proportiona.te credit) to the wholesale customers. Moreover, the 
other parties to this prOceeding have not had an opportunity to' 
respond to S6CalGas's proposal. Therefore, we will order a 
limited rehearing, rather than simply adopt SoCalGas's proposal. 
However, we do not expect that any lengthy proCeedings will be 

necessary to resolve this issue. we wish to stress the 
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d~slrability of resolving this issu~ without ejvidentiary 
heariJ'lgs, 'based on -a settlement, a worksh6P, 6r' written 

, , 

submissions. 
We are concerned that LOng seachdid not raise this . 

issue earlier in the proceeding, either by p~rtic1patinq in the 
settlementconfereilce held pursuant to Rule 51 .. 1 61 the ' 
Commission's Rules of practice and prOCEldura, or by filing 
comments on the settlement pursuant to Rule S1.·('. w~ admonish 
Long Beach to raise its concerns in a more timely fashton in the 
future. 

Therefore, good cause appear~ng, 
IT IS ORDERED that. 

1. -The application for rehearing 61. o. 91-~9-069 by Long
Beach is granted for the limited purpose of considering and" 
adopting an a~location of the $4. Oi' mll,lion (plQslnteiest) that 
gives wholesale customers their fair share6f the credit 
authorized by that decision. 

2. This limited rehearing 'shall ~ held at euch time and, ~ 
place and before such Administrative LAw Judg9 as ehall hereafter 
be determined • ' 

3. The Executive Direotor shall provide notice Of this 
limitE!d rehearing to all parties who havtt appeared in A.86-097"030 
(rtot just to those parties ~hO appear on t.he most recent service 
list prepared for th~ Monterey lari,dfill phase of the proceeding) 
in the martrter prescribed by Rule 52 of. the Commission's Rules Of 
prAoticeand procedure. 

4. Except as qranted herein, rehearing of 0.91-09-069' 1s,' 
denied. ' 

This order is effective today.· 
Dated January 10, 199~, at San Francisco; California. 
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DANIEL Wm~ FESSLER 
, President 

JOHN S. OHANIAN 
PATRICIA M. ECKERT 
NORMAN D. SHUMWAY 

commissioners 
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