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Décision 92-01-035  January 10, 1992 - S
_BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF T ORNIA
In the matter of Application of @U’
c - 030

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY ; ation 9=
t6 révisé its ratés under theé d October 10, 1986)

Consolidated Adjustment Mechanism

ORDER_GRANTING LIMITED REHEARING OF D.91-09-069

The City of Long Beach (Long Béach) has filed an
application for rehearing of.Decision (D.) 91-09-069 (the
Decision). The Décision approved -a settlément concérning the -
reasonabléness of SoCalGas’s contract términation payment to -
Getty Synthetic Fuéls Energy, Inc. (Gétty). SoCalGas had a
contract with'Getty to purchase gas from the Hdntefey pPark -
landfill. In 1986, SoCalGas paid Getty more than $7 million to
terminaté the contract. Thé Décision approved a settlemént,;fff'
bétween DRA and SoCalGas, concerning thé reasonableness of this‘
‘'payment. In effect, the settlemént and the Decision disallow ‘
$4.07 million of the términation payment, which was previously f '
booked to SoCalGas’s Consolidated Adjustment Mechanism (CAM) -
account. Under the settlement and thé becision, this sum,
together with interest, is to be creditéd to SoCalGas’s Core
Implementation Balancing Account and its Noncore Implementation'
Account. :

Long Béach's applicatioh for rehearing aliégéé that
SoCalGas’s wholesale customeérs pald a proportionate sharée of the
more than $7 million SoCalGas spent to terminate the Getty
contract, but will not receive any sharée of the $4.07 million in o
crédits., SoCalGas has filed a reésponse. .
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Long Béach nbtes that SOCaIGas and DRA, ‘in their joiﬂt
motion for approval of the settlement, statedt : s

Thé settlement will result in a bénefit to

ratepayers of $4,070,000 (plus interést), and

the benefit is spread ovér all customérs in

éxactly thé same way as had SoCalGas never

booked this amount to its gas cost balancing

account. (Joint Motion at 4.)

Our review of the Preliminary Statement in SoCalGas s
tariff révéals that SoCalGas’s Core Impleméntation Balancing
Account and its Noncore Implementation Account both apply oﬁlg to
retail customers. Therefore SoCalGas’s wholesalé customers will
not recéive any share of the $4.07 million in credits allocated
by our Décision approving the settleméent. On the othér hand,»-
SoCalGas’s résponsé concedes that its wholesalée customers -
(including Long Beach) were charged for the términation paymént
to Getty. Thus, contrary to the statemént in the joint motion,g;'
it appéars that undeér the approved settlement the benefit is not .
spread over all ‘customers as if thé $4. 07 million had never been
booked to SoCalGas's balancing account. SOCalGas s responsé =
suggests that the settlement's failure to allocate a sharé of the_ '
$4.07 milllon to wholesale customérs was due to an oversight.i

To correct this apparently inequitable situation, we
will grant, on a policy basis, a limited rehearing for the .
purposé of considering and adopting an allocation of the $4.07
million that gives wholésale customers their falr share.

SoCalGas's responsé to Long Beach’s application
suggests a specific method for giving a share of the $4. 07
million to the wholesalé customers. However, we are coﬁcerned
that this proposal would give a *cash refund* (rather than a
proportionate credit) to thé¢ wholesale customers. Moreover, the
otheér partiés to this proceeding havé not had an opportunity to -
respond to SoCalGas’s proposal. Therefore, we will order a
limited rehéaring, rather than simply adopt SoCalGas’s proposal.
However, we do not éxpect that any lengthy proceedings will be
necessary to resolve this issue. We wish to stress the




desirability of resolving this issue without evidentiary
hearings, based on & séttlement, a workshép, or written
submissions. : . ,
We are concérned that Long Beach did not raise this* _
: issue earlier in the proceedinq, either by participating in the .
 gettlement conferéenceé held pursuant to Rule 51.1 of the ' .
- Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, or by filing
comménts on the séttlemeént pursuant té Rule 51.4. We admonish
Long Beach to raise its concerns in a more timely fashion in the
future, o '
Therefore, good causé appearing,
IT IS ORDERED thats
1. The application for rehearing of D.91- 09- 069 by Long
Beach is granted for the limited purpose of considering and
adopting an allocation of the $4 07 miliion (plus interest) that'
gives wholésale customers their fair share of the credit B
authorized by that decision.

2. This limited réhearing shall bé held at such time and
placé and before such Administrative Law Judge as shall hereafter
be determined. » - : : :

3. The Executiveé Director shall provide notice of this
limited réhearing to all parties who have appeared in A.86- 09- 030
(not just to those parties who appear on thé most recent service '
1ist prepared for the Monterey landfill phase of the proceeding)
in the manner prescribéd by Ruié 52 of thé Commission’s Rules of
practicé and Procedure. : L

4. Except as granted herein, rehearing of D.91- 09 069 is.
denied. : s

This order is éffective today. :
Dated January 10, 1992, at San ?rancisco, California.
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