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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTIL!TIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
Investigation on the Commi~$ionts 
own motion into the matte~ of the 
adoption of regulations governing 
the safety and con~truction of a 
liquefied natural gas terminal in 
the State of California. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

---------------------------) ) 
In the Matter of the Application ) 
of Western LNG 7er~nal ) 
Associates, a general partnership,) 
and of a Joint Application of ) 
Western LNG 7erminal Associates, ) 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company ) 
and Pacific Lig~ting Service ) 
Com~any. California corporations, ) 
for a permit autho~izing the ) 
construction and operation of an ) 
LNG terminal pursuant to Section ) 
5550 ~ ~~ of the Public ) 
Utilities Code. ) 
---------------------------) 
In the Matter of the Application 
of Pacific Gas and Electric 
Co~pany, and Pacific Lighting 
Service Company, California 
corporations, fo!" a Certificate 
that P~blic Convenie~ce and 
Necessity requi~e th~ construc-
tion, ope~ation, anc maintenance 
of a 34" Pipeline from the Point 
Conception area~ Santa Barbara 
County, California~ and !"elated 
t'acilitil!s. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

---------------------------------) 
Investigation on the Co~ission's 
own motion into the impact of 
the decline in natu!"al gas 
available to California fro: 
traditional sources and the need 
for a~d timing of deliveries from 
supplemental supply projects. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

----------------------------) 
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QRDER qRANIINC L!K!IED REHEARINq 
OF DECISION 82-10-02? 

Applications for rehearing of DeCiSion (D.) 82-10-023 
have been filed by the Hollister Ranch Owners' Association 
(Hollister), the Sierra Club, and the Indian Center of Santa 
Barbara (Indian Center). 'We have carefully considered every 
allegation of error and are of the opinion that good cause for 
granting limited rehearing has been shown. 

To begin with, the parties have raised the issue of the 
Commission's authority to bank the Little COjo site. This issue 
is one of first impression. This order, therefore, grants limited 
reheari:'lg for the purpose of enabling the parties to submit legal 
arguments on the follOwing issues: wbether the Commission has the 
authority to bank ,this Site, and if so, what the scope o,t this , 
authority is. This 'rehearing will be consolidated with hearings 
on Pacific Gas and ElectriC Company's (PG&E) and Southern 
California Gas Company's (SoCal) LNG rate offset applications 
(docketed as Applications CA.) 82-12-04 and 82-12-02). In view 
of this, it would be premature to further delineate our intent 
relative to Site banking until we have reviewed the arguments of 
the parties. 

We do stress, however, tha,t regar'dl~ss of our eventual 
decision on site banking, that deCision will not constitute a 
commitment to any particular ratemaking treatment for PG&E~s and 
SoCal's expenses. A deCision on the appropriate ratemaking 
treatment will be mad~ independ.ently of any decision to bank the 
Little Cojo site. 

A second issue raised by the petitions concerns the 
legality of allowing the applicants to retain their conditional 
permit under Circumstances which preclude us from granting a final 
permit. 10 aid us in properly evaluating this contention, we have 
reviewed again the information currently available to us which was 
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di~cussed in some detail in D.82-'O-023. As we ~tate there, this 
information seriously erodes our original findings on ~ro~ect need 
and economic feasi'oi11ty. 'these factors constituted' the 
fundamental 'oaSis for issuing that permit. If that 'oasis is no 
longer valid, it follows that the permit must be ldthdrawn. 

We do not intend to withdraw the permit today_ However, 
we berieve the issue of whether it should be withdrawn in view of 
significantly changed circu'Clstances relating to need and economic 
feasibility was not sufficiently reviewed in D.82-10-023, but 
should be examined on the record. We Will, therefore, grant 
further limited rehearing, also to be consolidated with hearings 
on PG&E's and SoCal's rate offset app11c~tions, to require 
evidence and legal argument to be submitted on this issue by 
applicants, s·taff, and any other party having an interest in i t5 
outcome. We hereby put the applicants on notice that we will 
seriously contemplate withdrawal of the conditional permit unless 
we are ~resented with convincing evidence that it should remain in 
place, or the Legislature clarifies its direction to this 
Commis;si.on regarding the need for the LNG facility • . ,- .. ,-'. 

In addition to the petitions for rehearing, two virtually 
identical documents entitled "Objection to Election and Request 
for Hearing" have 'oeen filed by the Bixby Ranch Company (Bixby) 
and the County of Santa Barbara (County). 'those documents raise 
two issues. First, these parties challenge the Commission's 
authority to offer a site-banking option; secondly, they allege 
the "Notice of Election" filed 'oy Western LNG Terminal Assoeiates 
in response to D.82-'O-023 is not in compliance with that 
decision. The firs·t issue, concerning the basis for our 
authority, should have been, but was not, raised in timely 
petitions for rehearing of D.82-'O-023. Consequently, as to Bixby 
and the County, the allegations relating to this issue are not 
properly before the Commission as grounds f'or rehearing and will 
be dismissed.. However, because the Site banking issue will be 
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considered in the course of PG&E's and SoCal's rate offset 
proceeding, Bixcy and the County are free to address this issue as 
parties therein. Moreover, the second issue, concerning 
applicants' election, raises questions appropriately considered in 
the utilities' offset hear-logs, and are, therefore, referred to' 
that proceeding. 

Finally, while it may have sim:ilar effect, today-'s order 
does not reverse our deciSion to deny the motion of the Sierra 
Club and Toward Utility Rate Normalization to rescind the 
conditional permit or reopen the permit proceeding. We consider 
it fully appropriate to consider in the course of the rate offset 
hearings whether Western LNG Terminal Associates' election 
complies with D.82-10-023, as well as whether, under that 
election, the conditional permit should be retained or 
withdrawn. Any change in the status quO' must await the ootcome"of 

. " those hearings. _ 
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that: 

, .. Limited" rehearing of D .. 82-' 0-023 is granted as provided 
below. 

2. Wezter~ LNG Terminal Associates is made a respondent in 
A .. 82-12-02 and A.82-i2-0~. 

~.. During the hearings 00 A.82-12-02 and A .. 82-12-04~ Weste!'I'l 
LNG Terminal ASSOCiates, the Commission staff, and other 
interested parties shall sucmit legal briefs on the questions of 
whether the Commission has the authority to cank the Little Cojo 
Site, and if so, what the scope of such authority includes. 

4.. Also during the acove hearings, Western LNG Terminal 
ASSOCiates, the Commission staft, and other interested parties 
shall submit eVidence and legal ·criers on the qUestion of 
whether, in view of Significant changed Circumstances concerning 
project need ana eeonomic feasibility, the conditional permit 
should be retained or Withdrawn. 
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e 5. The Objections to Election of Bixby Ranch Company and. the 
County of Santa Bar-bara are dismissed without prejudice as to 
POints A and B. Points C and D, Questioning cocpliance with the . 
terms of D.82-10-023~ will be considered d.uring the hearings on 
A.82-12-02 and. A.82-12-04. 

!his or-eer is effective tod.ay. 
Dated FrB? 4.1983 , at San Francisco", California. 

LSONA.~ ;.r. GP.I:'.ES ~ JR. 
hO:>ident 

VI C1'02 C:'::'VO 
PR!SCILU c. (2...:.' 
:DON:"::':> VIJJ.J 

CO:m:1::zio:lo:-::, 
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e discussed in some detail in D.82-10-023. As we state there, this 
information seriously erodes our original findings on project need 
and economic feasibility. These factors constituted the 
fundamental oasis for issuing that permit. If that basis is no 
longer valid, it follows that the permit must oe withdrawn. 

We do not intend to withdraw the permit tOday. However, 
we believe the issue of whether it should be withdrawn in view of 
significantly changed circumstances relating to need and economic 
feasibility was not sufficiently revieweo/1n D.82-10-023, but 

/ 
should be examined on the record. We will, therefore, grant 
further limited rehearing, also to b/consOlidated with hearings 
on PG&E's and SoCal's rate offset ~Plications, to· require 
evidence and legal argument to be/submitted on this issue by 
applicants, staff, and any oth~ party having an interest in its 
outcome. We hereby put the a~licants on notice that we will 
seriously contemplate withdrawal of the conditional permit unless 

I 
~~ we are presente~w1:hJcO;tV~C1n$ ~vi~enc~th~~Uld rema~ in 
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... "'~. ~ ~d .....c.. ~/./"~..Y Ir ;tn addition t '(/." e petitions for rehearing, two virtually 

identical documents entitled "Objection to Election and Request 
for Hearing" have been~filed by the Bixby Ranch Company (Bixby) 
and the County of Santa Barbara (County). Those documents raise 
two issues. First, dhese parties challenge the Commission's 

I 
authority to offer a site-banking option; secondly, they allege 

i 
the "Notice of Elec-'tion" filed by Western LNG Terminal Associates ,. 
in response to D.82-10-023 is not in compliance with that 
decision. The first issue, concerning the basis for our 
authority, should have been, but was not, raised in timely 

\ 

petitions for rehearing of D.82-10-023. Consequently, as to Bixby 
and the County, the allegations relating to this issue are not 
properly before the Commission as grounds for rehearing and will 
be dismissed. However, because the site banking issue will be 
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conside~ed in the cou~se of PG&E's and SoCal's rate offset 
p~oceeding, Bixby and the County a~e free to address this issue 
as pa~ties therein. Moreove~, the second issue, conce~ning 
applicants' election, ~aises questions appropriately conside~ed 
in the utilities' offset hearings, and are, therefore, ~ererred 
to that proceeding. 

Finally, while it may have similar effect, today's o~de~ 
does not reverse our deCision to deny the motion of the Sierra 
Club and Toward Utility Rate No~malization to rescind the 
conditional permit or reopen the pe~it proceeding. We consider 
it fully appropriate ·to consider~ the cou~se of the ~ate offset 
hearings whether Western LNC !e~inal Associates' election 
complies with D.82-iO-O~3, as ~ell as whether, under that 
election, the conditional p~mit sbould be retained or 
withdrawn. Any change in t~ status quo must await the outcome of 
those hearings. ;I 

!T !S !HEREFORE~RDEP.ED that: 
1. Limited rehear~g of D.82-10-023 is granted as provided 

below. 
2. Western LNG erminal Associates is made a respondent in 

A.82-12-02 and A.82- 2-04. 
3. During the h~arings on A.82-i2-02 and A.82-i2-0 IJ " Western 

LNG !erminal Assoc ates~ the Commission Pta~ and other 
/ • /r''*'.J. -interested pa:-tie.z shall submit legal ~~n.t". on the questions of . 

whether the Commission has the authority to tank the Little Cojo 
Site, and if so, what the scope of such authority includes. 

4. Also during the atove hearings, Western LNG !er~inal 
Associates, the Commission staff, a~her interested par"'ties 
shall sub:it evidence and legal ~~ on the question of 
whether, in view of significant changed circuostances concerning 
project need and economic feasibility, the conditional permit 
should be retained or withdrawn. 


