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In the Matter of the Application of ) 
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(U904 G) for authority to decrease ) Application 87-10-021 

(Filed October 16~ 1987) the Conservation Cost Adjustment ) 
(CCA) component of its rates. ) 

--------------------------------) 
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Southern California Gas Company, 
applicant. 

Dipa Hunter, for Southern California Edison 
company, James Hodges and William B. 
Marcus, for california/Nevada Community 
Action AsSOCiation, The East Los Angeles 
Community Action Association" and The 
Association o·f Southern California 
Energy Programs~ JosephJ. Honick~ for 
Insulation Contractors Association; and 
Edward puncan, for himself; interested 
parties. 

James Rood, Attorney at Law, and Donald 
schultz, for the Division o·f Ratepayer 
Advocates. 

QPXNXQN 

Southern California Gas Company (SoCal) seeks authority 
to- decrease the conservation. Cost Adju~tment CCCA) component in its· 
rates by $12.993 million annually. SoCal also- requests the 
following: 

1. 

2. 

Authorization for specific programs, all of 
which are designed to-assist low,and 
moderate income customers to use' natural 
gas efficiently-thereby reducing their 
energy costs; 

Authorization to-'recover in rates the 
revenue c1efieiency resulting· from the sale 
of its solar loans; " . . 
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3. Authorization to combine its conservation ba1ancinq 
aeeounts into-a single eonsolidated balaneinq aeeount 
and 

4. A commission finding that SoCal's 1987 CCA 
expenditures were reasonable. 

A prehearing conference was held before Administrative 
Law Judge (AIJ) O'Leary at Los Angeles on Mareh 2, 1988. At the 
prehearing eonferenee,. SoCal and the Division of Ratepayer 
Advocates (ORA) announced. that it was likely that a settlement 
could be reached.. As a result,. a settlement workshop· was scheduled. 
and subsequently held on AprilS, 19S8 in San Franeiseo.. 
Represented at the workshop were SoCal, ORA, Insulation Contraetors 
Association (ICA.), the California Nevada COlnlnunity Action 
Association, the East Los Angeles community Onion and the 
Association of california Energy Programs (Cal-Neva et a1.). 
5oCal, ORA, and ICA were able to. reaeh agreement:- ,however,. the 
other parties to the workshop- were unable t~ reach agreement with 
the three agreeing parties. 

PUblie hearing on the applieation was held before 
Aaministrative Law Judge (ALJ) O'Leary at Los Angeles on April 27 
and 28, 1985. 'l'he matter was submitted subject to: the filing of 
eoncurrent openinqand reply-briefs on June ~, and lS, ~9-88, 

respectively. Opening briefs were. filed by all parties exeept 
Mr. Duncan. Reply briefs were filed. by all parties except 
Mr. Duncan and. ORA. 

The agreement reached between the Socal,. ORA,. and ICA was .; 
redueed towriting,signedby:the.aqreeing-parties.and received in 
evidenee as " Exhibit 1. A copy' o~' Exhibit 1· :i:n'i ts' entirety is 

attached hereto as Appendix A. The terms of the stipulation and 
agreement can be summarized· as follows: 

1.01 PrOgram Expense Requirement 

CCk expense requirement. for 19a8 shall be 
$35,757,551 and. for 19S9 Shall be 
$20,800,806:-
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2.00 COmmunity Involvement Epergy Programs 
(CIEP,l. 

Socal' will continue its CIEP through 
1989. Commencing with 1990 funding for 
CIEP will be sought in general rate ease 
applications. 

2.01 1988 ClEP pirect Weatherization 

2.02 

~he goal for 1988 shall be 40,000 
dwelling units. ~he Furnace Repair and 
Replacement Program shall continue with a 
goal of 286 units. ~he 1988 expense 
requirement shall be $Z4, 765·, 776. 

19~ ClEP pirect Weatherization and 
Etticient Energy Utilizatiop Program 

SoCal shall continue its direct 
weatherization program and'shall 
implement the Efticient Energy 
Utilization (EEU) Program which offers 
low-flow showerheads and water heater 
blankets to low-income customers_ To 
qualify for direct weatherization in 
1989, it will be required that the 
dwellinq be eligible tor attic insulation 
and that attic insulation, be installed. 
In the case of multi-family dwellings if 
the structure qualifies for installation 
ot attic insulation, all dwellings within 
the structure shall be eligible ~or 
direct weatherization. ~he expense 
requirement for direct weatherization 
shall be $10·.4' million and' for EEU shall 
be $8.2 million. The goals for 1989 
shall be 10,000 dwellings for'direet 
weatherization and 88,-000' for EE'Cr. Socal 
shall continue' its Furnace Repa'ir and 
Replacement Pr~am with a goal of 28'6 
units. SoCal wl.ll have disoretion to 

, shift funds among its Direet .' 
Weatherization andEEU activities to 
achieve an optimum level funding within 
the $18:.6 million budget_ Should actual 
expenditures exeeed $18.6 million, Socal 
shall either, seek additional funding 
through an Advice Letter filing or 
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accumulate an undercollection in its CCA 
balancing account. 

2.03 Attie Square t20tageRequirement 

The minimum square footage requirement 
for installation of attic insulation 
shall be reduced to 300 square feet from 
600 square feet. In ~9S9 a tiered 
structure of compensation shall be 
utilized to, re~urse contractors for 
ins.tallation of attie ins.ulation. 

2.04 Block Weatherization 

socal shall continue to investigate Block 
weatherization as a means to- quality 
dwellings for its 'Direct Weatherization 
Progr~. Block Weatherization shall be 
continued in ~989 it it-is determined to 
be ,feasible and cost effective. Socal 
shall consider'therecownendations of 
each eso and CAA. or other entities ,with 
respect to the institu.tion of' block 
weatherization. 

2.05 ?rime Contractor 

Socal' shall be: authorized to utilize a 
prime contractor to' carry, out EE'O" and 
Direct Weatherization activities. A 
prime contractor will be authorized to 
engage sub-contractors. 

3.00 Weatherization Financing and Credits 
Program CWfCP) Incentives 

This activity will continue for ~98a and 
1:989 ~ The (l!xpense' requirement-,shall be 
as follows: 

WFCP Loans $ 22'0,580 
WFCl> Maintenance, 1,108,030'-
Direct, sales Progr~, (S96~34S) 
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3.01 pirect Sales Program 

Socal requests that it be authorized to 
use the remaining' balance of $896,348 to 
offset 1988 CCA expenses. 

4.00 Solar Loan Sale 

Socal shall<'1nclude in its 1988 revenue 
requirement the $-7,449,8'23 revenue 
deficiency~ociated with the sale of 
its solar loans approved in 0_86-l2-058". 

5.00 CIEP Affordable Housing Program 

Encourag'es the use of natural g'as in low 
to moderate income dwelling's for space 
heating',. water heating,. cooking', and 
clothes drying'. The .proqram g'oal will be 
lO,.OOO units annually~ 

6.00 Reasonabl~ss of 198'1 CCA Program Expenses 

Socal's 1987 CCA expenditures were 
reasonable and should be recovered 
throug'h the CCA balancing account • 

7.00 Consolidation ot Balancing Accounts 

The WFCP ,.RCS,and Solar balancing' 
accounts and rate components shall be 
consolidated into· aCCA balancing' account 
and CCA rate component, respectively. 

8.00 Cost Effeetiveness Analysis 

Based upon the NStandard Practice Manual 
for Economic' Analysis ot·. Demand' Side . 
Management ProqramsN dated· December 1987. 

9 .. 00 Reporting Requirements 

Socal shall adhere to reporting' 
requirements asset forth in the CPOC's 
Demand Side ~agement Reporting 
Requirements Manual (February 1988') .. 
Socal shall be relieved of previously 
ordered· quarterly reports associated with 
its CCA proqrams .. · 
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" 

Cal-Neva et al. urge that the 'stipulation ~e rejected. 
They argue that many low-income ratepayers will ~e deprived of 
needed conservation measures should the stipulation ~e'approved. 
The executive summary portion of their ~rief sets forth their 
position as follows: ". 

"The proposed stipulation betweeri"Southern 
california Gas Company (SoCal or SoCal Gas), 
the Commission' s Division o,f' Ratepayer 
Advocates (DRA), and the Insulation 
Contractor's Association (ICA) represents a 
radical:; 'departure from past Commission policy 
concerning low income rate~ayer$ which, if' 
implemented, would :be detrl.menta1 to" low income 
ratepayers. 

"The proposed, stipulation would alter SoCal's 
existing low income weatherization program, 
reducing the g'oa1 to 10,000 units'weatherized 
(as we' and the Commission currently use the 
term 'weatherized'), down from 4Z,000units 
weatherized in 198-7 and would turn its back on 
the 60,000 weatherized units goal set by the 
Commission f'or 1985-. . 

"The proposed stipulation would approve the 
creation of a 9'asmarketin~proqram disg'Uised 
as a low income program whl.ch cynically claims 
to assist in so,l ving the very real' and· very 
serious pro~lem. of 'Aff'ord~le Housing,.' while 
in fact providing little,. if' any benefit,. 
toward the housing or energy needs of low 
income ratepayers. It instead serves the 
market retention efforts of the Company. 

"Maj or policy changes of the nature. ,proposed by 
So<:al and DRA should not-be considered in a 
Conservation Cost Adjustment proceeding such as 
the extant proceeding, but should. only be 
considered 'in a General Rate Case where the 
ramifications of major policy shifts may ~ 
thoroughly examined~ . 

"'l'he proposed. stipulation represents a'retreat 
from this Commission's long-standing' 'commitment 
to cost-effective low income weatherization. 
For these and other reasons,. the proposed 
stipulation should be rejected. 

- 6 -
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"THE PROPOSED STIPULATION WOULD DRASTICALLY 
REDUCE WEATHERIZATION GOALS, REPLACING 
WEATHERIZATION WITH PROGRAMS OF LITTLE VALUE 

HTh.is drastic cutback to a proqram goal of only 
10,000 weatherized units is proposed even 
though SoCal is tar behincl both PG&E and SOG&E 
in the percentage of low-income units 
weatherized. PG&E will have weatherized half 
of its low-income units by 1990. At the 198$ 
program level, even before SoCal's proposed 
cuts, Socal would not reach. that level until 
the year 2000. 

"'The stipulation would create a new program, 
called Efficient Energy Utilization (EEU), 
which proposes a goal of 88,000 units in 1989. 
EEU would provide a low flow showerhead, a 
waterheater blanket, and 'energy awareness' 
information to low income customers~ SOCal and 
ORA would have this Commission believe that 
88,000 EEO units is as beneficial to, low income 
ratepayers as 60,000 weatherized low income 
dwelling units. But the EEO program as 
proposed would be of little 'value to low income 
ratepayers. In faet, as proposed, EE'C' would 
have a detrimental effect on SoCal's low income 
ratepayers by denying them needed 
weatherization services. 

"The majority of low income' ratepayers would 
only be eligible to receive two measures,. 
neither of which serves to, stop, heat loss or 
air infiltration in a dwelling, ,the main 
structural source of energy waste in a' 
dwelling. In fact, under,the proposal 'of SoCal 
and ORA, the two EEO'measures would only be 
delivered to customers with, absolutely no 
assurance the measures would even be installed, 
muc:h,less installed correctly. 

"'In addition to the two- measures, SOCal's EEU 
would provide a pamphlet in'an anemic'and 
poorly thought out attempt to provide 'energy 
awareness.' This 'energy awareness' would tell 
the low income ratepayers the advantages. of 
purchasing gas appliances they cannot afford 
and of implementing certain ' energy saving 
practices' which. will be rendered useless'and 
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ineffective because their dwellinqs will 
continue to be unweatherized. 

"WEA'rHElUZATION SERVICE IS NEEDED BY LOW INCOME 
RATEPAYERS 

WA fundamental question ~rowing out of this 
proceeding' is the questl.on 'What is 
weatherization?' SoCal would have this 
Commission believe that 'weatherization' is 
anything the company says it is, that a 
dwelling' can even be weatherized by 'putting' a 
stocking over the house --' (Tr. ~5) if it 
suits the purposes of the Company. 

WWeatherization, as defined. in previous 
Commission decisions and directives~ as defined 
in the weatherization training manuals ~f the 
participating utility company, and as- defined 
by So Cal ' s own training manuals and 
publications,. means the installation of 
mea~res to prevent heat loss and air 
infil~ration in a dwelling. These measures 
include, but are not necessarilyltmited t~, 
ceiling insulation when feasible, caulking', 
weatherstripping, duct wrap, low flow 
showerhead, waterheater blanket, and for low 
income dwellings Building Envelope Repair 
(BER) • 

WThe first six measures are referred, to- as The 
Big Six. The measures caulking, 
weatherstripping, duet wrap, low flow 
showerhead and waterheater blanket are 
collectively referred.' to: as Ground Work 
measures. ceiling' inSUlation prevents heat 
loss through the ceiling, and the Ground Work­
measures serve to prevent heat and cooling loss 
through air infiltration_ 

W'I'he majority of. low income homes either do not 
require ceiling insulation because they have 
had it installed previously, or the 
installation of ceiling insulation I is' not 
feasible for structural reasons (including flat 
roofs,. no access hole, etc.,) (See Ex. 5-, B-o.) 
or due to" SoCal's restrictive eligibility 
criteria. (See'-'EX. 9, 2'-4~) Under the current 
low income'-weatherization l?rogramguidelines of 
all the participating utill.ty companies in the 
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state, those low income dwellings which do not 
receive ceiling insulation are still eligible 
tor BER and the Ground Work measures' to stop 
heat and cooling loss and to prevent 'air 
infiltration. Those homes are called Ground 
Work Only homes. Ihe majority of low income 
hgmes weatherized in the state of Califoroi~ 
under all weatherization prog~s, are Ground 
Work Only homes. 

NWhat is, BER? It is the repair of the 'building 
envelope' including cracks in walls~ repairing 
door bottoms, glazing and other minQt repairs 
necessary to· make the installation of 
weatherization measures feasible. BER is 
currently limited to' a maximum of $200 for 
materials and labor. 

*Why is BER important for low income ratepayers? 
Because most low income dwellings require some 
BER work in order to-make the installation of 
weatherization measures feasible. Over 87% of 
the low income units weatherized in SOCal's 
proqram in 1987 required BER. It BElt were , 
eliminated, most low income bomes wo~ld simply 
be found to be structurally inelig,ible for 
participation in the Commission's 
weatherization programs.. ,soCal's own publicity 
document, listed in this proceeding as Exhibit 
4, says, 'The minor home repairs are a 
particularly important' part of this program 
because without these repairs,_ the, basic 
installed weatherization measures would not ~ 
effective.' (Ex. 4, 14th unnumbered page, see 
'rr. SO.) 

IrQ'nderstanding its crucial role in any low 
income weatherization program, this co:m:mission 
autho:r:ized tinancin<;)' for up to- $200 ot BER work 
on low income dwell.nqs in PG&Z ZIP program. , 
(Dec. No. 92653" see discussion p.39" and 
Finding of Fact No. 32, po. 79.) 

"Butthe proposed stipu'lation would deny 
weatherization services, to. the majority of low 
income dwelling by making weatherization 
available Qnlxwhenthe dWellin$ unit requires 
and is able to receive ceiling'l,DSulation. 
Grouna Work only units would no' longer be done. 
Socal's weatherizationprogram,wo~la become the 
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first and only low income weatherization 
proqram in the state of california where Ground 
Work Only is not allowed. 

HThe assertion of both SoCal and ORA that~ tor 
reasons ot cost-effectiveness, Ground Work and 
BER should not be \mdertaken in the absence of 
ceil10q insulation is not supported bySoCal's 
own cost-effectiveness data and~ in fact, BER 
has the hiqhest benefit-cost ratio of all 
individual measures, includinq ceilinq 
insulation. (Tr. 283) 

HAs proposed, if a dwelling does not receive 
ceilin~ insulation, the unit is referred to, EEU 
where ~t may receive only a low flow showerhead 
and a hot waterheater blanket. The unit would 
not receive BER or other Ground Work measures. 
Thus, we can look forward to, the day when, 
under Socal'~proposed proqr~,. a company 
representative hancis to a'low'income ratepayer 
a low flow showerhead, a waterheaterblanket,. 
and a pamphlet d.escribinq the advantaqes of 
replacing the electric wall heater with a $2'000 
qas fueled central air heatinq and cooling 
system, while the wind whistles throuqh cracked 
windows and thr~uqh a two-inch gap und.erneath 
the front door. By. no' stretch of the 
ilnagination could a dwelling'inneed.of BER and 
Ground Work measures be considered'weatherized 
if it receives only a low flow showerhead, a 
waterheater blanket, and 'energy awareness' 
material. 

HSOCAL'S 'AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAM'- IS, OF 
LITTLE VALUE TO LOW INCOME· RATEPAYERS 

"7:0 add insult to injUry, ,$oCal 'has cynically 
decided to claim, that anew·qasmarketingand 
rebate proqram,. which would.' , qivedevelopers of 
multi-t'amily rental hOUSing units $lOO per unit, 
for installinq goas appliances, serves as an 
adequate substitute' for low income' 
weatherization. This claim is made ,even though 
SOcal's partner in the stipulation, the ORA, 
candidly admits the program is not a low-income 
program at all. While. socal claims the program 
will serve 10,000 low to moderate income 
customers" SoCa.l's own data show this claim. to. 
be a sham.. SoCal's. program. will pay rebates to> 
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developers of 10,000 but will cause less than 
1500 units which would have had electric 
appliances t~ switch to gas instead. An 
additional $458,000 will be spent on image­
buildinq advertisinq to promote the use of gas. 

"'XHE ISSUE OF INCREASING FAILURE RATES 
DEMONSTRATES SOCAL MANAGEMENT LACK OF KNOWLEDGE 
.AND CONCERN 

"As described by Witness Shaw, the overall 
inspection failure rate from 1983 until 1987 
was below 10%. In 1987 and 1988 the inspection 
failure rate went up· to about 30%, caused 
mainly by failures of waterheater blankets. 
SoCal would have this Commission believe it was 
not a systemic problem, but rather a sudden 
stmultaneous, coincidental but unrelated 
failure by the majority of its SoCal trained 
contractors t~ install waterheater blankets 
correctly.. When asked to: investigate, the 
company did nothinq. When asked to: provide 
some training and assistance, the company did 
nothing •. (Tr. 240-249). . 

"Socal 's. witness was not even aware the company 
has a system to track the specific cause of a 
unit's failure- (Tr .. 141-14~) but ;was prepared 
to. provide a deliberately misleading comparison 
between. the inspection failure rates of SoCal 
trained' contractors and 'Do-It~Yourself' 
customers designed to put contractors in the ' 
worst liqht. The detailed'" complicated, and 
often changing installation and inspection 
standards are communicated throuqh the 
company's 'Real Deal" publication. This 
publication is not distributed to, $oCal 
customers. There is no. way for a 
'Do-It~Yourself' customer to: be' kept up- to date 
on 'Real Deal' chanqesin. installation and 
inspection standards. Do~it-your$elters are 
not inspected to: the same standar~s. 'I'he fault 
for the increased inspection. failure rate lies 
in SoCal's poor communications and management 
practices. and its retusa'l to- take systemwide 
remedial action • 
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HTHE COMMISSION SHOULD MAINTAIN ITS LONG 
STANDING COMMITMENT TO ASSIST LOW INCOME 
RATEPAYERS AND ADOPT THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE 
AGENCIES 

HLow income ratepayers need weatherization 
services, not an EEU progr~ which would d~ 
little to reduce energy bills, gas marketing 
proqrams which are o·f little value t~ low 
income ratepayers, institutional advertising 
and public relations expenses, and poor program 
management. 

HThe Agencies participating in this case 
prepared. a sound alternative budget· that would 
weatherize 52',000 units at the same cost as 
SoCal's 1988: 40,000 unit program:by cutting 
administrative fat. This.:buclget should :be 
adopted. 

HThis Commission has a long' standinqcommitment 
to eost-effective low'income weatherization for 
reasons which have been clearly and repeated 
stated in a succession of CommissiondeeisiooS' 
beginning with. Pacific Gas and Electric ZIP' 
Decision 92653. Socal's previous CCADecision 
87-0S-074 reinforces this .history ofsupporti 
saying weatherization is. needed "because with 
more of the burc1.en: ot rate increases falling on 
the residential classes to keep· marginal users 
on the system, the low income customer :bears a 
heavy load.' (p •. 11) 

"The conunissionreasserted this general position 
concerning low income ratepayersin ... the last 
Southern california Edison General Rate Case 
Decisio::-, saying.'~Wleshare cal-Neya's clesire 
to eont~nue prov~d~nq adequatetund~ng for 
residential conservation programs which are 
cost-effective and will aid residential 
customers in cop,ing with. increased rates. We 
consider the Energy Assistance Pr¢9X'am. to be an 
~portant means to this end for that group of 
customers who are least 'able to absor:b· rate 
increases:--low income resic:1ents." (Dec. No •. 
8:7-12'-068, . p. 126.) 

HThe proposed stipulation would retreat from 
this Commitment.. The' stipulation should be 
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rejected and the recommendations of the Agencies 
adopted.~ 

Disev.ssion 
Pro~ably the major objection of Cal-Neva et al. to the 

stipulation is the provision to making attic insulation a 
requirement for direct weatherization in 1989. The requirement 
that attic insulation be installed would eliminate ground work and 
building envelope repairs to residences that do not qualify for 
attic.insulation~ SoCal's figures show that attie insulation is 
the most energy saving conservation measure that can be installed, 
although ground work and building envelope repairs are also eost­
effective under the all-ratepayers'test. 

However, we also recognize' that SoCal's programs will be 

reviewed in its test year ~990'generalrate case. Thus, we are 
reluctant to make attic insulation a requirement for direct 
weatherization at this late date and without the more thorough 
proc;ram. review which will take plaee in' that case. We will 
therefore not adopt the condition that attic inSUlation be a 
requirement for direct weatherization. at this. time,. pending further 
evaluation of this issue in SoCal's upcoming general rate case. 

The SOCal-ORA stipulation also provides tor an EEU 
proc;ra:m in 1989 with a goal of 88.,000 units.. The EEU pl':oqram is 
proposed as a supplement to SoCal~s direct weatherization proqr~ 
because of the proposal to make attic insulation a requirement for 
direct weatherization. Because we do not adopt the attic 
insulation requirement,. we will not at this time approve the'EJro 
proc;ram., We believe that the maj:or' program. changes pro~sed in the ,: 
stipulation arc-more appropriately considered in SoCal's upcoming 
general rate case. The attic . insulation. requirement along. with any'. 
other su.pplemental program., such as EEU, will be considered., in 
that proceeding-. Finally,. should. Socal' andforthe ORA decide in 
the general rate case ,to' propose again, an EEU':"type proqram., we 
expect 'them to consider carefully and to address explicitly the 
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di~ferences between the proposed program and PG&E's existing, 
Commission-approved "Low Cost" weatherization program. . As Cal-Neva 
notes, the design of the EEU program appears to o~fer fewer 
services, have higher administrative costs, and be less coordinatea 
with other weatherization services, than the existing ?G&E program. 

Rather than approve the EEO' program, we will direct SoCal 
to use the funds requested for the EEU program to increase its 
goals ~or direct weatherization. Shifting these funds from EEO to 
direct weatherization will allow Socal Gas to continue to include 
in its program houses which quality only tor sround work and BER 

measures. We recognize that Socal's figures show <;round work 
measures to be almost as cost-effective as ceilinqinsulation. 

In addition, we also reject at this time the Affordable 
Housing Program. This new program appears to be primarily an 
effort to market gas appliances, rather than a low income proqram. 
cal-Neva has. raised leqitimate questions a}:)out whether this. 
proqram. is adequately tarqetec:l' to low income ratepayers.. At this 
time we prefer to use the money budqetec:l for this program for the 
existing, cost-effective weatherization programs 'which. directly 
:benefit low income ratepayers. Socal will have the· opportunity in 
its upcoming general rate case to propose new·marketing 
programs. 

This shift in fundinqwill increase socal's total direct 
weatherization goal to at least 40,000 unitS. in 198.9, at a funding 
level of at least $20.1 million." Addit'ional. func:ls above this level 
will :be avail~le from the 1988 :bucigetsi of the rej ected··EEtj anc:l 
Affordable Housing programs~: and will allow both the 1989' ,unit qoal. , .. ' 
and funding level to- increase above 40,000 units and $20 •. 1 .xD.illion';" 
Within this overall qoal,.. if the agencies locate· fewer than '10,000:, 

units qualifying for attic insulation, ,the ac:ld:Ltional money 
allocated to attic insulation should be madeavailable'for ground 
work only units. As· provided in. 'the stipulation,., if the community 
aqencies are able to locate more than 10,000 dwellings in. need'ot 
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ceiling insulation, then SOCal will exceed this goal either by 
shifting funds from ground work only funding or other programs, or 
by aCeulllulating an undercollection in its CCA balancing account. 

The Socal-DRA stipulation also provides for a number of 
program modifications that are associated with the attic insulation 
requirement. We will adopt some of these modifications in order 
to help increase the number of houses qualifying for attic 
insulation. For example, Cal-Neva, SOCal and the ORA propose to 
reduce the minimum square footage'requirement for the installation 
of attic insulation from. 600 to 300 square feet. We will adopt 
this proposal as it will help ensure that the maxfmum number of 
households will receive attic insulation. The SoCal-DRA 
stipulation also proposes to. remove the three measure minimum 
requirement for direct weatherization. We will adopt this proposal 
for residences that are eligible for the installation of attic 
insulation; however, we will retain the three measure requirement 
for residences that receive only qround work'., We ,will also direct 
that door thresholds will,be reeategorizedfroma building envelope 
repair measure and. instead incorporated into the weather stri:pping 
measure under the category of qround work. Finally, we will adopt 
cal-Neva's suggestion that SoCal be requireclto. use PG&E's practic"! 
of paying community agencies per square foot otinsulation 
installed, in order to assure that adequate: incentives exist to 
weatherize groups of homes that are consistently larger than the 
estimated average size. 

cal-Neva also made a number of proposals to. reduce the 
administrative costs of Socal's weatherizat'ionproqrams. A 
significant contributor to the highad.m.inistrative costs of Socal's 
program. appears to be Socal'spolicy of lOO% inspection of all 
weatherization projects, including. ground wO,rk only units. For 
ceiling insulation jobs, this.policy was established several years 
ago· by our commission Advisory and Compliance'Division, due to. ' 
safety concerns with the installation of ceiling-'insulation near 

- 15 -
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furnaces or flues. However, a 100% inspection policy does not 
appear necessary for ground'work only units. For example, PG&E 
inspects only 20% of ground work jobs. SoCal defends its poliey 
for ground work only inspections based on its alleged high rate of 
failures for water heater blanket installations. We believe that 
socal could reduce both this failure rate and its administrative 
costs, by agreeing to a lower ground work only inspection rate, 
provided that a eommunity agency reduces its water heater blanket 
failure rate to. below a. target level., Both SOCal and Cal-Neva 
should work together to establisn the details of such an incentive 
plan. Redueed administrative expenses from this plan should be 
made available t~ the agencies to weatherize, additional units. 
Findings or Pa<c..t 

1. SoCal, DRA and Insulation Contractors Association have 
entered into a stipula.tion for the purposes of settling all matters 
in this proceed.ing. 

2. Cal-Neva et al. urges that the stipulation be rejected.. 
3. Ground. work and. build.ing envelope repairs alone are . . 

almost as cost-effective as attic, insulation. 
4. 'rhe SoCal, DRA, Insulati~n Contractors AsSOCiation, 

stipulation provid.es a reasonable: ,basis tor socal's weatherization 
activities through 1989, if it is-modified as follows: 

A) Attic insulation shall not be a requirement 
for direct weatherization:- . 

B) SoCal'sweatherization goal tor 1~S9 shall 
be at least 40',000 units, with an .expense 
requirement of at least $20.,1 million. 
Money budgeted for 1985. for the rej,ected 
EEtT and Affordable Housing programs shall 
be 'redirected to increase 1989 
weatherization funding above $20.1 million. 
SoCal's advice letter filing implementing 
this order'shall specify the. increase' in 
the' 198:9 expense requirexa.entdue to these' 
earrover funds, and shall indicate the 
number of additional ,units which can be 
weatherized with the carryover funds. . 
Within this total program goal,. funding may' 

- 16 -
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be shifted from attic insulation to qround 
work only, if the community agencies are 
unable to locate 10,000 units qualifying 
for attic insulation. ' 

C) The minimum square footage requirement for 
direct weatherization shall be reduced to 
300 square feet. There shall continue to 
be a three measure minimum requirement for 
direct weatherization except where attic 
insulation is installed. Door.thresholds 
shall ~e considered a part of the weather 
stripping measure. Socal shall pay 
community agencies per square foot of 
insulation installed. 

D) SoCal's EEU and Affordable Housing programs 
shall not be approved at this time because 
these proposed programs are better 
addressed in Socal's upcoming qeneral rate 
case. If Socal, again proposes these 
programs in its general rate ease, it shall 
address the coneernswhich Cal-Neva has 
raised reqardinq thestrueture of the EEU 
program in comparison withPG&E'sapproved 
NLow Cost" program and whether the 
Affordable HOUsing progr~ is a marketing 
or a low-income progr~. 

E) SoCal and Cal-Neva shall work toqether on 
an incentive- plan intended to reduce ~th 
SoCal's administrative costs for 
inspections and,. the failure rate for water 
heater :blankets. 

ConclusionS of Law 

1. The stipulation should be rejected, aS,the major program 
chanqes which it proposes are more appropriately reviewed in 
socal's upcoming Test Year 1990 general rate case proceeding. 

2. The modifications proposed in Finding of Fact 4 above 
result in a weatherization program. which is'acceptable • 

- 17 -
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3. SOCal should be ordered to continue its CIEP in 
accordance with the terms of this decision, as specified in Finding 
of Fact 4, above. 

9RDER 

xr XS ORDERED that Southern California Gas Company shall 
place into 'effect the proqr~as set torth in this order and shall 
tile an advice letter pursuant to General Order 96-A to-'adjust its 
rates to retlect the total proqramexpense level of $56.6 million 
i~ 1988 and 1989. ~he more detailed breakdown of expense 
categories shown in Appendix A to' the ALJ's draft decision shall be 

revised to incorporate the changes ordered in this decision, and 
shall be included in the advice tiling_ 

This order becomes effective 30 days' from today. 
Dated October 26, 1988, at San Francisco, California. 

S~ANLEY W. HULETT 
President 

,DONALD VIAL 
FREDERICK R. DO'DA 
JOHN B. OHANIAN" 

Commissioners 
, 

Commissioner G. Mitchell wilk,', 
bein9'" necessarily absent, did, 
not participate. 

I Cr::lrrl!=,( THAT. THIS OEOSlON. ,'_\, 
\' .. ,) A.??~CVE!) SY TI:lE ABO. ,', 

I' 
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BEFORE THE 
PCBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Joint 
Application of SOOTHERN CALIFORNIA 
GAS COMPANY (0 904 G) for 

) 
) 
) 
) Authority to Decrease the 

conservation cost Adjus:tme:l't CCCA) ) 
Component of Its Rates. ) 

------------------------------------) 

I 

INTROOUCTION 

Application 

No. 87-l0-02'l 

Southern California Gas Company ("'SoCalGas"), 'the 

Division of Ratepayer Advocates of the Public,Utilities 

Com."nission of the State of California ("DR.A.") and the 

Insulation Contractors Assoc:iaticn ("ICA"') he.reby submit -:his. 

Stipulation and, Agre.ementfor purposes. O';! settling: all ma~te=s 

related to App,lication No. S7-l0-02l.,' Th.e S1:.ipulation provides 

for the proqr~ guidelines and revenue requirement unde.r ~hich 

SoCalGas wil,l operate its conservation Cost Adjus't:!.ent ("CCA"') 

Program throug'h Deee:m.ber 3l, 19S9. 

- l' -

• 't •. 
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II 

S?Cl«jROUNQ 

On October 16, 1987 SoCalGas filed. Applic"'tion 

No. 87-10-021 requesting, inter~, to clecrease the CCA 

component of its rates :by $12.993 million annually. on 

March 2, 1988 a prehearing conterence was held in Los Angele$ 

before Ad.minist.rative Law Juclge O'Leary. At the prehearinq 

cor.!~rer.ce SoCalGas and the ORA announced ~at it was likely 

that a settlement could be reached. betwee~ SoCalGas ~~e the 

ORA. A settlement workshop was scheduled and subsequently held. 

in San Francisco on April 5, 1988. Represented at the workshop, 

'N"e=e SoCalGas, the DRA, the Calitornia Nevada C01':ua:uni":y Action 

Association (Cal Neva), cOll\lllunity Based Organizations (CBOs), 

CO'n'\."t1unity Action Agencies (eMs) and the leA. 

':~e parties. represented. at the • ... e,:-kshop disc..:.ssed. 

i?ote~'tial ter.ns tor aosettlement. SoC;).lG.!c, DRA. and the ICA 

were able to reach agreement. The terms andconclitions agreed 

to by the parties are set torth below. 

III 

SETtLEMENT 

SoCalGas, the ORA ancl the lCA agree as tollows: 

l.Ol Program Expense Reg:uire:nent= CCA expense 

requir~:'lent tor 1988 shall be $3S,7S7,55l and. 0 tor 19&9 shall be 
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$20,800,806. The component parts of SoCalGas' CCA program 

expenses for 1988 and 1989 are set forth in the attached 

Appendix A anQ incorporated herein by this reference. T~e CCA 

rate adjustment to reflect revenue requirement changes and the 

distribution of such changes among customer classes shall be 

put into, effect concurrently with other rate adjustments 

ordered by the Commission in SoCalGas' annual Cost Allocation 

?=oe~edir.g's. such a procedl:.re -.rill avoid :nulti~le ~ate cb.an;,e~ 

a!'1.d will allow the. commission to- consider all rate deSign 

issues in SoCalGas' annual Cost Allocation proceedings. 

2.00 ru.:f;: SoCalGas shall continue to operate its 

• COm::lunity Involvement Energy Programs (ItCIEP,II) through. 1989. 

• 

For 1990 and Sl.lCSequent years" SoCalGas shall seek funding for 

C!:S:P in SoCalGas' Test -:lear 1990, general rate case application. 

2.01 19$0 erE? pirect Weat~l'e;-i;ation: For 1983; 

ScCalGas shall have a goal of 40,00,0 c: .... elling units ~or the 

Direct Weatherization component, o'f t.'le ClEF. The 1985' CIEP 

Direct Weatherization shall be carried on pursuant to- program 

guid.elines authorized by the Commission. SoCalGas shall be 

authorized to continue its Furnace Repair and Replace~ent 

Proqram. with a 90~1 of 286 units. 'the expense requirement tor 

1983 ClEF-Direct Weatherizatior. shall b~ $24,.7650,776. (For 

Ce~ana siQe Management (OSM) re?orting purposes,. CIZP Oireet 

Weat.he=ization is defined as a Oirect Assistance Pro9ram~) 
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2.02 1989 ClEF pi:ec~ Weatheri;atiop ~nd Ef:i~i~nt 

Er:erS'" Utilization Prog't,m: For 1989 SoCalGas shall continue 

i";s CIEP Direct Weatherization and s.hall implement the 

Efficient Energy Utilization ("EEU") Proqram.. In addition to 

the energy education component, as discussed in SoCalGas' 1938: 

co.. application, the EE'tr will otte'r low-flow showerheads and 

wa";er heater blankets to low-inco~e customers. The progr~ 

description for the E~U Progra::l ar.d Direct Wea~":.e=iza,,;ion is 

at~ached hereto, as Appendix a and incorporated herein by ~~is 

reference. (The EE'tr is'defined as a Direct Assiso:ance Program 

for DSM reportinq pu:rposes.) 1'0 quality tor Direct 

Weatherization in 1989 it shall be required that a dwelling 

unit be eligible for installation of attic insulation., If 

feas.ible, all other weatherization measures shall also, be 

ins";alled through Direct Weatherization provided attic 

insulation is also inso:alled. In the caseot,mul";i!amily 

d· .. ·ellings, if the multifamily structure qt;talifies for the 

ins";allation of attic insulation, all d-Jelling units in' suc::' 

multifamily dwelling sh.all be eligible for, all weath.eriza";ion 

measures offered under the Direct Weatherization program. 'I'b.e 

1989 expense requirement for Direct weatherization and the EEU 

P:'ogram shall be $18.6 million, $3-.. 2 million of which shall be 

associated with. the EEU Program and $10.4 million for Direct' 

Weatherization. The EEU goal for 1989 shall be 38,000 dwelling 
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units an~ oireet Weatherizaticn shall have a mini=u= qoal of 

10,000 dwelling units. In addition, SoCalGas shall continue 

its Furnace Repair and Replacement Progr~m with a goal of 2a6 

units. £EO and Direct Weatherization goals and ~udgets will ~e 

reviewed semi-annually and are s~ject to. change ~ased upon 

actual prcgram experience. SoCalGas shall have the diseretion 

tc shift funds among its Direct Weatherization' and EEU 

$18.6 :million annual budget constra,int.. If actual eXL=lenses for 

Direct Weatherizaticn and: EWactivities exceed $18.6 :million 

in 1989, SoCalGas shall either see~ an increase in authorized. 

• expenditures by Advice tetter or accumulate an underccllection 

in its CCA ~alancing account sul:lject to suJ:)sequent 

• 

reasona~leness review. 

2.0:3 Attic: Square 'feotageReCJlirement: The mini:lu::l 

square fcotage re~irement '!e~ t!le installation of at-=ic 

insulation under the Direct Weatheriza:tion' program shall be 

reduced frcm 600 to 300 square feet~ In 1989 SOCalGas shall 

utilize a, tiered compensation structure "to' re-iMurse 

contractors for the installation or attic insulation. Such 

tiered ccmpensation structure shall ~e related tc square 

fcotage of attic insulation installed.' 

2.04 Bleek w~atheri;;:.tion: SoCalGas shall con,tinue 

to investigate the concept of a Block Weatherization proqra:m to 
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qualify Qwelling ~ni~s tor the weatherization meas~res ~neer 

the Direct Weatherization program. SoCalGas will expanQ the 

Block Weatherization program systcmwiQe in 1988, ~~e will 

contin~e to eval~ate the feasibility of block weatherization in 

1989. SoCalGas shall contin~e block weatherization in 1989 if 

it is. determined that such a program is feasib,le and cost 

effective. In Qetermining whether to institute block 

• .... ea~":.eriza':ion, SoCalCa= zhall consiee= t=.e reee=endations c~ 

each cao or eM. or other entity directly a:!!ected. 

2. as. Prime Contraet>2t: SoCalG'as shall be authorized 

to utilize a prime contractor to carry out EEU and Direct, 

Weatherization program activities. A pri~e contractor shall be 

authorized to utilize the services of sub-contractors, 

including CBOs, CAAs, and other entities, to· carry o~t EZO' a!lc. 

Direct Weatherization program activities.. 

3.00 WICP Incer;tiv~:!: Ac-:.iv1ty attri:O~table to 

SoCalGas' Weatherization Financing and. C:edits Program. (ttWFC:?") 

will continue thro~gh l$SS and 1989 .. (For'DSM reporting 

purposes, the WFCP is de!ineQ'as a Weatherization Retrofit 

Incentives'program .. , ':the expense assoeiateQ with suo 

activities tor 1988 and. 1989 shall :Oe as fo;llows: 

."", .. 
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WFCP Loans 
WFC? Maintenance 
Direct Sales Proqram 

198.8 1989 

$ 220,580 
1,108,0:30 

(8-96,348) 

$ 12l,840 
6:36,190 

o 

:3.01 pir~et Sales Program: SoCalGas requests 

authorization to use the remaining balance of $396,348 from its 

Direct Sales Program to o!!set 1988 C~ expenses. This a:o~t 

has l::leen incll.!c-2d. in the revenue require:nent aceorclinqly. 

4.00 Solat Loan Sale: SoCalGas shall incluae in its 

1988 re.venue requirement the $,7,449,823. reven\l.e deficiency 

associated with. the sale of its solar loans approved in 

Decision No,. 86-12-0$8.. Recovery through the CCA balancing 

account of such deficiency is authorized. l::ly Decision 

No .. 86-J.2-052. (The Solar proq:::"am is d.e!inedas an A~pliance 

Efficie.ncy pro~=a:l. for·DSM reporting pu:,?oses.) 

5.00 CIE? Affordable Housing P:-ogram: The C!E!> 

Affordal::lle Housing Program is designed to> encourage the 

utilization of natural gas in low tc·moderate income dwellings 

for space heating, water heating, cooking and clothes drYing. 

SoCalGas shall have an annual program qoalo·! 10,000' units in 

1988 and 1989 ·",ith. an expense requirement ot. $1,458,000 

annually. (For DSM reporting purposes, t:'le Afforea~le' Housing' 

Program. is. d.etined as a FUel Substitution proqram.) 
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6.00 R~asonabl~ness 0: 1987 CCA Program EX?ens~s: 

Th.e parties h.ereto stipulate that allot SoCalGas' 198·7 CCA 

ProqraI:1 expenditures were reasonable and. should be recovered in 

rates throuqh the CCA balancing account. 

7.00 Consolidation of the WfCP'. RCS and ~olar 

Balancing Accounts: The WFCP, RCS and Solar balancinq accounts 

shall be consolidated into a single CCA balancinq account. Tl':.e 

Solar, RCS a~d. WFC::? cOrlponents of SocalGas' rates shall be 

eliminated and replaced with a CCk rate component reflecting 

the authorized CCk balanci.ng account component of SoCalGas' 

rates. 

8.00 Cost Effectiveness Analysis: The rlethodolo;y 

used to calculate the benefits and costs of SoCalGas' CCA 

programs was based on the "Stano.ard.Practice Mant:i!l,for 

Economic A.."':.a:'ysis o·f Demanc. $·icie Manaqement P=og=~::s," dated 

Oece:nber 19 a 7. This doeu:nent is a joint publication of t."le 

Calitornia P~lic Utilities cO%:lmission and the Cali:f<:lrnia 

Energy Commission. Cost effe.ctiveness calculations are 

displayed in attached Appendi:.cC: 

9.00 Reporting Requirements: . SoCalGas shall adhere 

to reporting requirements estab,lished in the CPUC'S De:andSiee. 

Management Reporting Requirements Manual, dated February 1983·. 

SoCalGas shall be. relieved o!.previously ordered quarterly 

reports associated with its CCA programs. SoC."lGas shall 

..... 
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continue to fil~ info~ation a~ to its CCA activities annually 

and semi-annually in Demand Side Management reports describing 

its CCA activities. 

IV 

APPROVAL OF 'I'HE SE'I"rLEMEN'I' 
IS IN ARE PUBLIC INTERESt 

Approval of ~is Sti~ulation and Ag=eement is in t~e 

public interest. Approval will reduce the substantial burde~ 

wh.ich hearings would impose~ Settlement of all issues o..:ill 

contr~ute to the Coml1U.ssion' s goal o·f reducing administrative 

burdens. Moreover, this Stipulation and Agreement represents 

an equitable compromise in a manner which will reduce costs to' 

ratepayers and avoid litigation~ 

V 

RESERVATIONS 

If not accepted. by the Com:mission, the terms of this 

Stipulation a:t;'ld Agreement shall not be adlnissible. in evidence 

in this or any other proceeding. The commission's approval of 

this settlement does not constitute approval ot, or precedent 

regarding, any principle or issue in this proceeding. Nothing 

contained h.erein shall be deemed to constitute an admission or 
. \, ' 

an acceptance of an.y fact, principle,. or position contained 

herein :by any participant in this proceeding • 

',,< .. 
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I! the Commission approves this Stipulation and. 

Agreement, but imposes any modifications or conditions thereto, 

the Stipulation and. Agreement shall not become effective' unless 

the parties hereto agree in writing to accept the modifications 

or cond.itions. 

VI 

•. ,'. 

•'" 

" -, 
"",'," 
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VII 

CONCLUSION 

SoCalGas, ~~e ORA anQ the lCA respectfully request 

that the commission expeQitious·ly approve this Stipulation and 

Agreement without mOQitication as a settlement of the issues 

discussed herein. 

Oated: April~988 

Dated: April __ , 1988 

Dated: April~198a: . 

By~·O~ 
Peter N. Os}jorn 

Attorney tor Southern California 
Gas- Com.pany 

DIVISION OF RATEPA~ZR ADVOCATtS· 
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 0: 
THE STATE OF CA.LI:OP...'''IA 

By jgnJJ JjpJ 
James S. Rood, Stat: Counsel 

INSOLATION CONTRACTORS 
ASSOCIATION 
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PROGRAM EXPENSE REQ'O'IREMEN'I" 

CONSER~ION COST ADJUST.MENT PROGRAMS 
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Rev,i,::wion to sccal~~" .?:'01X'::w~ 199$-$9 CO'. :xpe:'l.SCS 

seGalGas SOCAl(;a.s 
OM So:OI.1Cas DM Propos~ P:'~ 

P:ogram Cat~Q:i~s 1989 ArP1ication Propos~ ~"\Ses ·SS ~'29 '" 

w.athe:iza~on Incentive" 

'WFCP loans (Existil'lg)' 220.590 220.580 220.580 ·l2:. .. S40 
WFCP Maintenance :'.108.030 1.108,030 1.108.030 636,190 
Direct S6les Prog:'MI (996,349) (8%~348) (e?Q,.34S) 0 
'row Weatherization Inc~tive 432,262 432.262 432.262 758,030: 

Appli~ce Ef!ieieney Incentives 

Sol..: :.o,.,n Sale 7,.449.8::3 7.~9,a::3 ':',~?S:3 0 

D~:e~ As~~stance 

c:tEI' S/1!' Rer.ates 7,328,000 7.328,000' 7r32S,O~0 2.$'iI~r&40' 
CI!P M/F Reeates 7.003.200 7.003.200 7,003.200 :;"~,OOO-, 
CIt? SI1' Str\le:\tt'~ Repairs 1,088,000 1 .. 088,000 :',088,000 34~,."0;-em M/F Struetw:~ Repairs 1.::26.400 1,226,400 1,226,~ 245.280', , 
em> !\l:ma~ Repair/Replace 1,.812,000 246,532 259.116 2S~,!l6 . 
c:!:? Mlninisua uon 7,861,060 7,861.060 7.861.0050 .:,75::,230' 

• c:tJ!:P S~to~ :2(',31S,660 24,753.192 24.765.776 

!!~icient l!'1lerw tJti1~:atiol'l 1.651,690 1.651.690 1.651.690 

'l'Q:al Direct l\!sii!ltal'l~ :27.970 •. 350 2G,404.882' 26 •. o!17,466 

F\le1 S~stit'JtiC'tl 

C2P l\!:I!Qr4@l~t HQ\.1S inq 
Incen':J.ves 2.100.000 1,000.000 l.OOO,Oeoo 1,.000,,000-

em' A!!Qr"~le MO'J3ing 
Mmi.nistrati()!\ %1.040 4sa,ooo 4~e.OOO 4SS~000 ' 

TotAl CIt1' 
A!tor~le IiOI.1Sinq 3,061.040 1,458,000 !,4S8,OOO 1.458.000 .. 

O"".J\cr 

c:tEP I.ow-Ine¢me 
~ei9hborhood Revit~ 332 .. 200 0 0 

:o-...al 3~.:4S,G7S 3S.7~,967 3S,7S7,!iSJ; 

4/1S/as 

•• 
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Decision ___ ~ ____ 1_0 ___ 0S5 OCT 2 6 1988 

BEFORE THE P'O'BLIC OTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE 

In the Matter of the Application of ) 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY ) 
(0904 G) for authority t~ decrea3e } 
the Conservation Cost Adjustment ) 
CCAO component of its rates. ) 

--------------------------------) 

Applicat on a7-10-021 
(Filed Oc ober 1&, 1987) 

Peter N. Osborn, Attorney at L , for 
SOuthern California Gas Co any, 
applicant ~ I 

oina Hunter, for Southern California Edison 
Company, James Hodges and William B. 
MarcY§,I for California/~vad.a Community 
Action AssOCiation, Th East Los Angeles 
Communi ty Action Assoc ation, and The 
AsSOCiation of SoutheCalifornia 
Energy Proqrams.; •. , for 
Insulation Contract s. Association; and 
Edward Dyncan, for elf; interested 
parties .. 

James Rood, Attorney t Law, and Donald' 
Schultz, for the 1vision. of Ratepayer 
Ac1vocates. 

Southern Californ.i Gas company (SoCal) seeks authority 
to decrease the Conservatio Cost Adjustment (CCA) component in its· 
rates by $12.993 million a ually. Soeal also requests the 
following: 

1.. Authorizat n for specific programs, all of 
which are es1qned to assist low and 
moderate come customers t~ use natural 
gas eff1 ently thereby redueing their 
enerqy c sts; 

2.. ation to- recover in rates, the 
deficiency resulting from the sale 

solar loans; 

- l~ 
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3. 

AL'I'-COM-OV / rtb . . / 

Authorization to combine its con.ervati~anCin9 
accounts into a single consolidated ba ancing account 
and 

4. A Commission finding that SoCal's 
expenditures were reasonable. 

A pre hearing conference was held bef e Administrative 
Law Judge (ALJ) O'Leary at Los Angeles on Mareb. 2, 1988. At the 
prehearing conference, SoCal and the OiViSi~ of Ratepayer· 
Advocates (ORA) announced that it was like that a settlement 
could. be reached. As a result·, a settlem nt workshop was scheduled. 
and subsequently held on April $, 1988 i San FranciSCo.. 
Represented at the workshop were SOCal, ORA, Insulation Contractors 
Association (ICA), the california Nev a Co:mm.unity Action 
Association, the East Los Angeles Co unity Onion and the 
Association o.f California Energy Pr grams (Cal-Neva et al.). 
$OCal, ORA., and lCA w~re able to. r acb. agreement; however, the 
other parties to the workshop wer unable to reach agreement with 
the three. agreeing parties. 

Public hearing on the application was held before 
Administrative Law Judge (ALJ)'Le4rY at Los Angeles on April 27 

and 28, 1988·. 'rhe mAtter was ubmitted subject. to. the filing o.f 
concur.z;ent opening and reply riefs· on June 1, and 150, 1988:, 
respectively- Opening brie were filed by all parties except 
Mr. Duncan. Reply briefs w re fileQ by all parties except 

Mr. Duncan and DRA.. 
'rhe.agreement r ached between the Seeal, ORA, and lCA was 

reduced to,writ.:Lng, sign d· by the aqreeing parties and reeeivedin' 
evidence as Exhibit 1.. copy of Exhibit 1 in its entirety is 
attached. hereto asAp 
aqreementcanbe aumm 

dix A. 'rhe' te:ms. of the stipulation and 
ized as fo.llo.WS l' 

1.01 

CCA xpense requirement for 1988 shall be 
$J.S S7 ,SSl·. and. for 1989 shall be 
$20,800,80&; 

- 2 -
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2.00 Community Involvement Energy Programs 
(ClEP) 

SoCal will continue its CIEP through 
1989. Commencing w.i:eh 1990 fund.inq for 
CIEP will be sought in general rate case 
applications. 

2.01 19S8 CIEP pirect Weatherization 

2.02 

The qoal for 198:8 shall be 40,000 
dwelling units. The Furnace Repair 
Replacement Proqr~ shall continue 
goal of 28& units. 'rhe198S: expe 
requirement shall be $24,76S,776. 

SoCal shall continue its dire t 
weatherization progr4m and. s all 
implement the Efficient.Ene qy 
Otilization (tEO) Program ichoffers 
low-flow showerheads and ter heater 
blankets to low-income c tomers. 'r~ 
qualify for direct wea rization in 
198:9, it will be requir d that the 
dwelling be eligible f rattic insulation 
and. that attic insula 10nbe installed.. 
In the case of multi family dwellings if 
the structure qualies for installation 
of attie insulatio , all dwellings within 
the structure shal be eligible for 
direet weatheriza ion. The expense 
requirement for ireet weatherization 
ahall be $10.4 llion and· for EEU ahall 
be $8'.2 million The goals for 1989 
ahall be 10,00 dwellings for direct 
weatherizatio and 88:,,000 for·EEO.. SoCal 
shall contin its Furnaee Repair and 
Replacement r09X'4m with a, goal of 236-
units. SOC 1 will· have discretion t~ 
shift fund among its Direct 
Weatheriz ion and EEO activities to 
achieve a optimum level fundinq within 
the $18;. million budget. Should actual 
expendi ures,exceed $18:.&· million, SOCal 
shall lther seek additional funding 
throu an Adviee Letter filing or 

- 3' -
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accumulate an undercollection in its CCA 
balancinq account. 

2.03 Attie Square Footage Requirement 

The minimum square footaqe requirement 
for installation of attic in3ulation 
shall be reduced to 300 square feet rom 
&00 square feet. In 1989 a tiered 
structure of compensation shall be 
utilized to- reimburse contractors for 
installation of attic insulation 

2.04 Blo~k Weatherization 

SoCal shall continue to inve 
Weatherization as a means t qualify 
dwellinqs for its. Direct We therization 
Pr09ram. Block Weatheriza 10n shall be 
continued in 19'89 1f it i determined to 
be feasible and cost eff tive. $oeal 
shall consider the recommendations of 
each eso and CAk or ot r entities with 
respect to the institu ion of block 
weatherization • 

2.05 Prime Contractor 

Seeal shall be aut orized to utilize a 
prtme contractor ~carry out EEU and 
Direct Weatheriz~ion activities. A 
prime contractor will be authorized to 
engage sub-cont actors .. 

3. 00 ~WSl.2J~"":~~~~iUJ!I~~~.....¥I!~~ 
PrQgrarn (mep,) Incent i ves 

This activitk will continue for 1988: and 
1989. The' xpense requirement shall be 
as follows ' 

WFCP 1,0 ns 
WFCP ~ntenance 
Direc Sales Program 

- 4,-

illt 
$ 220,580 

1,108:,030, 
(8:96,348.) 

ll.a2. 
$12'1,8:40 

636,190 
o 
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3.01 Direct Sales Program 

SoCal requests that it be authorizea to 
use the remaining balance of $896,348 to 
offset 1988 CCA expenses. 

4.00 Solar Loan Sale 

s.oo 

6.00 

7 .. 00 

8-.00 

9.00 

SoCal shall include in its 1988 re enue 
requirement the $7,449,823 revenu 
deficiency associated with the s~e of 
its solar loans approved in .. ~.a~12-0S8. 

~IEP Affordable Housing Pro~ 
Encouraqee the use of natura~qas in low 
to moderate income dwellinq for space 
heating', water heating, c ng, and 
clothes. dryinq.. The progr. 'qoal will be 
10,000 units annually. 

The WFC~, RCS, an Solar balancinq 
accounts and rate components shall be 
consolidated int a CCA,balancing account 
and' CCA rate co nent, respectively~ 

SoCal aha acihereto reporting 
requireme t8· as set forth in the CPUC's 
Demand'S de, MAnagement Reportinq 
Require nts X4nual (February 198~) .. 
SoCal 8 all ,be relieved of,previously 
ordere quarterly reports associated with 
its C programs .. 

- ~.-
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Cal-Neva et al. urge that the stipulation be rejected. 
They argue that many low-income ratepayers will be deprived ~f 

/ 
needed conservation measures should the stipulation be app~ved. 
The executive summary portion of their brief sets fort7t ~ir 
position as follows: 

~The proposed stipulation between Southern 
California Gas Company (SoCal or SOCal Gas , 
the Commission'S Division of Ratepayer" 
Advocates (ORA), and the Insulation 
Contractor's Association (ICA) represen . a 
radical departure from past Commission/Poliey 
concerning low income ratepayers whic~,-if 
implemented, would be detrimental to ow income 
ratepayers. 

-The proposed stipulation would al er SOCal's 
existing low income weatherizati n program, 
reducing the goal to 10,000 un! s weatherized 
(as we and the Commission eurr ntly use the 
term 'weatherized'), down fro 42, 000 units 
weatherized in 198"7 and woul turn its-back on 
the &0,000 weatherized unit qoal set by the 
Commission for 19S5 • 

~The proposed stipulation ould' approve the 
creation. of a qas marke ngprogram disguised 
as a low income proqr which: cynically claims. 
to assist in solving t e very real and very 
serious problem of 'A fordable Housing,' while 
in fact providing li le, if any benefit, 
toward the housing,· energy needs of low 
income ratepayers. It instead serves the 
market, retention e forts of the Company. 

-Major policy cha es of the nature proposed by 
SoCal and DRA s uld not be conaideredin a 
Conservation Co t Adjustment proceeding such as 
the extant pro eed.ing, but should. only be 
considered in, General Rate Case where the 
ramifications of major policy shifts, may be 
thoroughly e 4mined. 

"The propos stipulation represents a retreat 
from'this ommission's long-standing commitment 
t~ eost-e eetive low ineome weatherization. 
For these and other reasons, the proposed 
stipulat on should be rejected. .. 

- S'-
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"THE PROPOSED STIPULA~ION WOULD DRAS~ICALLY 
REDUCE WEATHERIZATION GOALS, REPLACING 
WEATHERIZATION WITH PROGRAMS OF LITTLE VAL'OE 

"This drastic cutback to a program goal of on y 
10,000 weatherized units is proposed even 
though Soeal is f4r behind both PG&E 4nd S 
in the percent4ge of low-income units 
weatherized~ PG&E will have weatheriz half 
of its low-income units by 1990. At t 19S8 
pr09ram level, even before SoCal's pro sed 
cuts, SOCal would not reach that leve until 
the year 2000. 

"The stipulation would create 4 new program, 
called Efficient Energy Utilizati n (EEU), 
which proposes a goal of 8S,000· its in 19·59. 
EEO would provide a low flow sh werhead, a 
waterheater blanket, and 'ener awareness' 
information to low income cus omers. Soedl and 
DRA would have this. Commissi n' believe that 
S8,000 EEU units. is as bene icial to low income 
ratepayers as 6·0,000 weath ized low income 
dwelling units. But the' pr09ram as. 
proposed would be of lit e value to· low income 
ratepayers. In fact, a proposed~ EEOwould 
have a detrimental eff t on SoCal'8 low income 
ratepayers by denying hem needed 
weatherization servic s. 

"The majority of low income r4tepayers would 
only be eligible t receive two measures, 
neither of which rves to stop-heat loss or 
air infiltration n a. dwelling, the. main. 
structural sourc of energy waste in a 
dwelling. In f ct, under the proposal of'Soeal 
and DRA, the t 0 EEOmeasures. would only'be 
delivered to stomer&with absolutely no 
assurance th measures' would even be inst4l1ed', 
much less in talle~correctly. 

"In additio to' the two measures, SoCal's. EEO 
would prov. de a pamphlet in an anemic and 
poorlyth ught out attempt to provide 'energy 
awarenes .' This 'energy awareness,' would tell 
the low ncome ratepayers the advantages of 
purchas nq gas appliances·' they cannot afford 
and o·f implement1ng ,certa1n 'energy saving 
pract ces' which will be rendered useless and 

- 7 -
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ineffective because their dwellin~s will 
continue to be unweatherized. 

~WEATHERIZATION SERVICE IS NEEOEO BY LOW INCO 
RATEPAYERS 

~A fundamental question growing out of this 
proceeding is the question 'What is 
weatherization?' SOCal would have this 
Commission believe that 'weatherization' 1s 
anything the Company says it is, that a 
dwelling can even be weatherized by 'pQttinq a 
stocking over the house --' (Tr. 3Sl' it 
suits the purposes of the Company. 

~weatherizat1on, as defined inprev1 us 
Commission decisions and directive.,. as defined 
in the weatherization traininq ~als of the 
participatinq utility company, a ,as defined 
by SoCal' s own traininq manuals nd 
publications, meane the installation of 
~sures to preyent heat loss And air 
infiltration in a dw,lling. Thesemeasures 
include, but are not neeessa~ily limited to, 
ceiling insulation when feaslible, caulking, 
weatherstripping,ductwraP.6 low flow 
showerhead, waterheater blanket, and for low 
income dwellings BUildint.. velope Repair 
(BER). 

~The first six measures e referred to as The 
Big Six. The measures Icaulking , 
weatherstripping, duct' wrap, low flow 
showerhead and waterbeater blanket are 
collectively referred to as GroundWork 
measures. Ceiling 1naulationprevents heat 
loss through the c~ling, and the Ground Work 
measures serve to~revent heat and cooling loss 
through air infi? ation. 

"The majOritr ofAowincome homes either do not 
require cei ingl.insulation because they have 
had it installed previously, or the .. 
installation ~ ceiling insulation 18 not 
feasible for .tructural reasons (including flat 
roofs, no access hole, etc~,,) (See Ex. 5, B-6) 
or due to SoCal's restrictive eligibility 
criteria. ASee Ex. 9, 2-4.) 'Onder the current 
low income/weatherization proqramguidelines of 
All th~iCiPAtinq utility companies in the 

~ 8 -
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state, those low income Qwellings which do not 
receive ceiling insulation are still eligible 
for BER and the Ground Work measures to sto~ 
heat and cooling loss and to prevent air 
infiltration. Those homes are called Ground 
work Only homes. ~~~m~~~~~~~~~~ 
homes weatherized in the 
under all weatherization programs, are Gr2Qnd 
work only homes. / ' 

~What is BEa? It is the repair of the '~uildinq 
envelope' including cracks in walls, repairing 
door bottoms, glazing and other minorlrepairs 
neeessary to make the installation o~ 
weatherization measures feasible. BER is 
currently limited to a maximum of ~OO for 
materials and labor. / 

"Why is BER important for low inC/Orne ratepayers? 
Because most low income dwel12n s require some 
BER work in order to make the nstallation of 
weatherization measures feasi e. Over 8:7\ of 
the low income units weatheri"zed, in SoCal's 
proqram in 198:7 required~. If BER: were 
eliminated, most low incom . homes would simply 
be found· to be structural ineligible for 
participation in the commd.ssion's. . 
weatherization programsl SoCal's own publicity 
document, listed inthi. proceeding as Exhibit 
4, says, 'The ~nor ho~e repairs are a 
particulArly important' part of this program 
because without. thes4( repairs, the basiC 
installed weatherizAtion measure$ would not be 
effeetive-' (£Xl' 14th unnumbered page, see 
Tr. 50.) 

"Understanding it crucial role in any low 
income weatherization program, this Commission' 
authorized fin~cing for up to $200 of BERwork 
on low income dwellings in PG&E ZIP program. 
(Dec. No. 9'2&5'3, see d'iscussion p. 39, and 
Finding of Faret No. 32, po. 79 .. ) 

/ ' "But the proposed 8tipulation would'deny 
weatheriza't!ion services to the majority of low 
income dwedlinq ~mak£nq weatherization 
availabl~only when the dwelling unit t§gyires 
and is able t2.receive c~iling insulation. 
Ground ~orx Only un1ts wou14 no longer be done. 
SoCal ' at weatherization program wou,lel. become the 

- 9 -
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first and only low income weatherization 
program in the state of California where Ground 
Work Only is not allowed. 

~The assertion of both SoCal and ORA that, for 
rGasons of cost-effectiveness, Ground Work and 
BElt should not be undertaken in the absence of 
ceiling insulation is not supported by SoCal's 
own cost-effectiveness data and, in fact, BE 
has the b~ghest benefit-cost ratio of all 
individual measures, including ceiling 
insulation. err. 283) 

"As proposed, if a dwellinq d.oes not rece ve 
ceiling insulation, the-unit is referrep to- EEU 
where it may receive only a low flow s owerhead 
and a hot waterheater blanket. The u t would 
not receive BER or other Ground, Work measures. 
Thus, we can look forward,to-the da when, 
under SoCal's proposed progr~, a ompany 
representative hands to a low' inc e ratepayer 
a low flow showerhead, a waterhe er blan.1cet, 
and a pamphlet describing the adhantages of 
replacinq the electric ,wall he~erwith a $2000 
gas fuelGd central -'air heating{ and. cooling 
system, while the wind whis.tlesthrough cracked 
windows and throuqh'a two-indh gap underneath 
the front door.. By no stret'ch, of the 
imagination could a dwelliin need of BElt and 
Ground work measures be csidered weatherized 
if it receives only a low flow showerhead" a 
waterheater blanl<:et, -and 'energy awareness' 
material. 

"SOCAL"S 'AFFORDABLE H SING PROGRAM' IS OF 
LITTLE VALUE TO LOW I,COME RATEPAYERS 

WTo add insult to in"~, SOCal has cynically 
decided to cla~ t t a new gas marketing and 
rebate program, w chwould give developers of 
multi-family rent housing units $100 per unit 
forinstallinq qapplianc:es, serves as an 
adequate sub~ti te for low, income. ' 
weatherization.. This claim is made ,even though 
SoCal"s partne in 'the stipulation" the ORA, 
candidly aclmi the program, is not a low-income· 
pr09'ram' atal.. While' SoCal claims. the proqr~ 
will serve 1 ,000 low to,moderate-income 
eustomers., CAl's' own data show this claim to , 
be a' sham. SoCAl ' s program will pay' rebates. to-

- 10 -
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developers of 10,000 but will cause less than 
1500 units which would have had electric 
appliances to. switch to. gas instead. An 
additional $458,000 will be spent en image­
building advertising to. promote the use of gas 

"THE ISSUE OF INCREASING FAILURE RA1'ES 
DEMONSTRATES SOCAL MANAGEMENT' LACK OF KNOWLE 
.AND CONCERN 

~As described by Witness Shaw, the overall 
inspection failure' rate from 198:3 until 1 87 

, was below 10%- In 19S7 and 1988 the ins ctien 
failure rate went up t~ about 30\, caus 
mainly by failures ef waterheater bla 
SoCal would have this Commission belie e it was 
not a systemic problem, but rather a, udden 
simultaneous, coincidental but unrel ted' 
failur& by the majority ef its SoCa trained 
contractors to. install waterheater lankets 
correctly.. When asked to. investi te, the 
company did nothinq. When asked 0. provide 
some training and assistance, th company did 
nothing. (Tr. 240-249) 

"SoCal's witness was not even a are the company 
has a system to track ,the spe ific cause o.f a 
unit's failure (Tr .. 141-143) ut was prepared' 
to. provide a deliberately leading comparison 
between the' inspection fail re rates of SoCal 
trained contractors and' -It-Yourself' 
customers designed to. put ontractors. in the 
worst light;.. The detaile , complicated, and 
o.ften changinginstallat nand inspeetion 
standards are communicat d through the 
Company~s 'Real Deal' plication. This 
publication is not dis ibuted to SoCal 
customers. There is way for a 
'Do-It-Yourself'cust mer to, be kept u~ t~date 
on 'Real Deal' chang s in installation and 
inspection stand4rd.. Do-it-yourselfers are 
not inspected to. th same' standards. The fault 
for the increased pection failure rate lies 
in SoCal's'poor co unications and'management 
practices. and its refusal to. take 'systemwide 
remedial aet1on. 

- 11 -
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"THE COMMISSION SHOULD MAINTAIN ITS LONG / 
STANDING COMMITMENT TO ASSIST LOW INCOME 
RATEPAYERS AND ADOPT THE RECOMMENDATIONS 07 
AGENCIES 

"Low income ratepayers need weatherization 
services, not anEEO proqram which would)6o 
little to reduce energj" bills, gas marke'tinq 
programs which are of little value t~. ow 
income ratepayers, institutional adve tising 
and public relations expenses, and or program 
management. ~ 
~The Agencies participating in thi ease 
prepared a sound alternative bud et that would 
weatherize S2,000 units at the ame cost as 
SoCal's 19'88 40,000 unit proqr by cutting 
administrative fat. This bud et should be 
adopted. 

~This Commission has a long tanding commitment 
to cost-effective low inc e weatherization for 
reasons which have beenc early and repeated 
stated in a succession o Commission decisions. 
beginning with Pacific as and Electric ZIP 
Decision 925S3. SoCal' previous,CCA Decision 
S7-0S-074 reinforces s·history of· support,. 
sayinq weatherizatio ·is needed: '):)ecause With 
more of the burden 0 rate increases falling on 
the residential cla ses to keep marginal users 
on the system, the ow income customer bears a 
heavy load.' (P·t1) 

"The Commission rj&asserted· this general position 
concerninq low fncome ratepayers in the last 
Southern CAlif¢nia Edison General·· Rate Case 
Decision, say~g· '[Wle share Cal-Neva'a desire 
to continue providing adequate funcU.nq for 
residential QQnservation programs which are 
cost-effect~e and will aid residential 
customers !-". coping with increased rates. We 
cons.i.der tlfe Energy Assistance Program to be an 
importan~eans to this end for that qroup of 
customers who are,least'a»le t~absorl> rate 
increase --low income residents.' (Dec. No. 
87-12-0 , p.. 126,.) 

posed stipulation would retreat from 
mmitment. The st'ipulation should be 
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rejec-eed and the recorrunendations of the Agencies 
adopted." 

Diseyssion 
Probably the major objection of Cal-Neva et ala t the 

stipulation is the provision to making attic insulation a~ 
requirement for direct weatherization in 1989. The requpement 
that attic insulation be installed would eliminate gro~d work and 
building envelope repairs to residences that do not-~lify for 
attic insulation. SoCal's figures show that attic ~sulation is 
the most energy saving conservation measure that c;fn be installed, 
although ground work and building envelope repai~; are also eost-
effective under the all-ratepayers test. - ~ , 

However, we alsorecoqnize that socJ's- programs will be 

reviewed in its test year 1990 general rate lase. 'l'hus, we a:e 
I 

reluctant to-make attic insulation a requirement fordireet 
weatherization at this late date and with;lt the more thorough 
program review which will take place in ~at case. We will 
therefore not adopt the condition that !ttic insulation be a 
requirement for direct weather!zation ft thia time, pending further 
evaluation of this issue in SoCal~8u.peomingqeneral rate case. 

The SoCal-DRA stipulation klso provides for an EEtr 
program in 198:9 with a goal of a8:"loo: units. 'l'he E&1 proqr~ is " 
proposed as a supplement to SoCal/s dire~t weatherization program 
because of the proposal to make- Ittic insulation a requirement for 
direct weatherization. Because/we do not adopt the attic 
insulation requirement, we wilt not at this time approve the EE"Cj. . 

program. We believe that the/majOr program changes proposed in. the . 
stipulation are more approprfatelyeonsidered in SoCal's upcoming 

f 
general rate ease.- The attic insulation requirement along w5..th any . 
other supplemental program/ such -as EE'O, will be considered in 
that proceeding. Finally / should' Socal andlor the DRA decide in 

( 

the general rate C4se tOjPropose again an EE'O-t:ype' proqram, we' 
expect ~to consi~ArefUllY and' to address explicitly the 

... -

- 13'-



• 

• 

• 

A.S7-10-021 ALT-COM-Dv/rtb 

differences between the proposed program and PG&E'S existinq, 
Commission-approved "Low Cost~ weatherization proqram. As Cal-Neva 

,/ 

notes, the design of the EEO program appears to offer fewer 
services, have higher administrative costs, and be less" coordinated 
with other weatherization services, than the existing(PG&E progrdm. 

" Rather than approve the EEO pr09'ram, we wj/ll direct soc"l 
to use the funds requested for the EEO program to crease its 
goals for direct weatherization. Shifting these funds from EEO to 
direct weatherization will allow SOCal Gas to 
in its proqram houses which qualify only for round work and BER 

measures. We recognize that SoCal's figure show qround work 
measures to be almost as cost-effective as ceiling insulation. 
This shift in funding will increase SOCa ,s total direct 
weatherizationqoal to, 30,000 units in '89, at a total fundinq 
level of $18.6- million. Within this 0 erall goal, if, the 
agencies locate fewer than 10,000 un squalifyinq for attic 
insulation, the additional money ,al ocated to attic insulation 
should be made 'available for qroun work only units. As provided 
in the stipulation, if the commu ty agencies are able·to locate 
more than 10,000 dwellings in n d'of ceiling- insulation, then 
SoCal will exceed thi.s. qoal ei er by shiftinq funds from ground 
work only fundinq or other pr qrams., or ,by accumulating an 
undercollection in its CCA b ancinq account. 

The SoCal-DRA ati ulation, also provides for a ,number of 
program modifications that are associated with the attic insulation 
requirement. We will ado t some of these modifications in order 
to help increase the n r of houses qualifyinq for attic 
insulation. 'For exampl , Cal-Neva, SoCal and the DRA propose to' 
reduce the minfmum squ e footage requirement for the installation 
of attic insulation f om 600 to 300 square feet. We will adopt 
this proposal as it ill heJ.p ensure that the maximum. number of 
households will rec ive attic insulation. The SOCal-DRA 
stipulation also p oposes to remove the ,three measure minimum 

- 14 -
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We will adopt thi~.al requirement for direct weatherization. 
for residences that are eligible for the 
insulation; however, we will retain the three measure irement 
for residences that receive only gro~nd work. We wil alsOo direct 
that door thresholds will be recategorized from a b lding envelope 
repair measure and instead incorporated into the w 
measure under the category of' ground work. Final , we will adopt 
Cal-Neva's suggestion that SOCal be required to se PG&E's. practice 
of: pay:tnq comm.un.ity 4qenC:.iel5- per aquare foot 0 .insulation 

installed, in order to assure that adequate i entives exist to 
weatherize groups of homes that are consiate tly larger than the 
estimated average size_ 

Cal-Neva also made a number of oposals to reauce the 
administrative costs of SoCal's weatheri at ion programs. A 
siqnificant contributor to the high a n.:Lstrative' coste of 50<:41'$ 
program appears to be SoCal's policy ioo~ .:Lnspection of all 
weatherization proj,ects, includingq und' work only units.. For 
ceiling insulation jobs., this poli was. established several years 
ago by our COmmission Advisory and ~ompliance Division, due to 
safety concerns with the installa ion ofce!ling insulation near 
furnaces or flues. However, a 1 O\. inspection policy does: not 
appear necessary for, ground wor,. only units. For example, PG&E 
inspects only 20\ of qround WOrk jobs. SoCal defends its policy 
for ground work only inapect70nsDaSed on its alleged high rate of . 
failures for water heater b?Anket installations. We believe that . 
SOCal could reduce both t . failure rate and its administrative: 
costs, by agreeing to a 10 er ground work only inspection rate, 
provided that a community, agency reduces. its ,water heater: blanket 
f~ilure rate to below a arget level. . BothSOCal· ana CAl-Neva 
should. work together to eatablishthe details of such an incentive 
plan. Reduced adminis rativ&. expenses. from this plan should' be 

made available to-the agencies: to weatherize additional units. 

- 15-
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Finding of p.,e.:t 
1. SoCal, DRA and Insulation Contractors Association 

have entered into a stipulation for the purposes of settling 1 

matters in this proceeding. 
2. Cal-Neva et al. urges that the stipulation b 

rejected. 
3. Ground work and building envelope repair alone are 

almost as cost-effective as attic insulation. 
4. The $oCal, DRA, Insulation Contractor. Association 

stipulation provides a reasonable basis for SoCal's weatherization 
activities through 1989, if it is modified as f 

A) Attic insulation shall not be for 
direct weatherization; 

B) SoCal'8 weatherization goal, or 1989 shall be 30,000 
units, with a total expens ,requirement of $18:.6 .' 
million. Within this' go ,. funding may be shifted 
from attic insulation t ground work only, if the 
community agencies are nable to locate 10,000 units 
qualifying for attic nsul:ation. 

C) The minimum. square f tage requirement for direct 
weatherization shal be reduced to 300 square feet. 
There shall: conti e te> be' a three measure minimum 
requirementfor rect weatherization except where 

isinsta'lled:. Door thresholds shall" 
be considered part of the weather stripping 
measure. SoC 1 shall pay community agencies per 
square foot f insulation installed. 

D) program sha'll not' be approved at this 
8e this proposed proqram is better 

addres 'in SoCal'8upcoming general rate case. 
R) Soeal and Cal-Neva shall work together on an 

ince tive plan 1r..tendedto, reduce both SoCal's 
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administrative costs for inspections and the failure 
rate for water heater blankets. 

C2nelusions of Law 
1. The stipulation should be rejected, s the major 

program changes which it proposes are more approp, iately reviewed 
in SoCal's upcoming Test Year 1990 general rate ase proceeding. 

2. The modifications proposed in Fi ing of Fact 4 above 
result in a weatherization program which is a ceptable. 

3. Soeal should be ordered t~con 
accordance with the terms of this decision • 

IT IS ORDERED that Southe California Gas Company shall 
place into effect th~ program as se forth in this oraer ana shall 
be ~uthorized to file an,advice le ter pursuant to General Ord~r 
96-A to adjust its rates to refle t the total program expense level 
set forth in Appendix A herete. he more detailed breakdown of 
expense categories shown in Ap dix Asball be revised to 
incorporate the- chanqe5 oraere in this decision. 

." 

This ,order ~~eemes fective 30 days from today. . 
Dated. ,2-6 88 , at &n Francisco, california. "> 

SI'AJ.'n.EY W. HULE'I'T" 
, President 

DON~'VIAL 
FREDERICK a DODA 
JOHN. B. OHA..'W..N 

Commissioners 

..... ' ,~ 

-' 

I l' 
", Commissioner CT. Mitchell Wil~~ I 

;beinq necessarily absent, d.:Ld l-
not, participate. , 
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