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(See Appendix A for appearances.) 

INTERIM OPINION 

This de~ision approves the request of Southern california 
Gas ccmpany (SoCalGas) to recover $6.023 million in rates for its 
accomplishments iil demand-side management (OSH) programs. 
Background 

In 1999, we initiated a renewed consideration of the 
energy efficiency or DSM programs of the State's ener9Y utilities. 
The process initially involved meetings among utilities, 
representatives of several state agencies, and intervenor groups to 
discuss ways to stimulate energy efficiency programs. The group 
issued a report in January 1990 which recommended that the 
utilities file applications proposing expanded funding levels for 
OSM programs and shareholder incentives for reaching energy
efficiency goals. 

In Karch 1990, SocalGas filed Application 90-04-037 in 
response to the report, proposing expanded funding for DSM p~ograms 

and an incentive mechanism. The application also revised and 
expanded many of soCalGas' existing DSK programs authorized in 
SoCalGas' 1990 general rate case. The Commission adopted an 
expanded OSM program for SoCalGas in oecision (D.) 90-08-068, 
basing the new program on a settlement filed by several interested 
parties. 0.90-08-068 requires, among other things, that gas 
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utilities' osK-incentive earnings should be revieWed in their 
annual r~3sonableness reviews. 

The pending application, which is S6CalGas' 
reasonableness review for 1991 - 1992, seeks a shareholder 
incentive award of approximately $6.19 million for DSM efforts. 
SOCalCas requested eXpedited treatflent of the aWard in order. that 
the revenue-requlrenent increase could be reflected in rates ~y 
January 1, 1993. NO party objected to this request. Accordingly, 
a brief hearing was held to consider the DSM issue in advance of 
other reasonableness review issues. DRA and SOCalGas submitted 
testinony which raised very little controversy, At the hearing, no 
party sought to cross-examine any vitness and no party wished to 
file briefs. 
socalGas' Appl ication for 
RecOVery of DSM Earni.ngs 

SoCalGas i application seeks $6.19 million for its 1991 
oSM efforts. SoCalGas states that nost of its DSM programs were 
very successful in 1991. collectively, 1991 DSH programs achieved 
energy savings of 48.6 million therms, an attount well e~ceeding the 
goal of )0 million therms. The energy saVings pr09rams in 
SoCalGas l territory cost approximately $59 million. 

Most of the DSK energy savings, according to socalGas, 
are attributable to the replacement of older qas equipment with 
high-efficiency equipment and weatherization improvements. 
socalGas stat~s that the conservation achievements of 1991 will 
probably not be repeated in 1992 due to increasing appliance 
efficiency standards and declining ~mission reduction retrofit 
activity. 

sOCalGas states that all nonresidential programs Were 
cost-effective. The residential weatherization incentive program 
vas not cost-effective because residential customers consume small 
amounts of gas and because gas prices have been low. 
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DR-Va POsition 
Generally, DRA supports SOCalGas' requested shareholder 

award. Its testimony reviews Commission decisions and the 
meth6d61ogy used by SOCalGas for calculating the award. 

In general, ORA- believes that SoCalGas has appropriately 
calculated the incentive aWard but recommends minor adjustm~nts to 
the calculation in four program areas: 

Discussion 

1. Residential Equipment Rep1acenentt A._ _ 
r~duction in the amount upon which SOCalGas 
could earn a award to reflect anounts 
adopted by Resolution G-2992, in which the 
commission permitted SoCalGas to shift 
funds from the 1990 budget to the 1991 
budget; 

2. Residential Weatherization: A reduction in 
the avard to reflect a minor adjustment in 
the variable cost per job based on 
SocalGas' workpapers; 

3. Residential New HOme: A minor incre'ase-to 
the avard to reflect the conmission's 
rejection of an agreement between SOCalGas 
and DRA which would have lowered the 
anounts in question by 20%1 and 

4. Commercial New Construction: A minor 
reduction to the award to reflect an error 
in calculation. 

DUring the hearing held in this matter, socalGas 
stIpulated to the minor changes recommended by DRA. We believe the 
_r~cominendations made by DRA, and agreed to by SoCalGas, are 
reasonable. These changes do not appear to be the r~sultof 
disagreenents OVer methodology, but nodifications to reflect 
prevailing circumstances. It appears the methodology for 
calculating SoCalGas' incentive award is settled, at least for the" 
time being. He will adopt the dollar award reconnended by soCalGas 
and DRA for a total incentive avard of $6.023 million • 
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This proceeding remains open to ·consider the remaining 
issues in this re~sonableness review. 
Findings of Fact 

1. 0.90-08-068 adopted expanded DSM programs and a. 
shareholder incentive mechanism for soealGas.It also directed 
review of incentive payments in reasonableness review proce~din9s. 

2. NO party opposed SoCalGas' request for an irtc~ntive a·ward 
alt~ough ORA made minor modifications to S6CalGas' calculation. 

3. Soca.1Gas stipulated to the modifications made by DRA to 
the calculation of SOCalGAs' incentive award for the review period. 
Conclusion of Law 

The Commission should approve SOCaiGas' request for a 
shareholder incentive award in the amount of $6.023 million. 

INTERIM ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED thatl 4It- 1. Southern california Gas company (SoCaIGas) is authorized 
to collect $6.023 million for its accomplishments in its demand
side management programs. It may recover this amount by 
incorporating the revenue-requirement change into its attrition 
year rate change, scheduled to become effective January I, 1993. 

2. This proceeding shall remain open to consider outstanding 
issues in SoCalGas' 1992 reasonableness review. 

This order is effective today. 
Dated December 3, 1~92, at San Francisco, California. 
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APPENDIX A 

List of Appearances 

Applicant: E. R. Island, Jeffrey E. JacKson, Lisa G. urick~ and 
Thomas R. Brill, Attorneys at Law, for southern California Gas 
company. 

Interested Parties: JOnes, Day, Reavis &: POgue, by ~6rman 
Pedersen, AttOrney at LaW, for Southern california utility PoUer 
Pool; wright &: Talisman, by Jerome candelaria, Attorney at LaW, 
and steve Harris, for Enron Gas MarketingJ Michel P. Florio ~nd 
Peter v. Allen, Attorneys at laW, for Tow~rd utility Rate 
Normalization; Annette Gillian, Attorney at laW, for southern 
California Edison company; Morse, Richard, Weisenniller & 
Associate~, Inc., by Robert 8. Weisenniller, forMRW & 
Associates; Andrew Brown, for Barakat & Chamberlin; Michael 
Hopkins, for city of Glendalet Wayne I.e pire,for E1 Paso " 
Natural GaS Company: Leanon W. MurphY, for Imperial Irrigation 
District; Robert L. Pettinato, tor Los Angeles Departmentaf . 
water &: Power; paUl HI" Preno, for Edson &: Modisette; Ronald V ~ 
stassi, for city of Burbank; Ale){ szabo, fOr city of Pasadena; 
N. Vandenberg, for Transvestern pipeline company; 

Division of Ratepayer Advocates~ PatriCK Gileal\, Attorney at Law I 
and R. Mark Poeta. 

(END OF APPENDIX A) 


