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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES CDrt!11!SSION OF ':'HE STATE OF CALIFOR:-J!A 

Investigation on the Co~~izsion'~ ) 
own motion into the feasibility ) 
of czt~bli:h1ng v~r1ouz methods ) OIr 42 
of providing low-1nte~est) long- ) 
term financing of zol~r energy ) 

(Filed Apr~l 24, 1979) 

systems for utility customers. ) 

-----------------------------) 
ORDER MODIFYINC DECISION 93774 

AND DE~YING REHEARING 

Petitions for Rehearing of Decision 93774 have been filed 
by Ca11rorni~ Sol~r Energy Industries Association (Cal-SEIA) and 
Energy Resources Solar. 

Southern C~lifornia Gas Company (SoCal) has also filed 
two Petitions for !vIodification pursuant to Rule 43 of our Rules of 
Practice and Procedure. 

',le have carefully con::.idered each allegation Of error 
in the Petitions for Rehearing and are of the opinion that good 
cause for rehearing has not been shown. However, D. 93774 ::.hould 
be modified to provide additional discussion in support of the 
~4,oOO ceiling and to clarify two a~b1gultlez raized in the 
petitions filed by SoCal. Therefore, 

IT IS HEPZBY ORDEPZD th~t D. 93774 io modified ac follows: 

1. The firct oentence in the ::.econd full 
paragraph ~t page 5 is modified to read: 

"In light of the sig.."lificant coct 
dirrerentia10 between many of the 
applicationo to SoCal, the eztimated 
maxim~~ cost-effective price of a 
oolar w~ter heater cited above, and 
the a::::zu!ncd a·lerage co::.t of a solar 
zyztem in D. 92501 and considering 
the potential injury to SoCal's 
ratepaycrsy the Co~~iszion has 
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determined ~hat SoCal should be 
directed to cease l~~ediately send­
ing any further loan applications to 
applicant: who:e propo~ed ~olar 
w~tcr he~t~ng lo~n~ exceed tour 
thousand dollars ($4,000) until 
directed otherwice by the Comm1s­
zion." 

2. The discuss10n on page 4 related to the 
price of zolar systems in applications 
received by SoCal is supplemented by the 
addition of the follow~ng: 

''In Decision 92501 izzued December 5, 
1980 we assumed the 'average cost of a 
solar system was $3,000 (See Appendix 
3, p. 3-5)." 

3. The following rind~ng of fact is added to '" 
the decision: 

"5. There 1z no ev~dence that 
So Cal acted unreazonab1y or 
imprudently in making loan 
offers in excess of $4 000 
prior to No'/e::1ber 2,3, i981.« 

Rehearing of D. 93774, ~z modified herein, is 

This order 1~ effective today. 
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