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• Decision 82 07 OS7 JUl 2 1 1982 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFOR'NIA 

In the Matter of the Application of) 
Southern California Gas Company for) 
Autho,rity by an Ex Parte order to ) 
increase the Conservation Cost ) 
Adjustment CCCA) component in its ) 
effective rates in order to ) 
continue its demon:s.tration Solar ) 

Application 82-01-27 
(Filed January 14, , 982') 

Financing Program. ) 

-----------------------------) 
OPINION -------

Summary 
This deCision adopts a Conservation Cost Component rate of 

.195i/therlll which is eQ.uivalent to a revenue increase o-f 
$7,0" ,000. The increase is· authorized to offset the ant,icipated 
second-year expenses of Southern California Gas Company's (SoCal) 

• 
demonstration solar financing program. 

We approve all of the proposed second-year program 
activities except for a reQ,uested increase in the advertising and 

• 

marketing budget. We find that increased advertising o,r marketing by 
the utility is undesirable since the solar industry should bear the 
responsibility for most promotional efforts. 
Relief Requested 

By Application CA.) 82-01-27, SoCal reQ,uests a rate 
increase to cover the increased second-year cos.ts of its 
demonstration solar financing program. SoCal estimates, that an 
additional $7,765,000 in revenue will be needed in 1982 • 
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• SoCal estimates that 1982 program exp"enses will increase or 
decrease as follows: 

Loan capital costs 
Utility credits (single) 
Grants 
Utility credits (multiple) 
Accounting, inspection, and 

monitoring 
Advertising and marketing 

Total 

1981 $-m 
274 
900 
505 

2,12'6 
1,000 
5,145 

Pro gram" Costs ($000 ) 
1982 Increase 

$ >,i'7'1 44, 8·31 
2,280 2,006 
, ,6·43 743: 

290 (215) 

1,578 
1 ,973' 

12,935-

(5~8") 
973 

7,790 
After adjustment for the 1981 balancing account and the franchis·e 
fees and uncollectibles factor, the $7,790,000 increase shoWn above 
'becomes $7,765,000. This increase is eQ.uivalent to a rate of 

.207e/therm. 
1982 Program Activities 

SoCal ts demons·t.rat.ion program will focus on multifamily 
units in 1982. The single-family allocation of 19,000 was fully 
subscribed in 1981. As a result, loan and credit applications. from 

• 
single-family customers" no longer are accepted by SoCal ·since the 
program goals have 'been met. 

Penetration into the multifamily market has been 
comparatively poor. As of November ·1981 only 56 systems, serving 785-
dwelling units, had been installed. SoCal,plans. to upgrade its 
multifamily market plan and hopes to assist the solar industry in 
installing 5,400 multifamily dwelling units in 1982. The three-yea~ 
goal of the demonstration program is 145,500 multifamily dwelling 
units. 

To bolster its multifamily marketing program, SoCal intends 
to initiate a direct mail program to reach apartment owners and 
managers. The cost of this mailing program is estimated as 
$367,750. About 190,000 managers and owners of multifamily buildings 
would 'be contacted with a series of three mailings. 

In addition, SoCal plans to hire eight more market service 
representatives at a cost of $468,100. These representatives would 
make direct contact with the solar industry contractors and 

.customers. Advertising, news releases, eXhibits, group 
presentations, and solar literature would be prov1d"ed by these 
representatives along with SoCal's existing solar personnel. 
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~ Low-Income Program 
On April 28, 1982, SoCal submitted to our Executive 

Director a proposal for low-income program based upon the 
recommendations of the OrI 42 Solo.r Advisory Committee (Committee). 

The proposed low-income program is budgeted at 10% of the 
combined 1981 and 1982 demonstration program costs.. In addition, the 
progZ"'am's ~ocus is upon multifamily dwelling units as recommended by 
the Committee.. We agree that the low-income pr-ogram should be 
limited to the multifamily public housing sector and will ado~t 
SeCal's proposal .. 

Monitoring and Evaluation 
SoCal, along with other utilities conducting the solar­

deoonstration program, has engaged BBW, Inc. to evaluate many aspects 
. of the solar demonstr-ation program in California. SoCal's share of 

the contractor's expenses is $1,010,000. including monitoring 
hardware. Although funds were budgeted for this purpose in 1981, no 

~, 
monitoring or evaluation activities took place, and SoCal used the 
fund for other underbudgeted program costs. 
Staff An3lysis 

• 

The Energy Conservation Branch (ECB) and staff auditors 
have reviewed this application. The auditors take no exception to 
any ot SoCal's recorded expenses or to the gross revenues charged to 
the CCA balancing account in 1981. The auditor-sf r-eport i~ attaChed 
to Exhioit , in the formal file .. 

The EeE takes one exception to SoCalfs proposed program for 
1982. As mentioned before, SoC~l plans to step up its marketing and 
advertising activities to attract more multifamily solar 
installations. the authorized marketing and odvertising budget for 
1981 was $1,000,000. SoCal has r-eQuested. $1,973,000 for its 1982 
marketing and. advertising activities. About one-half of the $913 r OOO 
increase over 1981 is caused by SoCal '$ plan to add eight more marke,t 
service representatives at a cost of $468,100 • 
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The ECB ~3scrts that ~he requ~~tcd doubling of the 
ma~keting and advertising budget iz contrary to p~st Commission 

decisions which emphasize that the zolar industry rather than the 
utilities should undertake most of the rnarketin~ needed to attract - -
pa~t!cip2nts in the program. We agree and will adopt the ECBts 

reco~men~ed budget o~ $1,113.000 for mar~eting and advertising 
expen3es in 1982. Tbe additional eight marketing representatives 

propo:sed ~y SoCal !:cem unneccsso.ry to us. SoCal should. let the solar 
ind.ustry bear most of the r~sponsibility for persuading customers or 
owner.., and ::anagers of multifamily buildings to install solar 
syste:::ls·. SoCal' s role ~hould be limi ted to support of the solar 
industry's e~rorts. 

ACcord.ingly, we will reduce SoCnl's proposed 1982 budget by 

$800,000 and will adopt a revenue increase of $7~O",OOO. This 

increaee equates to a t.otal eCA sUr:'charge of .195i/therm. ..,. 

Finc::'~gs o~ F~ct 

1. Solar demonst.ration program expenses incurred by SoCal in 

1981 were reason~ble expenditures. 
2. Solar demonstration program cxpcnsee in 1982 will exceed 

the authorized 1981 expcns~s becnusc of ~ddition~l loans. credit.s. 
and a low income progr~m. 

3. SoCnl's low-income program proposed by letter dated 

April 28, i982 con~orms with the Advisory CommIttee's guidelines and. 
should be ~pproved. 

4. The ~roposcd incren!:j(' in adver'tising and m:.trketing expense 

i3 excessive; SoCal should limit. this 1982 expense to $1,173,000 as 

recommended OJ· ':.ht) ECB,. 

5. Witb ~ reduced advertising nnd marketing budget, a revenue 

increase of $7.011 million is reasonable nnd appropriate. 
6. Since SoCal's 1982 program is underway, this order $ho~ld 

be effect.ive on the date of signature. 

7. The Tehach~pi-Cumml~gs County Woter District (Tehachapi) 

has sen:' 0 :et:.er dated Jo.:1uo.ry 21, 1982 which e;.:pre-sses opposition 

to A.82-01-27. 

_ J.~ _ 
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s. Aside from not being properly submitted for dock~ting, 
Tehachapi's :etter docs not ~eet the rc~uiremcnts of Article 2.5 in 

our Rules of Pr~ctice and Procedure for 0 formal protest sinc¢ it 
<iOC3 not cont.ain an offer of the ·~vidcnc(~ which Teho.chapi ... would 
~pon~or or elicit at a public hearing. 

Conclusions of Law 
,. The increase in rat.es and charges authorized by this 

decision is just and reasonable; the present rates and charges, 
insofar as they differ from those ordered in this decision, are for 
the future unjust and unreasonable. 

" \ 

2. Solar demonstration program cxp~nses incurred in 1982 shall 
"Oe 5u"Oject to review for r-ea.sonablcncsoS at the next revision date of 
January', 1983. 50 Cal sholl file an application showing 1982 
expenses and anticipated. 1983 program'expenses by December 1, 1982. 

3. SoCo.l should be authorized·to change its Conservation·Cost 

Component rate as set forth in the following order. 

o R D E R 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
,. On Or' after the eff~ctive' date of thi~ order, the Southern 

Califo~~ia CO$ Company is nuthorized to file with this Commission, in 
confor:tar:.ce wit.h the provisions of General Oreer 96-A, revized tariff 
schedules showing a Consc~vatlon Cost Com,onent rate of .195i/therm. 

2. The rate increase granted shall be spread to all sales on a 
uniform i per therm basis consistent with the rate design adopted 

in D.92854. 
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·3. The revised tariff schedules shall be effective not ·less 
than five days a~ter filing. 

This order i~ offective today. 
Dat.ec JUL 211982 ~ at San Francisco r Cal~,fornia. 

.... ~.' 
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JOHN E. 13RYSON 
Pr('Sident 

RICHARD O. eRA VELLE 
v:croR. CALVO 
pr,lSCILLA C CREW 

Comtnis:;lonc~ 

Commi~sion~r Leon~d ~t. Cri.mes. I£. 
bcin~ neccssarily :lbse2)t,. did not 
'Om cl on teo 
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Low-Income Pro~ram 
On April 28, 1982, SoCal !;ub~itt,:!d to Ol.lr Sx~cut.iv.~ 

D1recto~ a propos~l for low-income progr~m b3sed upon the 

recoc.mencations of' tht~ aIr 1.+2 Solar Adv.i.:::ory Committe l ;) (Committee). 

The proposed low-income progrnm is budgeted at 10% o£ the 

coc.b1ned 1981 and 1982 d~monstration pro~ram ~ost~. In addition, the 

progra:::'s focus is upon m\:ltt~':1rnily d',.;clling u:iit.z 38 rccorr:rnNlcec by 

t.he COI!l:nitt.ce. We ::tgr»c th:lt t.he low-in(~0mC program should. be 

limit.ec to the multifamily public housinK sector and will ~dopt 

Monitorin~ and Ev~lu~tion 
b nrrcq 

SoCal, along with other utilities conducting the eolar 

demonstration program, haz 0ng~ted ~BW. Inc. to evaluate many aspects 
of the solar- demonstration prosra:n. \n Co.rl i fornia. SoCal t:;-, share. of 

the contr-sctor-'s expenses iz $1.070'fOO. including monitoring 
hardware. Although fu~ds w~re ~udg~~cd for this purpose in 1981p no 
monitoring or evaluation ac:ivitiez t.\oo~ i'l:"ic~, rtnd SoCal usee the 
fund. for- othe:" unoerbudgcf.t:!d pr'og:r.:):n ~\,)=-::,,~~. 

Staff" Analv3i~ . 

mar-ke:1ng and advertising octivitics. About 

increase over 198~ is caused by SeCal's plon to 

service reprcsent~tives 0: ~ C05t of $468,100. 
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