. ALJ/zs *

..Decision 82 10 021 0CcT 6 1982

IZTFPORE TEZ PU3LIC UTILITIES COMMISSION C2

In the Matter of “he Application ¢f )

SOUTEZRN CALIFTORNIA GAS COMPANY Lor Application 59316
authority %0 increase rates charged (Filed December 10, 1979)
Wy it for gas service.

(Appearances are listed in Decisions 92487 and 82-02-076.)

Additional Avnnearances

T. D. Clarke and 2. R. Island, Attorneys
a% Law, for Souzhern California Gas
Company, apdlican<.

John 2. Asmus, Jr., Attorney at law, for
San Diego was « zZliecvric Company, and
Grege Wheatland, Attorney at law, Jor
California Znergy Commission, in%erested
parties.

Alvin S. 22k, Attorney atv Law, and
Seszo Lucechi, for the Commission stall.

2INIQX

82407 and 92714 in +the above-entitled
Californiz Gas Company (SoCal) <o Zile
nstrating the efficacy of its various conservation prograns
test year 1981. We provided that, depending on the savin
achieved through i%s programs in 1981, SoCal might be sudject %o
or reward for its conservation failures or achievements. On
16, 1082, Sofal filed Advice Lester 1310 claiming a reward of
lion and wmroposing <he ex parte approval of 2 ravte increase 10
r this reward.
The Ci%ty of San Diego (City), an interested party to this
vplication, filed a protest to the advice letter and In D.82-06-023
we suspended Advice Letter 1310 and set <he maiter for Iuriher
hearing <o exazine <the datz upon wihich SoCal based its request <o
.‘e':e:-:ine whesher the da%a were accurate, pertinent, and odjective.
rn 2ddition, Sofal chose to exezps the azmonias producers and its
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gteaxn electric generation customers from paying any
the reward. The reasonz Zor the proposed exempiions were
explored. DTaree days 0f hearing were held in July 1982.
SoCal presented ivs evidence and testinmony +through four
Roy Rawlings, Joan Peterson, Ronald Rudkin, and
= Osborne. Their %testimony is summarized below.
Roy Rawlings
ling° sponsored three exhidits, an affidavit containing
<imony and two exhibvits containing Advice Letter 1310
Ene*gy Zfficiency Conservat*on Report (ZECR). Rawlings
respect To the dasic policiles behind the reward. Ze
SeCal's conservation achievement for 1981 was 70.0
feet (Bef) savings. This T70.0 3¢f represeats the toval
ngs shown in SoCal's 1981 ZECR.
The goal 0f 59.7-62.5 2¢f for conservation savings se<t
in D.92714 was established by srojecting £rom a base of 1978
to residential customers and nonresidential 2?1 and 22A
contained unmezsured components for bBoth

ects and residential and commercial mandate
1ifornia Znergy Commission (CZC)

zandated standards for new conet*uc*ion and appliances. 7To keep its
sresenvation in this proceeding on a comparadle basis, SoCal's

savings caleulation for 1981 must contain these same components, dut
by agreement with the EC3 stafl the effects oI these components were
neld cons+ant a%t neasure 1980 levels t0 avoid giving SoCal credis in‘
1081 for incremental increases in these amounts.

70 4o *This, SoCal deducted 1.4 3cf attridutadble to the
increzenztal change in 1981 residential and commercial zandates versus
1680 levels. There was no change in the level of nonresidential

rice effecsts vetween 1980 and 1981. SoCal also deducted savings of
0.%6 Bef attridutable 4o the Solar Gas Demonstration ?rogram
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established in OII 42 as required by D.92497. This leaves net
savings of 68.2 3¢f for purposes of determining whether a reward Is
justified. The componeznts of the 68.2 3¢f savings are:
Savings attridbuted to SoCal's '
1981 conservation progsaxs 23.4 3ex
Savings attriduted <o SoCal's
prior years' conservation prograxs 21.8 Bef
1980 savings attriduted To mandaves 17.5 2¢f
Nonresidential 1980 savings avtriduted
%0 price 5.5 3ef
Total 68.2 Bct
hese savings do n

pronouncenents made in 1977, wwo by uhie Comm‘ on

-t

2oravorium on recreational pool heating and decorative gas lighting
and a presidential call for thermostat sevthacks. Here are no
savings included due %0 any residential price effects. The savings
0F 58.2 3cf exceeds +the 62.5 3¢f recuired by D.92714 by 5.7 3el.
. Rawlings noved that Sofal has developed 2 sophisticated

- L~ L bl - ’
zethold ©0 Zeasure conserve using an integrated systen oF

.t, h\.‘--ao was mas W iiya ww W -

cozpuser z=odels, customer surveys, actual counts of conservation
devices, and zevered consumpition data. e asserts that the systen
neasures and distinguishes savings due not only %o SoCal's effores
but also o0 mandated standards and gas price increaces.
The exhibits containing Advice Letter 1310 and the 1981
show de%ails of the annual and to+tal energy savings, the cost
vhe individual progran objective, description,
s actual savings for each component of <he

nony Os 2ever Osbo.u

As with SoCal's other witnesses Osborne's direet testizony

-

sresented as a sworn affidavit, but Lt was accepted in evidence
ut cross-examination by agreezent of the parties due %0 his
illness. City of San Diego, while agreeing to receipnpt of Osdorn
cinony hecause 0F the circumstances, registered 2 general
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objection to the admission of vtestimony in this fashion. We agree
hat the procedure should be used sparingly and would expect %o see
1y under the nos?t compelling of c¢ircumstances. '
OsYorne proposed %o have SoCal recover the 35 million
conservavion reward, plus related franchise fees and uncollectidles
(2&7) as an increase in +he Consolidated Adjustment Mechanism (CAM)
Yalancing account prorated over the period August 1 through Decexmber
31, 1982 a%t she rate oF 31,017,275 per month. Oshorne used an &V
factor of 1.7279 which is the Zfacvor deterzined in SoCal's last CAM
proceeding, D.82-04-116. He proposed recovery through the CAM
adjustoent process o ninimize <the nuzber of rate adjustnents
necessary during the year.
As an alternative %o the CAM adjustzent process, Oshorne
es spread on a uniforz cents-per-therzs dhasis <
mers except wholesale, steam electric generavion, and
roducer customers. 3ased on a S-month amortization, thi
n a rate increase of 0.233¢/t¢hern and yields the followi

b
ng

Commodity Rates in &/Thernm
Ironosec »
Pregent Rates Rates Incr.

Class of Service

Regidential
Lifeline . 34.182
Nier II . 51.945

Tier III . 62.870
Toval Class

Commerceial Indus«rial

GN=-1 ‘ . 51.945

GN=2 . 51.945
G—COG . 51.808
GV-36/46 . 52.270
Azponia Producers . 42.582
Total Class
Utility Zlectric Generation
Scattergood Tnitv 3 . 51.808
GN=5 . 51.808
Wholesale
G=-60 . 39.455
G=61 . 39.455

O0O0O000O0
L L]
£SO Houn

. 4 8 8 B
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@ SoCel relies on D.92854 (Solar Financing and Demons
?rograz) and D.82-02-135 (Residential Conservation Service and
Weatherization Pinancing and Credits Prograns) as precedens £
exezpting wholesale and steam electric generation custozers
adjustzents atiridutadble to Solal's conservation programs on the
ground that it would be inegquivadble %o require ratepayers of <thece
customers to pay for conservation programs of their own utilities as
well as for those of other utilities. The azmonia producers' rave Iis
fixed by stasuse.

Testizony of John X. Peterson

Deterson's affidavit and direct %estimony addressed Sofal's
conservation penetration and goal setting models and measurexment of
1981 conservation achievements. The hasic zpproach invelved
cozputing total savings by zultinlying the number of conservation
devices or practices by the savings per device or practice.

SoCal first determined the number of conservation

tices in 1ts service verritory by using surveys for

high priority commerceial and industrial sectors. CThe
1 sector survey consisted of 1,688 in home interviews and

spections by SoCal to deterzine presence of conservation
devices such as interaittent ignition devices, duet insulation, or
flow restriciors. 586 hnousenolds kept diaries recording their
dractices and use of energy. 2,228 telephone surveys were used for
the commercial sector, and industrial surveys were performed by the
same Sofal persennel who perforzmed company audits.

SoCal +then determined the savings for residential devices

a condivional dexand analysis supplemented vy
engineering To obtain total savings, the estimates of
savings per device or practice frox either the conditional deman
analysis or engineering estizmates were zultiplied by <the numbder of
devices or practices from the surveys. SoCal stated that i<s
neasurenent models adjust for the interactions among zultiple

a
conservation devices and practices and for interactions with price.
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. To deterzine <otal savings in +the c¢ommercial and industrial
secvors, Zeverson testified that the nunber of devices or practices
was oultiplied by a saving per device or per collection of devices on
a parvicular piece of ecuipaent based on engineering estinmates
showing how zuch a colleevtion oF devices installed on a particular
viece of equipnment would save over the consumption of that piece of
ecguizment without any devices. Interactions azong devices were
considered in the same manner as in the residential sector.

T0 correctly account for savings due “o mandated s+tandarés,
such as increased insulation in new construction and intermittent
Lenition devices in new appliances, the number of devices
attridutadble to mandates is determined by counting the number of
hozmes Bull®t since the standarlds went into effect and +the nuzher
efficient appliances installed, both in newly constructed hounes and
Through norzmal replacement of appliances.

Testvimony of Ronald D. Rudkin

Rudkin's prepared testinony, in affidavit form, explained
how coaservation savings due 0 gas price ingreases were developed
for use in the 1981 ZECR. 70 measure savings due 40 price increases,
SoCal cdeveloped end-use nodels which reflect the effect of price
inereases on gas consuzmption. Rudkin tesvified that these nodels
zeasure and separate savings due to price, nmandated standards, and
SoCal's conservation programs. 2Extensive cross-examination explored
the basis for Rudkin's testinmony, including an in-denth examination

iz 2 and assunmptions concerning several equations eambodied
ol
that extreme care had been taken to avoid
overstating savings duve 40 D . SoCal developed %“wo scenarios, one
using real price for 1977 which was chosen as a bhase decause <%he
effect of price was believed minizmal before that time, and one using
recorded real price since 1977. The seconéd scenario was subtracued
Trom th to determine savingz due 4o price. Additionally,
Fudzin Tes that the "redound" effect of installation of more
Feiciens ances and retr0fit congservation will have on appliance

-5 -
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wse was taken into consideration 4o avoid overstating savings due %0
price, anéd %hat the effect of +the mandated svandards of the CEC on
“he long-run res»onses associated with price increases was also taken

in%o account in deterzining savings due %o price.

The Commission stalf presented its testinony and
reconzendasions through %hree witnesses from the Znergy Conservation
3ranch (2C2), George Amaroli, Sesto Lucchi, and Charles Hubbell.
Testinony o George Amarolil

Azaroli, chief of the ZCB, testified <that Sofal had since
late 1980 demonstrated 2 very positive attiftude toward <4ne
advancemené 0f effective energy conservation progranms and had
coope:ated very effectively with the CB 5t2ff in developing new

ogrems anéd elizminating ineffective ones. Ze felYv this was in
ua*fed contrast 0 SoCal's prior congervation activities which he
noted as veing slow in development or disappointing in results.

Azaroli added “hat any surcharge for reward or reduction

‘hould not be applied %o the ravtes charged w0 SoCal's resale
custozmers such 2¢ San Diego Gas & Zlectric Company (SDG&E). ZHe no<ed
That the surcharge requested is a one-tize expense itenm, dhut the
energy savings resulting froz SoCzl's efforts will continue %o de
significant for years T0 come. ince <the SofCal customers will be the

rizmary bheneficiaries of these future savings, Adaroll believes <they
nould dYear the one-time costs of any surcharge for the reward.
Tegvizony 0f Charles Hubbell

Zubhell's testinony addressed the general model equations
used by SoCzl developing *the step-~dy-step process using hot wate
heater and flow restrictions for showers as examples. Ze <estified
that he had nad ini4éal difficulty in tracking the computations nmade
by SoCal's model and so t0 cross~check the model and present the

resulis S0 that saey could be undersvood without an extensive

ss-exazination that he was quit
integrity of +he zmodel but termed the sofitware
y complex and as "archaic" anéd noted thav iv d&id
not perzit stopping the model 2% any intermediate point To obtain
dava outrut.

-7 -
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Eubbell's written testinony also analyzed the method used
by SoCal %o estimate conservation due %o price effects, To estinmate
conservation due 40 CiZC mandates, and %o es+timate the magnitude of
conservation savings that can de attriduted to pre~1981 prograns
whicn 34411 produce consgervation during 1981.

Afser investigating the model input, the market survey dava
sources, 2aé the output savings, he concluded +that the 1981 savings

method represents a legitimate process to capture gas savings which
resu;ved £roz SoCal's conservation prograzs.
Testimony of Zesto Luechi

Lucehi's prepared <testimony addressed <the overall resul+is
0L <ne staff evaluation of “he data presented by SoCal supporting I7
conservation achievement and concluded that SoCal did qualify Zor <he

ion reward reguested by Advice Levser 1310. Ze alszo analyzed
the method used by SoCal <o estimate gas savings resulting Iroz <the
lation of conservation dev‘cna and practices adopted due 40
7 conservavtion programs in 1981.

Zis testizony included a *tadle of SoCal's esvtimavtes with

BC3's estimates of conservation savings. The to%al savings were <he

saze but 2C3 chowed higher savings édue %o prior years' prograns and 2
correspondingly lower Sfigure for 1981 programs. The change was made
<0 identify some savings claimed dy SoCal in 1981 as bHeing

accompliched by prior years' programs accordin the econometric
nodel used.

Zucechi supports the rate ldesigrn proposed by SeCal and
agrees “hat 4he conservation reward should de authorized by the
Cozmission tharoughr an increase in the CAM balaneing account for %he
remeinder of 1682. Te noted <ha% SoCal's GN-5 (electric generation),
and G=60 and G-61 (City 0% Long Beach and SDG&E) customers administer
~heir own conservation programs and have been exempied Irom bearing
the burder ~ﬂding SoCel's conservation programs By previous
Comnission dec.s.o 1S.
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its closing argument, City characterizes the savings
vy voth Sofal in its ZECR and dy +the stall in its
exhibhi%t in %his proceeding a3 bveing "soft" and therelore far %00
suspecs %0 Justify giving SeoCal a $5 million rewarc Zor I8
conservavion efforts.
ity notes that D.92487 is unclear as t0 how exactily energy
savings were <0 be measured, providing only that "The percent savings
srall ve deternmined from recorded data and shall represent the use
the meter divided by the tosal customers" (D.92497,
City contends that very few of the figures used by Sofal and
staf? were determined from recorded data and that use per customer av
che meter was darely zentioned.
t2ff counsel, speakxing for Legal Division, raised sinlilar
concerns about Sofal's metheds. 4aff counsel concluded Zrom his
erosg-exaninasion of SoCal's witnesses +hat <here was consideradble
anipulasion of the distriduted lag models used <o devernmine price

T

effacts on gas consumption and in particular he gquestioned whether

<ne real worléd was accurarely portrayed by the model results or
wheshes +“hese results were determined by raw data fits withous
reference %0 The explainadle real world prenozena.
saf? counsel pointed out that alternative modeling

<echrigues were not used, and alternative modeling runs were
destroyed. Der-meter consucption was used for one class of customer
»ut nos for others. Certain results were calidbrated whea <they did
not zmasch recorded data. Legal Division recommends +hat uatil such
ime as the g%afs can exazine all 4hese 4issues nore Tully, +the
Commission wishhold #full endorsement of Sofal's nodeling techniques.

Should 4he Commission adopt a decision which grants SoCal
~ne S5 million reward, Legal Division recommends that the deciszion
include the following language:

"Ohis decision fc limited 40 the facts and
circunstances of this application.
. "Our decision shall have no effect on any
fusure patsers which may concern proposals for
rate of resurn rewards or penalties vo be applied
against conservation achievenents or failures.

- @ -
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"To 4this end, this deciszion should not de cited
as precedent by any party +0 any proceeding in
SuUPPOrt 0 tire propriety of either the reward-
penalsy concept or the data and methodologies
used by Southern California Gas Company in Its
showing in tThis zatver."”

The recozmmendation {s nmade for bvasically three reasons:

1. SoCal's methods, as discussel adove, may nov
sroduce results which accurately reflect the
real world and while admittedly the nmodeling
sechniques are innovative and advanced, xmore
extensive evaluation is needed under a
variety of alternatives bvelfore the zethods
car be accepted a%t face value and used a5
precedens.

The propriety of a conservation reward was
not discussed on she record in A.593%16 and no
sagcord was developed as vo the justilication
2or a reward. Indeed, SoCal's witness
testified that the price and zandate
conservasion would occur irrespeciive of
SoCal's conservasion prograzs and that the
savings attridutable %o pre-1981 programs
would remain %the same without regard o
whether there wags a reward in <the Test year
rate decision. Ee also testified, according
~0 s%t2s% counsel, that savings froz 1981
prograns would have bheen at the saze level in
“he absence of the reward. Legal Division
cuestions whether a reward is Justifiable
under ¢circumstances such as these an
reconmends that it not be considered
precedent for other proceedings where the
proper course would be to require the
applicant or parties %o conservavion matters
©0 justify such a reward on the merits.
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3. Llastly, staff counsel noted that <here ar
two factors that were not addressed in hiu
proceeding bu which should be considered in
De<ing out rate 0fF return rewards for
conservasion achieve n<s; namely, <hat a gas
utilicy couléd well enjoy increased earnings
av egual sen dou. assum. g increasing levels
£ congervation in the high priority cusvtoner
classes, and that aigh »r o"‘*y custoners may
never enjoy the pur ported rate henefits of
conservation. 3efore a case may he cited as
precedent for the propriety of the reward
concept these factors should be addressed and
‘u’ly explored within the scope oL <hatv
dec sion proceeding.
£ Counsel noted that <the ' ivision nad
ubstantive data sudbz : 02 Advice Letver
that the data support SoCal's level of
conservation and therefore concludes that Sofal is
fvll S5 nillion rewar
City concurred with the position of the Legal Division.
SoCal responded noting %that, since the issuance of +the
zonths have elapsed and
Deriod SoCal has lived with both the threat of a penals
¥y %0 earn a reward. SoCal contends that 1t worked
the reward and bhelieves that the saviags achieved
are voth accurave and significant. SoCal notes That under
D.82-06-023 there is no issue of the reward/penalty concept and while
there may be some thoughts about considerations not set forth in <he
riginal ravte case decisions, it is bvasically unfair %o change altv
the fact 4the ground rules under which SoCal labored to achieve <he
reward.
Discuscion

ince issvance of D.92497 and D.92714 which provided for
the operation 07 a reward/penaliy mechanisa for SoCal's %est year
1981 conservation programs, we have explored <the concept of
conservasion incentives extensively in Application (A.) 60513,
Selating to Pacific Gas and Zlectric Company (2G&Z). Por 2 number of
.easo...-. we declined, in D.82-08~014, to adopt additional conservation
incentive prograzs for PG&Z. Several parties to that proceeding
expressed some of the sane concerns voiced in this proceeding by
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Legal Division. 3ecause we are not adopting specific conmservation
ncentive progranms for the utilivties we regulate at this <Tine, we
in¥% that there is merit in Legal Division's suggestion that the
effect 0f our order today be limited to the facts and ¢ircumstances
£ this proceeding and we will adopt the proposed limiting language
in our order.

Notwithstanding +thet limi<ation £or the future we are
convinced that use of the reward/penalsy concept in this proceeding
has had a very salutary effect, both in <terms of Sofal's attitude
toward coanservation and its a2ctual accomplishment in teras oF

savings. In addition, through the extensive presentations and cross-
exaninations condueted as part of our exanmination of SoCal's
Durported savings, we have 2 muceh greatver appreciation of the
cozplexities, poss*bilitins, and pitfalls of computer zodeling as an
nalytical %ool for measurement ¢of savings and of <the adsolute
negessity for seitving go2als and other parameters when devising an
.ncen ive program. In retrospect, <“he components of this particular

reward/penalty mechanism were insufficiently detailed and perhaps
overly simple. Nevertheless, SoCal has had +0 work with them over
the two~year rate life of the decision and vhe same Zactors that nay
now appear o reward SoCal could just as easily have cut the other
way had SoCal continued o conduct its conservation activivies in the

zanner ags it had previous vto this rate case.
e have carefully reviewed the record in <this proceeding
2néd are of +he opinion +that SoCal has substantiated its conservation
savings and is justified in claiming the entire $5 million reward.
Waile the .aff and City both raised pertinent concerns during their
exsensive cross-exazinations, neither succeeded in establishing that
SoCal's figures were not correct or +that they were outzide the axbit
0f D.02487 and D.92714. Indeed, *the ZC2 zta2ff analyzed SoCal's
¢leimed savings and concluded <hat they were accurate, making only
one change by subsracting 1,689 MMCP from SoCal's residential savings

1081 progrezs and 2dding the saze azount to the
1 savings due t0 prior years' prograns.

- 12 =
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In %the face 0f +his evidence we conclude that SoCal has
substantially exceeded the minimum goal of 59.7 3e¢f in conservation
savings set Zorth in D.§2714 and has actually achieved 68.2 Bef
savizngs. This is 5.7 3¢f greater than the upper 1lizit ol the range
waich would produce neither penalty nor reward, and does rellect
uperior effort on SoCal's part. SoCal is therelore deserving of <he
Zull S5 million reward.

Both stafd and SoCal agree on recovery of the reward
shrough the semiannual CAM balancing account to preclude the
2058iility 0F over- or undercollections. City objects to the
arocedure decause SoCal's customers will never know that ke
Commission has raised their rates by 35 million in order %o reward
SoCal or +he high priority customers using less gas. City Teels

13 a deception and that base rates should be raised and the

no%ified as %o “he exact reason for the Iincrease.

Stafs stated that it was not its intent fthat this amount de

ed into rates. It would support the
revenue requirements associated with whavever
reward is adopted in a manner reasonably calculated to apprise
retepayers of both the increase and the reasons Jor it.

This is 2 +ype of expense which would ordinarily and
properly be recovered through adjustment of base rates and not
recovered <arougn the CAM bvalancing account which is concerned wish

nenging fuel ¢osts and with over- or undercollections due to
variztions besween actual sales and adopied sales estimates from the
m=os% recent general rate case. Waile the CAM dalancing account would
protect the ratepayer and SoCal from the potential of over- or
undercollecsion which exists if the expense is recovered tThrough dase
rates, we are not persuaded 4hat this potential is sufliciently large
$0 overcome our reluctance 40 include nonfuel related expenses in the
CAM. Such an action +oday could serve as precedent for the future
and should be %“aken only under compelling circuzstances. Those
circumstances do not exist for this matier.
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. Further, while inclusion of the inerease in +the CAX
‘palancing account would minimize the number of rate increases faced
by <he rateyayer, there is an alternative method o provide Zor
recovery and achieve the same venefiw.

We will authorize SoCal *to recover 55 million plus
2ssociased franchise fees and uncollectidles in addition to any
increase we auwthorize in A.6108% for test year 198%. The reward
should be amor+ized over 12 months %0 preclude overcollection into

n year following vhe %test year. To aveid mulviple
increases we will provide that <the increase be effective at the sane
tizme asz %he new rates from A.61081.

We will also exexpt SoCal's stean electric generation
customers, wholesale customers, and the ammonia producers from
Yearing any costs associated with this reward. 3oth the svall an
SoCal have proposed +his course and we have heard nothing which
persuades us to the contrary. The increase will be spread on an

. val-cents-per-therz basis to the remainder of ScCal's custozers.

I in future proceedings any p2rfty proposes 2
reward/penalty mechanisa, we would expect that party to explore the
rationale of exempting certain classes of customers from the rate
impacts more fully than by simple reliance on past Connission
decisions. We would expect €0 see some analysis of benefits which

acerue 40 the lower priority gas customers and wholesale
tomers as a result of addivional gas bYeing nmade avalilable 40 <hen
ough congervation actions dy vhe higher priority ges cusvomers.
Do %hey gz2in an econozic benefis with cheaper Zfuel bdeing made
available t0 them? Are there other bYenefits waich accrue to these
classes of customers? Can these benefits bve quantified? Zas the

average ¢cost 0F gas %0 the uvility changed a3 a2 result of <the
conservation actions by +the nigher priority users, thereby providing
2 bYenelis all gas customers? None of these questions was Jull

addressed <nis proceeding, although several were alluded to during
erozs-examin Ve would Ye very interested in seeing then
ddressed usure proposals.




A.50716  ALJI/wn/3n #¥

714 provided that an achievement of conservation
than A2.5 Bef at the cnd of 1981 would reflect
on SoCal's part and would oe deserving of a reward.
. correctcd by 0.92714, provided that for each 1.1
savings .adbove 62.5 Bef 2 $1 million reward would be
dimum of 35 million.
1. achieved 68.2 Bef conservation savings in 1981.
A Rccovery of the reward through baze rates instend of CAM is
axpropriate sinee 1t is not 2n expense related 4o the cost of fuel.
5. D2.92497 provided %that the reward/penalsy procelure was
establiched in reponse to » specific need and was established for the
proceeding in A.59%16 only.
6. The ammonin produsers, steam clectric generation, and
wholesaln customers have bean exempited from bdearing the costs of
by D.G2854.
rate is set necording Yo the provisions

enerntion customers and wnolecale custonmer:
£ their own, the cozts of which

spread the increase to the remaining
ual cento=per-therm dbasis. Staff has no

nz of Law
SoCal should be authorized to recover a2 35 million reward
erior scconmplishments in 1984 conservation szavings.
¢ reward should be recovered through base rates.
ninimize the impact on SoCal's ratepayers end vo avoid
rete increases, the reward plus associated franchise and
uncol]hc inles ghould de amortized over 12 months and collected £rom
inereagesz in dase ratns in effect for test year 1983,
: 3. Cur decizion in thiz matter chould be limited to the facts
.r-md circumstances of A.59%16,
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Ammonia droducers, steam electric generation, and wholesale
custozmers should be exempt from any rate adjustzent resuliing from
costs attrivutadble %o SoCal's conservation prograns, -including the $5
aillion reward.

5. The rate design proposed By SoCal is reasonadle.

ORDZR

1. ; alifornia Gas Company (SeCal) is authorized 4o
#ile +ariffs to vecover S5 million »lus associated franchise fees and
uncollectidles azortized over 12 months a2t the same time 14 files
sariffs authorized for test year 1983 in A.61081.

2. The increase in rates authorized by +his order shall be
spread on an equal-cents-per-therz dasis %o all classes of customers
exceps Stean elecsric generation customers, wholesale customers, and
the azmmonia producers.

3. 0The rates 0% the amconia producers, steaz electric

Qene:-a:ion ustomers, and wholesale cusiomers shall not de increased
as 2 resuls of this order.

L. 0The increased rates auvthorized by wthis order shall Ye
effective concurrently with any increase authorized in A.61081 and
shall apply to service rendered on or after the effective date of any
increase in A.61081.




A.59346 ALS/ks/in *

mhis decision is limited 40 the facts and circumstances o=
{eation. Our decison today shall zave no effect on any

«cers which may concern proposals for rate of return rewarcs
enalties %0 bYe applied for conservation achievements or
Tnis decision should not be cited a3 precedent by any
o any proceeding in support of the propriety of either <h
reward/anna_.y concept or she data and methods used by SoCal in its
this matver.
This order bvecomes effective 30 days from today.

Dased 0CT 61982 , at San Prancisco, Califoraia.

-An-

JOHUN E BRYSON

Prosident
RICHAYD D CRAVELLE
LEONARD M. GRIMES, IR,
VICTOR CAILVO
PRISCILLA C. GREW
Conumissioners

I CERTIFY THAT TS D
'vm POV ED- BY Af: ABO’»’E
'u.S..ch‘ 2SS TCODA




A.50%316 ALJI/xs/in *

.I-‘inc‘.ings 0L Tact

‘. D.92714 provideld that an acnievement 0% congervation
sav-“gs greater than 62.5 3¢f 2% the end of 1981 would reflect

rior effort on SoCal's part and would be deserving of a reward.

2. D.€2497, corrected by D.S2714, provided that for each 1.1
3ef conservation savings above 62.5 Bef a 81 million reward would be

earned %0 a mexizum of $5 =illion.

%. SoCal achieved 68.2 3ef conse-t? 8, eav*qgs in, 1987 . i qguqm*JZL
cv“bL'dC . ecove: y 25‘:2::912§;§‘i§”0ug3 thq=5$¥ Jghc@ﬁzmr
n_oceéure—ouec.ﬁéeo_ow T O AT emcoulncwwon_'L CKZAUJJL

5. D.92497 provided that the reward/penaliy procedure was
estahlished in reponse %o 2 specific need and was estadblished Tor the
sroceeding in A.59316 only.

6. The azmonia producers, steaz electric generation, and
wholesale customers have deen exenmpted frozm bearing the costs of
SoCal's conservation prograzs By D.92854.

Azmonia producers’ rate is set according vo the provisions
lities Code §& 7T41.
Tean electric generati rs and wholesale customers
SoCal have conservation prograzs © the ¢cosvs of which
are borne by vheir ratepayers.

9. SoCal proposed %0 spread the increase tTo the remaining
PTop

classes of custozmers on an egual cenvs-per~therz basis. S<2ff has no
objection.

Conclusions 02 Law

1. Sofal shouléd be authorized %o recover a 35 million rewar
for i%ts superior accomplishments in 1981 conservation savings.
reward should be recovered through dase rates.
inimize the impact on Sofal's ratevayers and %0 avoid
the reward plus associated francaise and
mortized over 12 months and collected Lron
in effect for test year 1983.

[

nis master should %Be limited to the facts




