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Decision No.  OSR2% . . DEC13 I @ﬁg@d AH:
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA™

Application of SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA Dy o o N
GAS ‘COMPANY for authority to . - -~

(a) -engage .in a solaxr demonstra.tion g Application No..~ 57032
project and (b) to include in its (Filed January 21 1977)
rates -the amounts necessary to fund ;
). -

a.solar energy program, = .
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. . (Appeazances are .ﬂliéii.éd.. fa ,"Appendf mdtx A)
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By its application herein Southern Czlifornis.Gas.:
Company (SoCal) requests authority to engage in'a so‘lar demon-
stration project and to include in its rates the amounts neces- -
sary to fund ‘such solar cnergy program. ' The estimated ‘total
coat over the five-year 1ife of the project 1s $10,923,000."

Seven days of oublic hea.r:(.ngs were held “*o"‘Ap::':,l 25,' 1977

B S —

to July 7, 1977 Concurrent“ﬁ'r‘:’.e“"s were mﬂed’" on Si:ptem’ber 16
1977 by SoCal, the Public Utflitfes Commission staff, the State
Energy Resources Conservation and Development Comission (Ene‘rgy a
Comission), San Diego Gas & Electr:’.c Compa.ny (SDG&E) ' the city

of Los Angeles, the city of San D:!.ego, and the Ca.l:[forn:!.a cxu::zen"-' .
Action’ Grcmp.‘ : ; T

"The matter {8 aubmitted for decision. e R
Applicant's Request TR i e T
~ The application describes in detail a propoaed sohr
energy dmonstra.t:ton proj ect which SoCa.‘l terms' "Operation ' o
Sunflower" 'J.'he project would :anlude construction and opera-”'
tion of solax systems wpplying energy to residential units, -
comerc:‘.al structures, and industrial facilities. 'l'he cost of :
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As SoCal moted in its brief, the only evidence regarding
the substantive aspects of Operation Sxmflower was presented 'by, o
SoCal (with the exception of rate design) .. Upon completion of '
SoCal's direct presentation SDGSE presented three witnesses in ” ‘
support of its claim that any rate inerease to meet. _expenses -
incurred for Operation Sunflower should not be eharged to SDGSE
and ultim.tely to SDG&E'S’ ratepayers. SDG&E s presentation. did- mnt
deal with the question of whether SoCal 8 proposal might be a
duplication of the efforts that SDG&E bas under way Iin its own .
solar program. SDG&E's witnesses took no position. on, SoCal 8 .. .ﬁ
proposal SDG&E s basic claim was that its ratepayers supported &
costs for so_ar researeh and development programa, and under such |
circmstances costs of SoCal's _program should not be pnssed on to
SDG&E's customers. . P )
The Position of Interested Parties L

. The public hearings. comenced on April 25 1977 at Los
Angeles, Ca.lifornia A mumber. of representatives of congumers'
organizations appeared.. To say that they did not support. SoCal s
applioation would be an tmderstatement. -Representatives. of
consumers’ groups, including a representative from the State
Department of Consumer Affairs, opposed. the proposition that
utility ratepayers should fimnce the. proposed solar. research
and development- project. . . .

The. position.s of the interested parties filing 'briefs
are as follows: . .
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..SDG&E requests o be excluded from a.ny rate- increases~
that would flow from Operation. Sx.ni‘lower -on-the grounds that: it
is a resale customer. entitled to.an.exemption from-such-offset
increases, and that it has ‘a past, . present,-and cont:.nuing_ pro— s
gram for solar energy. development. ey oy

The position of the city of San Diego ie in support of
the position of SDGXE. In addition, the city of San Diego uxrges:
that -the solar project should be rejected in its entirety. The
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to accomplish the applicant’s goals and states that the'goals can
ve accomplished by careful monitoring of the development of the”
solar market.without Operation Sunflowexr: T
“D scussion .- - o LT A ‘
The apolica Zon of solar: enersy-as.a’ costieffective 'and

viable alternative -energy- source- for widespread commerclal- use.may
. face many obs?acles (especiallymwivbﬂrespectmvo_Space*heating).

We expect.that further research and the relfinement of -exIisting know-
ledge will eventually render solar energy a viable alternative-or
_supplement to.-existing energy sources. . .SoCal propoSed the -
cemonstration project, o be funded by ratepayers, . as & means to-
investigate and evaluage solar energy applications. ” We commend
SoCal for 1ts Iinterest In constructively analyzing solar energy. It
reflects the utility s concern and commitment to addressing the”
,ovgr,‘al" enexrgy sitwation. . S ‘~":".‘,;

‘ ~ However,.we are denying the'*el*e*'*equéstéd*byﬂsocarﬁ?
. We take vhis ani°1 not based:on:the overall merits’ oft the utflity’s
propoge@ "demonsvravion project”, hut on duridete:minatibn*thah*at'
this time It is not in the pudlic Interest to have SoCal’s ratepayers
fund this "demoastration projfect". Solar energy ic under-extensive
evaluatiqd by both this Commission.and.the Energy Commnission. -We
are of the opinion that 1t is premature to have ratepayers-(who are
also. taxpayers) fund SoCal's-studles when extensive study -and

evaluation is.now belng. conducted by governmental ageucies i/

1/ The Energy Commissfon Ls charged under state law to carry out

- . studies, research, projects, data .collection, and other activities
required to assess vhe nat ure, exvent, and distribution of energy
resources To meet the needs of the St te, including solar energy
resources (Public ‘Resources Code, Sectlon 25401}, ‘and to ‘carry .
ouv esea_ch and developmenc Into alternative sources of energy
(Public Resources Code, Sec ion 25216(c)) SoCal's~proposed
effo appears to be duplicative oI the Znergy- Commission s
efforts under I1ss legiclacive mandate.
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IT IS ORDERED ket Appliieation No. 57032 s dented.
he effective date of this order chall be twenty days
after the date hexeol, ‘ _ '
Dated as Son Fraaeised | californta, this /7%

day of DECEMRER __, 1877.

Prg :x.dent
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APPENDIX A
List of Appearances

Thomes D. Clarke and David B. Follett, by
David B. Follett, Attorney at Law; and
Jonel C. Hill, for applicant.
David L. Collins, for Solargenics, Inc.;
Ferman Mulman, for Coalitlion for Economic
Survival and CAUSE; David Shaw, for himself;
and A. Barry Capello, City Attorney, for
City of &m EE:E:A; protestants.
Edward ¢. Maschke, for SUNRAE, intexvenor.
Buxt E. Pines, City Attorney, by Leonard L.
Snaider, Deputy City Attormey, Zor Ticy
of Los Angeles; Jeffrey Lee Guttero,
Attorney at lLaw, for San Diego (88 &
Electric Company; R. E. Woodbury, R. J.
Cahall, W. E. Marx, H. Robert Barmes, by
H. Robert Barnes, Attorney at law, for
Youthern callfornia Edison Company;
John W. Witt, City Attormey, by William S.
Shaffran, Deputy City Attormey, for CTity of
n Diego; Jomathan Blees, Attorney at law;
Gr WheatTland, Attorney at law, Public
I.E%éﬁers Office; and Alexander Jenkins, for
California State Energy Resources (onserva-
tion and Development Comuisgion; Willlem E.
Smick, Jr., Attorney at law, for Long Beach
'C’l.'t—y_ﬁ?ﬂ}'epar:ment; Robert W. Russell, by
Manuel Kroman, for Department of Public
Utilities & Iransportation, City of Los
Angeles; George Ember, for Energy Research
and Development Administration, U.S.
Govermment; Burt Wilson, for CAUSE; Benjamin
Tobiss, €for Tealors for Political Actiom;
John Geesman, for Califormia Citizen Action
Troup; Alex T. Mlikotin, for Solar Systems,
Inc.; Charles Ekkexr, for himself; ,gg_:fxes Stober,
for hersell: Michael Azon Weirberg, Ior elf:
Edward Castillo, for UAW Local Eﬁﬁ Organization
Eaed CAUSE; Robert D. Bendheim, foz him;lf; and
Ted Lucas, Tor himsell; interested parties.
Jawes J. Ch

erry, Attorney at law, for the
CommIssion staff.




