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INTERIM OPINION

The above-captioned orocecedings, consolidated for hearing

by Decision (D.) 89196 dated August 8, 1978 on these matters, address
the following issues:
1. Should submetering of electrical and zas use
be provided by master-meter apartment
and modile home park (MHP) customers, or should
the clectric and/or gas utilities be required
to directly scrve cach individual mobile home?

Are clectric and cas fuel distribution systems
installed and maintained in MHPs by the developers
and/or operators as safe as comparable systems
installed ané maintained by the gas and electric
usilities?

Are MHP senants served directly by the utility
more c0ﬂscrvatxow-o*1cﬁted than those tenants
sexrved by the MHP operators?

After due notice, 17 davs of public hearing were held

before Administrasive Law Judge (ALJ) N. R. Johason in San Francisco
or Los Angeles between Januvary 23, 1979 and June 30, 1980, and these
natters were submitted subject to the receipt of concurrent opening
bricfas due November 10, 1990 and concurrent reply briefs due
Decenber 15, 1980. DBriefs were received jointly from Unicorn
Industries (Unicorn) and Western Mobilechome Association (WMA), the
Comniszsion staff, Southern California Gas Company (SoCal), San
Dicgo Gas & Electric Company (SDGEE), Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (PG&E), and Southern California Edison Company (Edison).
Under Rule 79 of this Commission's Rules of Practice
and Procedurs and in response to a petition filed bv WMA, this
Commission directed the filina of a proposed report by ALJ Johnson.
The proposed report was issued March 6, 1981. Exceptions to the
report were filed by the Commission stafs, WMA, Unicern, Sefal,
Edison, and PG&E and replics to exceptions were £iled by WMA,
Unicorn, and Zdison. |
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Testinony was presented on behalf of WMA by eight witnesses

n behalsd of Unicomn by five witnesses: on behalf of the Commission

STafL by six witnesses; on bekalf of PG&T by two witnesses; on be

el SDGLE by three witnesses; on bDehalf of Sefal by two witnesses:
behalf ¢f Ddisen by twe witnesses: on behalf of Southwest Gasc Cor-

porasien (Southwest) by one withess; and on behalft of Golden

e

xobilebcm Ovners League, Inc. (GSMOL) and on behalf of themselves
nd mobile home residenss by Zifzeen witnesses residainc At various
WD -

T35 whr ugBO"‘ the St

.-6-

. SYWOPSIS OF DECISION
sion grants the developers and/or owners of MHPs
stalling master-meter/submeter clectric and gas
ems within the confines of modbile home cevelopments,
or having service orovicded directly Dy the gas and electric utxl‘ties.
The record indicates that ¢as and electric distributi
systens nmu conforn to ricid construction standards at tine of
; 3 whether installed by the developer or by the utilicty.
California Department of Housing and Community Develop-
), which has jurisdiction over the safety of gas and electri
Giswridution facilitics in MHPs, does no% enforce the provisions of
federal regul 0f the Department of Transpertation (DOT) as
¢ 0f Pimeline Safety Operations (OPS). These
in Title 49 of the Code of Fecderal
Regulastions, Pares and are applicable to all gas

o}
£y
-

::a:s:iss;or and digeribution systems, including those installec
in !Ps. These reculazions include a reguirement that gas systeR
operators file an annual report to 20T In order to ensure and
further putlic safety this order requires the gas utilities T
notify the MEPs which provide subzetered gas service to their
tenants of the anzual repor: requirement not .less than 30 davs
prior to its due date and recuest a copy of such report o be sent

-3~




+o +he utility. - - {1ity nOt Treceive A copy of the reguired
annual report, it it \ MHP operator that he will lose

his master-meter ' a1 unless, within 30 days, satisfac-
tory evidence igc received DY T .eility indicating the DOT reporting
zequirenents have dbeen cuifilled. The decision further provides that
the master-meter Irate aifforential will be removed i£ the evidence of
DOT compliance is not recoived withia the 30-cay period, and the names
and addresses of those MNP operators who have lost the master—

* meter Tate di<ferential are to de supplicd the Commission within 45

days of such loss.

The question of the relative implementation of conservation

measures cffected in usility~owned systems in MHPs (given individual
meters), as comparec O MEP operator-owned ISYSTEmS, was detailed on
che record in this matier. we concludec that any Aifferential was
minimal and should not influcnce our decision on ~his matter.

The Commission staflf recommended that a program pe institutec
for takeover by the utilicies of cxisting MHP—ownec submetered systexlsS.
™o pecord indicates that the costs of such a takeover program would
ve very expensive and could impose a severe cinancial burden on all
ratepayers, and is best 1efe for resclution on @ case-dy-case pasis as problems ]
arise. C.9988 remains open €O analyze possible steps to ensuxe that existing * MEPS
provide safe, reliable electric service. | l

TI. BACKGROUND .

Casze (C.) 9988, our investication into the determination of
a lifeline volume of caz and 2 1ifeline gquantity of eclectricity, was
;snstituted following the passage of Assembly Bill 167 (A3 167) mandatirn
the estadlishment of the minimunm energy needs of the average residen-
rial user for end uses of space and water heating, lighting, cooking,
and food refrigeration. .

D.86087 dated July 13, 1976 in C.9988 established, on 2an
interim dasiz, desicnated lifeline gquantities of electricity and gas

necessary to supply the minimum energy nécds of averaqge residential

-y
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users for the end uses specified in AB 167, One of the issues lefg
for Zurther consideration was submetering of new residential construce
tion. D.8865) dated April 4, 1978 in €.9988 made a finding with
respect €0 such subnmetering as follows:

*10. Metering or subnetering of individual
residential units of multi-unit complexes
encourages conservation of enercy. All new
construction of such type should be recuir
to be individually metered where gas service
is to be used d;:ectly by each individual unit.
A sufficient period should be provided before
such a recquirement becomes effective to enabdble
owners and builders to revise building plans
to provide for individual meterlﬁg or submetering
0f gas and electric sexvice. This would not
foreclose a central space and/or water heating
facility for the entire complex which would
result in a more efficient utilization of
energy.” (Mimeo. page 21.)

. Related ordering paragraphs of this same decision are:

“3. Each respondent elect: utility shall

within ten days of the effective date of this
order £file necessacy -ev;s;ons to its rules

and regulations to provide for separate metering
bv the utility for electric service to each unit
in new multi-unit residential facilities, except
when a commitment for other than sepa:ate netering
service has been made by the utility to the ownex/
developer prior to the effective date of this
ozder. However, if said comnmitment has ot been
exercised Dy the initiation of comstruction with-
in an ensuing period of twelve months, separate
met er*ng of electric service for each residential
tnit is recuired."” (Mimeo. page 23.)

“¢. Xach respoandent gas utility shall file tarifils
to provide for separate metering by the utility
for gas service to:

*a, Yew residential mobile home marks
where such nobile home tenants use
gas directly in gas appliances in
each occupancy.

New multz-un;t residential structures
where such nulti-unit ftenants use gas
directly in gas appliances in each
occupancy and whick require venting.

-5-
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“If a gas utility has made a written commitment
to provide paster-meterince service as provided
irn 4b prior to the effective date of this order,
such commitment shall become null and void if
construction does ot commence within twelve
nonths from the effective date of this order.”
(Mineo. page 23.)

"5. All respondeznt electric and gas utilities
shall imnediately initiate an extensive progran
or expand upon existing procrams to encourace
the separate metering of units in existing nulti-
unit resicdential Zfacilities now served ozly through
a master meter. Zack respondent shall f£ile within

inety days after the effective date of this orxder
a comprehensive outline of their program. There-
after, each respondent shall file seni-annually a
TEePpoOrtT covering procress achieved and furiher
actions proposed.” (Mimeo. page 24.)

D.88969 cated Juze 13, 1978 in C.9988 denied SeCal's
petition for rehearing and/oxr reconsideration of D.88651, supra,
but modified Ordering Paragraph 3 to specifically include new MHPs
within the scope of that ordering paragraph.

By its pleading £iled June 2, 1978, Ualcorn sought the
reopening of C.9988 so that it could present evidence concernin
the submetering of electrical services in new MHPs. Unicorn alse
filed C.10599 complaining of certain practices of Edison recarding
subnetering of MiPs.

Ir addition WMA, by a petition filed May 18, 1978, sought
nodification of D.8865L, supra, to adopt WMA's proposal that a
developer should have the right, ixn those cases where the utility
cannot meet the MHP developer's construction schedule, to construct
the utility system and then be reimbursed £or such a systen by the
utility. (WA stbsecquently withdrew this recquest.)
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Cn November 14, 1278 Unicora f£iled a petition for rehearing,
reconsicderation, or ification of D.89525, supra, allecing that:

l. D.g9l%6, supra, s:aying Ordering Paragraph 3 of D.S8g8651,
supra, is of little value to Unicorn because it would be unlikely
foran MHP ceveloper to subneter only one utility and, therefore, an
electric subdistribution systenm would probably not be installed.

2. irect netering of gas or electricity by a public utility
does not sezve the goal of enercy conservation any tter than
direct metering of cas an€ electricity byvan MHP operator.

3. There is ne basis for differentiating between subleterine
of electricity as opposed to submetering of <cas.

4. The Califorxrnia Legislature has acted numerous times in
recent vears to regulate submetering and by such regulation has
approved the existence of such practice.

D.89757 dateqd December 12, 1978 on these matters granted
rehearinc of D.89525, supra, for the limited purpose of receiving
evidence on the issue of whether Ordering Paragraph 4 of D.8E65L,
supra, should be suspended or modified but did not stay O-derinc
Paragraph 4.

Public hearincs on the issue of whether or not MIP owners
or operators should be granted the option 0% installing their own
submetered gas and electric svstems and reselling gas and electricity
to the residents of MiPs were held in Los Aacecles on January 23, 24,
and 25, 1979, and the matters were continmued to April 3, 1979. At
the hearing Unicorn filed a notice of objection to the hearing,

otion +o dismiss the hearing, and motion to strike testinmony. The
relief sought by the filing was the restoration of the MIP industiry
o the status cquo that existed prior to the issuance oI D.838651,
SuUpra.




On February €, Nofiled a Third Suppliemental Fetitlio
fox Modificaticn of Desision No. 8855:, supra, and Regquest for

Immediate Susmensie ; Paraszaph 4 of Decisien Fo. 83651,

nearing have been held n the

— e =

LR TY o
SUZTa. ous b

regnened progecdl the evidence submitted during

s
o ¢of Ordering
o) p:cvide cas service

=aogse =hoee
Paraczash 4

o new NEDs =ne diswribution
svoeen ioo0% WA alleced
oviéence narm was beinc done te future

an impossant secment of sthe California cconexny

-

ang e¢le ::ic.submc:c:::: gvstems, ané to the XP
ané thios thmere is no prodblem of conservatien or

Tebruazy §, 1979 Unicorn filed a lMezion for STay
fication of Orderine Paragraph 4 of Decision No. B865L,

=PTS,
20 =me extent %hat this paracrash Ras the effect of prohibiting
cubmeserine 0f natural gaz In mew MIPS.

2.900602 Zawed Maxch 1872 on
cubmeaesing ©f &asz pensin Lon

emese matsers restered
of =hese proceedings od
restored MHP operators ¢ the slatus 6uo pPUlor Lo £.8365%,
oupTa.

STATEMENTS OF POSITICT

s of the parties %0 ThALs procecding aTe as
foLlows.

Pagision of WMA and Unicoz-n

WA and Usicora are vehemenstly eppoescc 0 any prohibition
acaingt the fusure imgTallation of

rend wCh o -

srivate systezs in MiPs zoviding
fono sty s

sme submezesine of cas and clectricity on the follownng bases:
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l. This Commission lacks jurrisdictien to impose such
restriction.

2. Irreparable hamm will be done to those businesses
<he MHP industrsy s well as to the %tenan+ts of such MiPs.

3. The private gas and electric syszenms installed in
compliance with current standards are safe and reliable.

4. idence sthmitted in the proceeding does not suppoes:t or
justify a prohibition against such installations.

5. The imstallation of private gas andé electric svs=tens is
suRject to stringent Tegulations promulcated by HCD,

6. Conservation of enexgy is not an Lisste.

Public witness complaints of alleged overbilling were

«ion of +he Comnission S+afs

The stafi's position was presented into evidence by zembers
of the Gas and Electrie Branches. 3Both branches concur that the
origiral Oxderimg Paragraphs 3 and 4 of D.EE65L, supra, reguiring
the gas and electric utilities to directly sexve the tenants of
MPs should be reinstated. The bases for these recommendations bv
<he witnesses of the Gas and IZlectric Zranches are:

i1« The Gas Braneh witness concluded that developer-~installed
¢as systems in MHPs are not construgted to minimum safety standarcs,
ané the operators of such systems lack the necessary expertise =0
operate and maintail such systems nproperlyv.

2. The Electric Branch witness cited nunerous complaints about
incorrect and incomplete bills, unavailability of tariff schedules :in
MHPs, low voltage conditions, and restrictions against the use of cert
appliances such as air-conditioners. He further festified that the

ey e

standards to which MEP systems are installed are inacdecuate, that <ke
utilities install more reliable and safer svsiteo
are nore able to rem»air fatlted systens.
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The staff further suggests that the gas and electric
utilities contact all MHPs having their own electric and/or gas
distribution systems and propose to acquire the existing systexs
provided that: (1) the owners agree to utility ownership and the
utility and systenm owner can successfully negotiate the cost of
purchasing and upgrading the system to Commission standards;

(2) this Commission lizit the utility's liability and defer
enforcement of Commissiosn rules until the systems have been upgraded
%0 Commission standards; (3) the unrecovered costs expended by tke
utility be included in rate base; and (L) the owner of the syszenm
be reimbursed for that portion of the system in goed conditioxn.
Position of Solal

SoCal believes that the record iz this proceeding fully
supports a Commission order requiring the serving utility to
construct, own, and operate the gas piping systems in all new MHPs.
Further, should this Commission find on the record developed in this
or another proceeding that a public need exdists for the utility
operation of gas piping systems ir existing MHPs, SoCal is willixzg
T0 assume the respoansibility to operate suck systems provided that:

(1) SoCal own the facilities and imstall
individual meters in the existing MHPs.

(2) The order requiring such takeover provide
a reasonable period of time to allow for
proper scheduling.

(3) The present owner is agreeable to utility
ownership through abandoament without
remuneration.

(4) The order provide rate relief to promptly
recover necessary capital and expense
expencditures.

(5) Tne Commission limit the usility's
liability for a period of time sufficient
to correct defective items.

(6) The utility be permitted to deviate from
the requirements ¢f General Order 112-D
(GO 112-D) long enough to bring newly
acquired systems up to Commission
standards.

The provisions of the utility's Rules 20
an¢é. 21 not be applicable to such newly
acquired systems.

)]




Position of Edizon

T is Edison's posizion that stbmetering of electrical

in MEPs Dy master-meter customers shoulé be prohibited because:
(1) conservatioz is best promoted when a utili:y directly serves

tenants in a MEP; (2) there is conflicting evidence on costs

incurred Ly a MHEP owner orx operator that should be considered:

and (3) temants are better assured of continuing safe, reli
and adequate service when sexved directly by a utility. Ediso

further believes that the record in this proceeding is imsufficien

nsufti
Lo support an oIder reguiring takeover oOf existing svstems in
MEPs by the utilityr. In additioen, Edison reguests that C.1059%9,
Unicern (complainant) versus Edison (defendant)y be dismissed

because the record discloses no instance wherein Idison has violated
Commission oxders.

Posgsition o< SDGLE

SDGEE has no objection to permitiing developers in new MIPs
to construct and operate 2 private submetered cas or electric systen
long as the utility is not expected or reguired to take ownersalp
of such a systen and be responsible for its coperation and maintenance.
SDG&E stpports Commission staff witness Samo's recommendation £k
a future procecding separate from this »proceeding be insitituted =

.* -

consider the isste of acguiring ex.s:inq systems should this Commis-
sion desire such fusther gonsiderasion. SDG&E arcues that th

rent nroceediznc does not adecuately address either the impact
=34 add;ng ifferently constructed systems on SDGEE's costs,
ecuipnment needs, crew makeup and training, and work guality, or
the lack of manpower recuired o survev existing systems and desicn
replacement systems. SDG&E further argues that it is necessary for
it o control system design and comstmuction in oxder %o provide an
acceptable level of service and a safe environment for exmplovees and
the puhlic.
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Position of PG&E

PGUE prefers to directly sexve gas and electric MEP %tenants
throuch its own facilities. cheve:, it does not, at this tinme,
object to the construction, maintenance, azd ownership of new MiIP-
owned gas and electric distribution systenms if installed, naintained,
and operated in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations
as long as PG&E has no contingent responsibility for their Zuture
operation, maintenance, or ownership. According to PG&E, ownership
of systems installed ancd operated by MHEPs is implicit in Public Ttil-
ities (PU) Code Sectzon 739.5.;/ Undexr these circumstances MHP owners arve
directly compensated and fully responsidle for such systems. It is
PG&T's further position that MHP operators should be reguired %
annually prove full compliance with federal and state regulations to

. 1/ "739.5. (3) The com.._ss..on shall ..equ:.re that, whenever donme

gas or domestic electric service, or both, is provided by a master-
neter customer to users throuch a submete* sexvice systen, th
naster-néter customer providiang such submeter service, whether
such custoner 's a mobilehome paxk, an apartment house, oXr a
s*“Lla* establishment, shall charce each user at the same rate

hich wotld he annl-cab e i< the ;se' were receiving s c“ cas
c_ elecericity or both, directly from the serviac util The
commission shall require the serving u=ility %o es*abl_s‘ "nzfo
rates €or each sexvice schedule area for master-meter service
at a level which will provide a sufficient differential to cover
the reasonable average CosSts L0 naster-meter customers of providing
such submeter service provided, however, that such costs skall
not exceed the average cost tha:t the serving utility would have
incurred in providinc comparable services bevond the master meter
to the submeter <tenants.

"(b) Every master-meter customer subject to subdivision (a) wh

on or after January L, 1978, receives any rebate frox the serving
utility shall distribute to, or credit to the account of, each
curreat user served by the master-meter customer that portion of
the rebate which the amount of gas or electricity, or both, con-
signed by the user during the last billing period bears to the
total amount used by the master-meter customer during such perioc.
"(e) Sexving vtilities shall notifyv each naster-meter cusiomer
subject to subdivision (d) of the master=-meter customers' res-
ponsibilities under that subdivision."
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Position of GSMOL

GSMOL 3did not file a brief nor make a statement of position.
However, in its exceptions to the proposed report the staff summarized
its interpretation of GSMOL's position as follows:

*The park residents, represented mainly bv GSMOLI,
with a menbership of approximately 100,000, in
addition to allegations of inaccurate meter readings
and overbilling also claimed:

«1) Low voltage (brownouts) and blackouts and
ore instance of resulting damage to an
electrical appliance.

Restricted use of electric appliances
and/or installation of additiocnal omnes
prohibited, due to insufficient supply
of electricity because of inadeguate
park-owned distribution systen. These
conditions largely occurred in parks 5
vears or more old, which were designed
for smaller mobile homes and electrical
loads.

Very slow service in repairing faulty
digtribution systels.

Restrictions on air conditioners, or their
unavailability due to prolonged outages
was detrimental to the health of the park
residents in hot weather, a majority of
whom are over 65 vears old.

«(5) Residents served directly by the utility
instead of by the park owner did not make
the above complaints.

*These park residents did not want the park owner to
serve gas and electricity but instead, wanted the
utilities to directly serve them through utility-
owned lines and meters.” (Staff exceptions to
proposed report, pages 5 and 6.)
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Summarv of Positions

WMA and Unicorn recuest the continuation of the preseat
practice of grantingan MIP developer the option of either lns.all;n_
his own gas and electric distribution systens in MHPs or haviag the

utilities sexrve directlv on the bases that: (L) this Commission

lacks j*:isdiction to prohibit the continwatioz of such an optien;

(2) the systens presently being installed are required to meet such
rigid and comprehensive standards of construction that the installa-
tion of safe, reliable, ané acdeguaze systems is assured: (3) prokibisinc
chese installations by MHP developexs will xesult in irreparable har:
<0 these husinesses serving the MHEPs as well as zthe MHP tenants: and

{4) the conservation of energy is not an issue.

The Comnission staff uvrges the restoration of the original
Ordering Paragraphs 3 and 4 of D.8E651, suvpra, reguiring the utilities
«o directly serve the ultimate tomers of MHPs on the bases that

(1) developer-installed gas and electric distribution systems are
substandard, unsafe, uareliable, and incompetently operated and
maintaized; and (2) comservatior is best served by having the
vtility serve the ultimate counsuxer directly. In addition, because
0% alleged unsafe conditions, billinc complaints, low voltage com=
plaings, restrictions acgainst appliance usage, and the lack of

expertise of MHP personnel £o properly omerate and maintain suck
systems, the Commission staff recommends that the cas and electric
utilities contact the owners of existing MHIP svstems for the purpose
of accuiring such systens.

The MHP residents and theixr organization, GSMOL, want the

utilities to directly serve then gas and electricity rather than
+he MIP owners.
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SoCal pelieves that the serving utility should comstruct,
owl, and operate the gas piping systems in all new MHPs on the
basis that the record would adequately supporv such an order.

2dison believes that the utility should serve directly
on the bases that the tepants are better assured of continuwing
safe, reliable, and adequate service and that conservation is best
promoted when the utility directly serves such tenamts.

PG&E, SDGEE, arnd Southwes:t have no objection to granting
MHF developers the option of installing their own gas and electric
Systexms or receiving service directly from the utilizy.

Solal, =dison, PCE3, SDG&E, and Seuthwest all vehementl
' oppose the forced takeover of existing systems for all or some of
the following reasons:

(1) This Commission may not have the broad
Jurisdictional power to require a
regulated public utility <o cake such
property Irom an unwilling owner with or
without compensation.

Such a takeover would create a serious
constitutional due process issue urless
there is a showing of "public peed" or
zutial agreement between the parties.

The present proceeding is an inappro-
priate vehicle for the consideration of
Such a matter because of its limizted
scope.

The record in this proceeding is wholly
inadequate to form the basis for sueh a
decision.

The existing systems are not compativle
with the utilities’ systems and would,
therefore, be difficult and costly for
the utilities to operate and maintain
safely. :

The cost of bringing the facilities up
to appropriate standards would be
extrexmely high and would impose a
financial burden on the utilities.




€.998¢, 10599 ALJI/EA/ec

-

IV. EXCEPTIONS AND REPLIES

General

As previously stated, exceptions to the proposed repors:
were filed by WMA, Unicorn, SoCal, Edison, PG&E, and the Comnmission
stafs, and replies were £filed by WMA, Unicorn, and Edison. The
reply brief of Unicorn addressed the Commission staff exceptions:
the reply brief of WMA addressed the exceptions of the Commission
stafs, PG&E, Edison, SoCal, and Unicorn; and the reply brief of
Edison addressed the excentions of the Commission staf<s,
wna

WA is wholly in agreement with Ordering Paragraphs 1
throuch 4 of the proposed report relating to the dismissal of
C.10599, the notification to MHP operators of the requirements
of DOT for £filing annual reports, the contents of the notice, and
the notification by the serving utility to DOT, HCD, and the Coun-

nission staff of the failure of an MHP operator to file such annual
reports. WMA takes exception to Conclusion of Law 2 which states:

*2. After hearing and in the exercise of its
jurisdietion, this Commission has the
authority to regquire gas and electric
utilities to directly serve the tenants
of future MEPs.” (Mizeo. page 43.)
WMA also recommends that its assistance be sought in the
preparation of the notice to be sent to MHPs setting forth the

annual reporting requirements of DOT.
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Unicorn

Unicorn takes exception to the determination that certain
statutes passed by the legislature were enacted to resolve existing
or anticipated problems involving existing MHPs and did not implicitly

approve the installation of private utility systens in the future
MHPs, In support of this position Unicorn argues:

1. In enacting Civil Code Section 789.7b, the
Legislature found increasing numbers residing
in MEPs with private utility systenms thereby
anticipating the construction of additional
MIPs with private utility syvstens: and

ECD, in establishing applicable rules and
requlations Z£or the izstallation of private
utility systems in future MHPs, obviously
anticipated suchk future installations.

TUnicorn notes that the text of the proposed report and
Ordering Paragraphs 3 and 4 are in conflict.

WMA endorses the above exceptions of Unicorn.
Comnission Staff

The Commission staff recommends that the ordering paragraphs
of the proposed report be modified in the £final order to provice
that upon complaint by residents and/or when in the judgmexnt of the
utility an MEP electric distribution system is found to be umsafe
and/or inadegquate, the serving utility shall withdraw the naster-
meter rate differential urntil a registered electrical engineer
certifies that corrective action has been takez and the systex is

currently safe and adecuate.
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To support such an ordering paragraph the staff recomnmends
that the position of GSMOL be added to Section III. Such a position
would summarize the testimony and/or statements of the 15 GSMOL
witnesses and include discussion of such service deficiencies as
low=voltace and blackout conditions, restricted use of appliances,
and delays in repairing facilities, together with the witnesses®
expressed preference to have the uvtility serve them directly. This
added position and orcdering paragraph would, in accordance with
the staff's recommendation, alsc be referenced in the sgsectiorns
sunmarizing the decision, the position of the staff, the positions
of the various parties, and included in appropriate £indings of
fact ard conclusions of law.

The staff further recommends that the sentence appeariag
on page 35 which states: "Sinmilarly, compliance with HCD's continuing
procedures relating to electric distribution systems in MiPs should

result in the maintenance of safe and reliable electric systems”™ be
replaced with the following:

*Continuing inspection at two year intervals by HCD
0% the electric distribution systems in MHPs, althouch
worthwhile, is not believed to ke fLfrequent enough to
prevent the occurrences of low veoltage and blackouts
in many of the older, approximately 2300, parke-owned
distribution electrical systens designed aad con-
structed before July, 1979. Also, some further means
of control is needed over electrical systems in the

17 cities and counties not under HCD's continuin
biannual inspection program. Thus the order that
follows will require that the utility withhold the
naster meter revenue discount to the MHP ownexr whose
distribution system has low voltage outside HCD's
standards, or is otherwise unsafe or inadecquate and
withholding of the discount shall continue until
corrected. Record also indicates qualified consul-
tants, electrical contractors and electricians are
available to perZforz the necessary work.”
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WMA, Unicorn, and Edison all submitted reasons for not
adopting the staff recommendation in their replies to the stail’s
exceptions,

WMA alleges that through its exceptions the staff &
rearguing the position it took during the proceeding. WMA
further notes that the staff greatly emphasizes the position

and testimony of the GSMOL witnesses and, apparently,

corceces that the staff investication provides no basis for the
restoration of Ordering Paragraphs 3 and 4 of D.BE8651, suvpra.

WMA also opposes the inglusion of the above-discussed
staff-recomnended ordering paragranhs on the bases that the
decision as to the adecuacy of an MHP system should be made by
ECD and no+t the utility, and similarly that criteria Zfor the
restoration of the master=-meter rate differential should de
made by HCD.

Unicorn opposes the staff's recommendations on the basis
that the record does not support any of the amendments and/or
additions recommended by the staff.

Edison concurs with the staff's position that MHP operators
found to be operating unsafe and/or inadeguate electrical distri-
bution systems should be required to restore acdequate service.
Edison notes, however, that the MHP system ZLrom the point of
interconnection with the utility svsten to the ultinmate custoxmer
is sukject to the jurisdiction of HCD and cutside of Edison'’s
control. Edisor therefore recommends %that should this Commission
adopt the staff concep:t, the master-meler Tate differential de
withheld ozly at Commission request or, alternately, be withheld
f£rom all MHPs until compliance with appropriate regulatiocns is
certified by a responsible outside agency.
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SoCal

SoCal's Zirst exception addresses the apparent ambiguity
in the propesed report between Finding of Fact 10, which refers to

MHP operators who provide submetered gas service to their tenants,
and Ordering Paragrapk 2, which refers to operators of privately
owned MHP gas distribution systems, irrespective of whether or not
the tenants are submetered,

SoCal's second exception relates to numerous references
in the proposed report to "master-mneter discount" set forth in
PU Code Section 739.5. Accoxding to SoCal, the referenced code
section refers to a “sufficient differential” rather than discount
and SoCal, therefore, recommends the terms »e clarified.

SoCal's third exception relates to Finding of Fact 11
and Ordering Paragraph 4 which state:

"ll. The gas utilities should notify DOT, ECD,
and this Commission ¢f the MHP operators
who failed to £file copies of the reguired
annual report to DOT and thereby have lost
their eligibility for the cas ra%te discount.”
(Mimeo. page 42.)

The serving gas utility shall notify DOT,
the California Department of Housizng and
Community Development, and this Comnmission
of the names and addresses of the MHP copera-
tors who do not file such annual report
copies.” (Minmeo. pace 45.)
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Essentially, SoCal has no objection to noticinc MHP
operators who submeter gas to tenants that failure to comply with
DOT's annual report reguirements will result in the loss of their
master=meter rate differential. SoCal does, however, object to
the proposed requirement that a list of those who failed %o
comply with such reguirements be supplied DOT and HCD in addition
to this Commission. SoCal takes this position s¢ that this Com-
nission would retain its regulatory contrel over the entire

tter. In addition, by maintaining confidentiality of customex
nanes, SeCal will be able to protect and preserve the custoner
relationship it has ceveloped over the years.

SoCal also urges that a mechanism be provided to allow
for the recovery of all reasonably incurred costs associated with
the f£inal oxder.

WMA endorses SoCal's efforts to elinminate any ambiguities
in the proposed report.

Edison

Edison is not opposed to the conclusion expressed in tke
proposed report that the possibility of utility takeover of existing
MHP operator-owned electric systems be left for resolution oz a
case~by-case basis as problems arise, and arcues that the utilities’
opposition to forced takeover is reasonable. However, because of
an expressed concern that increasing numbers of privately owzed
MHP systens micht compound problems for future takeovers, IZdison
recommends the addition of the following findings of fact:
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Forced take-over by the utilities of cas

or electric distribution systems owned by
nodilehone park developers or operators
would be impractical due to incompatibility
of standards followed and materials used
among utilities and mobilehome paxk
developers and would greatly increase

costs to the utilities' ratepayers.

Utility take-over of privately owned gas
and electric distribution svstems should
not be recuired by this Commission but
shoulé be left for resolution by the util-
i+ies and mobilehome park operators on 2
case-bv-case basis.”

Edison further recommends that the proposed report should
address the applicability of the ordering paragraphs to naster-netereld/
subnetered apartment buildizgs.

Pinally, Edison recommends that Ordering Paragraph S be
revised to read:

“5, Orderaing Paragraphs 3 and 4 of Decision
No. 88651, as modified by Decision No. 90062,
shall coatinue in effect.”

WMA concurs with Edison's exceptions and particularly
endorses the addition of the above findings of fact.
pcl

PG&S urcges that utilities not be required to notify
governmental agencies other than this Commission conceraing MIP
operators who do not file the required annual DOT reports o the
bases that:

a. Utilities should not be required to police
federal safety standazds; and

b. Direct reporting by utilities to DOT raises
the possibility that utilities will be viewed
as acting under color of law and they could
be required to comply witk constitutional
requirements of law enforcement officials.
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PG&E also f£iled a series of exceptions intended to clarify
portions of the proposed report as follows:
1. Coanclusion of Law 3 now states:

“Developers and/or ownaers of MiIPs should

have the option of installing gas and
electric Aistribution systems to provide
submetered service to tenants of MHPs or
have the utilities directly provide such

cas and electric sexvice."” (Minmeo. page 43.)

PG&E recommends that the phrase “"to be developed or
constructed in the future" be inserted so the conclusion cannot
be misconstrued as being applicable to existing systemns.

2. Conclusion ¢f Law 6 now reads:

MHP operators of privately owned gas

distridbution systems should file copies
of annual reports required by the above
federal regulations with the serving gas
utilities. Failure to so £ile copies of

the annual reports should result iz the
loss of the naster-neter discount providecd
by Public Utilities Code Section 739.5."
(Mineo. page 44.)

PGAE recomnmends that the reference to MHP operators in the above
conclusion should be modified by the phrase "who provide subnetered
gas service to their tenants™ to help distinguish such operators
from those who are not obligated %o £file reports. PGAE further
recommends that the same clarifying phrase be inserted in Ozdering
Paragraphs 2 and 4.
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3. PG&E recommends the additicn of a new ordering
paracraph actually effecting the discontinuance
of the naster-neter rate differential as noticed
in Ordering Paragraph 3 which reads as follows:

"3. The notice reguired by Ordering
Paragraph 2 skall be by bill insger:
or other suitable means and shall
request the MIP? operators to file
copies of said annuval reports with
the serving gas utility and note
that failure to file such copies
of the regquired annual reports shall
result in loss of the master-meter
discount provided by Section 739.5
of the Public Utilities Code.” (Mimeo.
Page 44.)

4. PG&E further recommends that Ordering Paracraph 5
be modified to read:

*Ordering Paragraphs 3 and 4 of Decision
Yo. 88651, supra, shall remain suspended.”

. WMA coacurs with PG&ZE's recommenda+tion that this Commissioen

not issue an order which world result in "the utility's assuning
police powers or acting as enforcement agents f£or government entities.”
(PG&E exceptions, page 4.}
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V. COMMISSION JURISDICTION

In their opening brief WMA and Unicorn argue that this
Comnission does not possess the necessary authority to prohibit
the installation of MHP developer/operator-owned electrical and
gas systems that provide for subnmetering of the tenants for all
the reasons advanced by Unicorn in the Notice of Objection o
Hearing, Motion to Dismiss, and Motion to Strike Testimony that
it £iled with the Califormia Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)
on or adout January 23, 1979, as well as the grounds advanced iz
the Rehearing, Reconsideration or Modification Petition which
Unicorn filed with the CPUC on or about June 2, 1978 and the
Petition for Writ of Review whick TUniceorn f£iled with the Califor-
nia Supreme Court on or about July 1l, 1978.

The basic contentions set forth in the above-=listed plead-
ings were sumnarized in a letter dated November 3, 1978 to the Commission
staff, attention H. T. Sipe, chief electrical engineer, over the
sicnature of Unicorza's attorney, William F. Capps, as follows:

*)l. The legislative mandate under which Case
No. 9988 arose is The Miller-Warren Enexgy
Lifelire Act of 1975 iz which the legislature
directed the Conmmission to designate a life-
line guantity of emercy for residential
purposes. Nothing iz that act contemplated
the adolition of submeterinc. Unicorn believes
very stroncly that the Commission is not acting
within its official duties in conducting any
hearing on the submetering issue.

“2. The legislature has acted nurmerous tizes in
recent years to reculate submetering and, by
such regulation, implicitly approved of th
existence of such practice. Stats. 1975, ¢.1092,
Section 3; Stats. 1976, ¢.923, Sections 2 and 33
Stats. 1977, ¢.194, Sectiom 1.
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YWhen the lecislature acted in 1975, it specified
the method of billing tenants for utilities'
charges and the manner of computing such charges
if the park management provided master-meter
service, and further reguired the park manage-
ment to conspicrously »0st the prevailing
residential utility rate published by the
serving utility. See Civil Code Section 789.7b.

"In 1976, the legislature, amoxng other things,
specifically directed the Commission to require
serving utilities to establish uniform rates for
each service schedule area Lor master-meter service
at a level which will provide a sufficient differen-
tial %o cover +the reasonable averace costs to
master-meter custoners of providing submeter ser-
vice. See Public Utilities Code Section 739.5
and Civil Cocde Section 789.7b.

"Iz 1977, the legislature recuired specified
naster-neter custoners to either distribute a
proportiocnate share of rebates received frono
sexrvine utilities or credit the utilities'
account of the submeter users with a like
anount. See Civil Code Section 739.5.

"It is inconceiwvable that the legislature enmacted
+these laws with the understandizng that the Con-
nission c¢ould rencer such laws a complete nullity
by abolishing submeztering in new mobile honme
parks. It should be noted again that The Millex-
Warren Enercy Lifeline Act of 1975 had nothing
whatever to do with submeterinc,®

The Miller~-Warren Energy Lifeline Act of 1975, AB 167,
added to the 1975-1976 chaptered California statutes as Chapter 1C10

in Section l(c), states as Zfollows:

*(c) In order to encourage conservation of scarce
energy resources and to provide a basic necessazy
anount of gas and electricity for residential
heating and lighting at a cost which is fair to
snmall users, the Legislature has enacted this act.”
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Obviously, conservation was a primary consideration in
the enactment of AB 167. As previously stated, Interim D.86087,
supra, left for further consideration the submetering of new
residential coastruction. Such future consideration was related
at that time to the effect on conservation of individual meters
for each MHP tenant. This subject was subsequently expanded to
include consideration of the total conservation measures effected
in distribution systems in MHPs as compared to operator-owned
svstems naking it a valid issue in this proceeding.

The cited legislative acts regarding the billing practices
for MHP tenants, the rate structures for the billinc of master-neter
customers by the utilities, and the disposition of rebates received
by master-meter customers were all enacted to resolve existing or
ant;cipated problems involving existing MEPs. In addition, such
legislative acts would obviously be applicable £for any future MHPs
with private utility svstens. It will be noted, however, that neothing
in these acts either mandates the construction of future MAPs with
private utility systems or precludes this Commission £rom reguiring
gas and electric utilities subject its jurisdiction to serve the MI?
tenants directly. It is axiomatic that a Commission order requiring
utilities to directly serve all terants of future MHPs would not
affect, nodify, or nullify the above legislative acts in any manmer
whatsoever. TUnder these circumstances the arguments of WMA and
Unicorn, set forth in their opening brief and addressed in their
exceptions to the proposed report relating to this Commission's
jurisdiction over this matter, are invalid. As noted by the stail
in its opening brief:

e o« » ‘The Comnission has the right and duty <o
nake its own investigations of facts, to initiate
its own proceedings and in a large nmeasure to con-
trol the scope and method of its inquiries. All
hearings, investigaticns, and proceedings are
governed by the provisions of the Public Ttilities
Act and by rules of practice and procedure adopted
by the Commission.' Sale v. Railroad Commission,
15 Cal 24 612. . . .*

=29 -
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VI. CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS
MHPs '

MHPs are subject %o the Jurisdiction of HCD. Under
the requirements of Division 13, Part 2.1 of the Health and Safety
Code relating to the construction, use, maintenance, and occupancy
of mobile home lots and MHPs, HCD adopted the provisions of Chapter S
of Title 25 of the California Administrative Code in order to
implenent, interpret, and nake specific the above portion of
Division 13 of the Health and Safety Code. 7The provisions apply

to all parts of the State and supersede any ordinance enacted bv
any city, county, or city and county. These provisions are enfoxced
by HCD, except that upon 30 days' written notice Lronm tle governing
body to BECD, any city, county, or city and county may, upon approval
of HCD, assume the responsibility of enforcing the Title 25
reguirements.

Conplete plans of proposed MHEPs nust be subnmitied to HCD
for approval and the coanstruction of these MHPs nust rigidly adhere
to the approved plans. The plans for the electrical distribution
systen nust be prepared by an electrical engineer registered with
the State of Califormia and the plans for the fuel gas systenm nust
be prepared under the supervision of a civil engineer registered
with the State of California.

The electrical reguirements are set forth in Article 3
and generally provide that:

®eeos, all electrical installations outside of
buildings in mobilehonme parks shall comply
with the applicable requirements for instal-~
lations of 600 volts or less of the 1578
edition of The Natioral Electrical Codle,
except Article 550 and 551,
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“(b) All overhead electrical supply conductors
and supporting structures shall comply with the
applicadble recuirements of the California Pudblic
Utilities Commission, Rules for Overhead Elec-
trical Line Construction, General Order No. 95,
Septenbexr 11, 1974.

“{c) All underground electric supply conductors
shall comply with the applicadble requirements of
the California Public Utilities Commission, Rules
f£or Underground Electrical Supply and Conmunica-
tions Systems, General Ordexr No. 128, July 16, 1l974.

*(d) All electrical eguipment and installations iz
buildings in nobilehome parks shall comply with the
California Administrative Code, Title 24, Part 3
(T25-1134)."

- > L 4

"(e) [sic/ Except as otherwise permitted or required,
all high voltage electrical installations shall comply
with the applicable recuirements of the California
Administrative Code, Title 8, Chapter 4, Subchapter 5,
Group 2, Eigh Veoltage Electrical Safety Orders.
(Register 75, No. 42, 10/18/75.)"

In addition, Section 1142 reguires that services,
transformers, and feeders be sized according to specific tabdbles
which take into consideration the temperature and elevation of
the locality in which the MHP is to be constructed. Article 3
also specifies additional design parameters, such as the permissible
voltage drop, disconnecting means, and grounding requirexments.

The regquirements for gas fuel systems are set forth in
Article 4. Article 4 notes that an MHP gas piping system is a
distribution system that is subject to DOT recquirements as Iissued
by OPS and which are contained in Title 49 of the Code of Federal
Regulations, Parts 191 and 192. The operator of a MHP gas piping
gsysten is responsible for complying with these federal regulations
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in addition to the specific reguirements of Title 25. When it is
planned to install 3 metallic gas piping system, the desiegn and
installation of a cathodic protection svstenm shall be carried ouvs

by, or under the direction of, a person qualified by experience and
training in pipeline corrosion methods so that the cathodic protection
svsten fully meets the reguirements of Title 49 of the Code of Federal
Regulations, Parts 191 and 192.

Article 4 also regquires that fuel cas eguipnent and
installations for supplving fuel gas to MiHPs comply with the
provisions of Chapter 12 of the 1976 edition of the Uniform Plumbing
Code. All liquefied petroleum gas equipment and installations shall
comply with the applicable provisions of the Unfired Pressure Vessel
Safety Orders, Title 8, California Administrative Code, Chapter 4,
Subchapter L.

The federal regulations reguire that each pipeline under
cathodic protection be tested at least once each calendar vear, with
intervals not to exceed 15 moznths, to determine whether the cathodic
protection meets specified requirements and inspect each cathodic
protection rectifier six times each calendar year with intexvals not
exceeding two and one-half nonths. These federal requirements also
require cas leak detector surveys in business districts and in the
vicinity of schools, hospitals, and churches on an annual basis an
in other areas as frecuently as necessary but at intervals znot

exceeding five vears. In addition, each bpe:ator 0f a distribution
system is to file az annual report with DOT on its Form DOT F 7100.1-1
not later than February 15. HCD has no regulations or rules or
inspection procedures to effect compliance with these three federal
regqulations by MHPs.
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California Unilisties

The xindimum construction standarxds to be met by those gas
and electric utilities subject %0 this Commission's jurisdietion
are set Zforth in General Order 95-~Rules for Overhead Electric
Line Construction (GO 95), General Order 128-Rules for Construc-
tion of Underground Electric Supply and Communication Systems (GO 128),
and GO ll2-D-Rules Governing Desicn, Construction, Testing, Main-
tenance and Operation of Utility Gas Gathering, Transmission aad
Distribution Pipinec Systems (GO 1l2-D). As subsequently discussed, the
utilities generally exceed these minimunm standards.

GO 95 and GO 128 relate to such subjegt matters as
adecate clearances, strength Teguirements, configu:ation ef lines,
and similar items. They do neot address such matters as size regquire-
nents for services, transformers and feeders, nor the use of specific
standazd-approved materials.

GO 112-D, sinmilar <«o the regulations adopted by OPS, is
quite broad and covers virtually all aspects of the desicn,
construction, testing, maintenance, and operation of utility gas
gathering, +transmission, and distribution piping systems. GO 11l2-D
includes a list of the following stancards which must be nmet by
the utilities in the cozmstruction of component parts of pipelin
systenms: American National Standards Institute, American Peirolenz

Insticute, American Society of Mechaznical EZxngineers, Zxmerican Society

for Testing and Materials, Manufacturers Standawdization Society of
the Value and Fittizes Industry, and the National Fire Protection
Association. Alse included are marndatory cathodic protection
procedures, leak detection surveys and procedures, testing procedures
ané enmergency plans.
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PG&E

Testimony relative to gas distribution installations was
presented on behalf of PGAE by ome of its supervising gas engineers
for the Gas Distribution Department, George Gaebler. He testifl

that PG&E has more or less standardized on polvethylene plasti
pipe Zfor installations of three-inch or less pipe diameter and

steel Zfor the larger inmstallations. Consecuently, polvethyvlene
pipe is iastalled in nmost residential developments, including

MEPs. He further stated that such pipe is installed by unrolling
it from a reel into a smooth treach with the ends being joined
together with a heat fusion process. Typical installations operate

tween 20 and 50 pounds per square ineh bus not less than three
pounds per square inch nor more than 60 pounds per sguare inck.
This witness also testified «hat he believed polvethvlene pipe %o
be superior to polyvinyl chloricde (PVC) with respect to it
endurance, life, and solidazity of joints.

Testinony on PG&I's electric design standards was presented
by one of its electric distribution engineers, M. A, lLarsen. Wi '
Larsen stated that the basis for the standards is to ensure reliable,
safe, and economical utility service to meet anticipated reasonable
future loads. He further testified that there is ne advantace or
disadvantage as far as PGLIZ's system design 1s concerneld L MEP
installations are installed by PGLE oxr by the MHP, bus that 2G&E
preferred not Lo operate private systems unless they were installed
according to PG&E's specifications.
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SDG&S

Testinony on the design starndards used by SDG&E for the
installation of residential gas distribution systems for MHPs and
other residential developrments was presented by its gas desien
supervisor, D. R. Miller. He testified that the utility's standards
are based on General Order 112-C (GO 112-C) (subsequently super-
seded by GO 112-D) whick is written in performance language setting
broad guidelines for safety but leaving the exact form of comsliance
to the operator whenever possible as indicated by a quote £froz
paragraph 103.1 which states:

Ye « » It is intencded that all work performed
within the scope of these rules shall meet or
exceed the safety standards expressed or implied
herein.“ '

He further testified that SDG&E's standards frequently exceed the
ninimum requirenments o GO 112-C and cited as an example that SDG&T
requires a 24-inch depth on its pipe whereas GO 112~C reguires a
12-inch depth on private property and an 18-inch depth in streets
and roads. He noted that SDG&E uses either medium demsity polyethylen
Dipe or steel for MHPs whereas the installers of private systens,
according te the various codes, have a wide choice of materials,
includinge such plastics as PVC, ABS, and high density polyethvlene.
He further stated that while any of these materials could be used
to construct safe, reliadble systems, the addition of suck systexs
“o the SDGLE systenm would severely impact its warehousiag costs,
equipment needs, crew makeuwp and training, and work guality.
Testimony oz the design standards for electric service
to MPs was presentecd on behalf of SDGE&E by its supervisor of the
distribution systex standards section of the Electric Distribution
Engineering Department, T. A. Ferguson, Jr. Witness Ferguson
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testified that SDGKE's s<tandards exceed the recguirements of GO 128

in some areas such as trench depth, substructure size and conficura-
tion, crounding methods, and joint <trench configuraction. He noted
that other utility distribution systems, as well as commonly installed
MHP svstems, differ from SDG&E's, and althouch <they might be entirely
safe and reliable they would be incompatible with SDG&a s systen,
SoCal

Testinony on cesign stancdaxds used by SeCal Zfor
construction of gas distribution svstenms, including YHPs, was
presented by its stupervisor of construction, E. D. Lauchren.
Testimony on means available <o YHP operators to effect compliance
with the coztinuing reguirements of the federal standards was
presented by its supervisor of operations and naintenance iz the

istribution Depar<ment, C. I'. Brown.

Witness lLaughren testified that SoCal has developed writ:ten
company procedures and cozpany job instructions used by its employees
in the performance of their work. These procedures detail such steps
as material selection, plazning, installation, cathodic protection,
welding, testing, aznd inspection and meet or exceed the reguirenent
of this Commission's GO 112-D and Title 49 of the Code of Federal
Regulations, Part 192 Excernts from these procedures relating to
MEP ims<allations were Treproduced as a separate exhiibit, together
with a pilot plan for a typical MHP. The actual imstallations are
performed either by SoCal personnel or by contracsors approved by
SeCal using material furnished by SoCal. Sofal uses mediuvnm density
polyethylene or steel pipe in MPs. SoCal's standards reguire a
ninimen depsh for plastic services of 24 inches in public property
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anc 20 Znches in private property, as compared to 18 _nch@s and 12
, Tespectively, required by 60 112-D and the federal regula-
Similarly, SoCal reguires a 30-inch depth for »lastic main

whe  ew LT Y
on punlic and private properties, as compared to 24 inches reguired
by GO 112-D and the Zfederal reculations. SoCal believes the extw»a
Pih provides creater protection from outside interference a%

L LY R 3

mal cost. SoCal's procedures alse provide for gualificazion

e sy e e

nd requalification of welders, plastic pipe joiners, and Xezay

tecinicians to easure that both company and contract personnel

are well-qualified to make guality ims+=allations. ‘
Witness Brown testificd thax fede:al tancdarsds prescribe
procedures for corrosion control, operations and maintenance of
Pipizng, and for making annual —e:o* Te DO that are eq;a"v
applicable to uwiility-operated gas distribution systems and M-
operated gas distribution systems. Ee noted that one way MEP
OPErators can operate and maintain safe gas distridution svszems
is to retain comsultants, contractors, or trained ex mpaovees to o
the work prescribed by the safety stancards. According to Ris
testimony, such consultants and contraciors are available, and
SoCal prefers <hat MHP operators arrance with suchk consul

N g was -a--

to comply with federal regulations. However, SoCal will, u;oﬁ

reqguest, enter into agreements with MHP operators on a gose

reizmbursement bDasis to provide for maintenance of cashodic protec-

wion, leakage serveys, and leak repair when such services are not
thexwise readily available.
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Edison

Testinony on desicn standards : was
preseanted on behalf of Zdison by one of iis supervisine division
digeribution engineers, R. L. rkle. Accozding to the tes=imony
of this witness, the source documents forming <he bases for Edison's
desien criteria are this Commission's GO 95 and GO 128, Zdison's
Tules on file with this Commission, the National Electrical Code, and

the California Hich Veltage Zlectrical Safesv Orders. Ee <ureher

e luthoke

testified that Idison's standards exceeded the standards reguired

Dy Title 25 with respect to cable depmshs, conductor current carryvin

ing

capacities, and desicmed voltace dzon, but that Title 25 regquirements
for installed transformer canaclty exceed Zdison's. Accosding to th
record, an overall cozparison between Edison's and Title 25's standaxds
indicates that both could be judced safe and reliable £rom the stanc-
point of initial design, construction, and operation. This witness
further stated that over the life of the MEP Edison service would Dde
superior to MHP service because Zdison has ongoing procrams of
inspection and maintenance which he believes superior to the
inspection and maintenance done in MEPs and because Edison naintain
adecuate records that are lacking at these MiPs.

Initial Inssecti

As p:evio:sly stated, MHPs imstalling their own electxi
distribution systems and/or cas fuel supply systenms are required to
sebnit complese plans for approval by HCD before the start o5 construc-
tion. These cas and electric distribution systems underge continuing
inspectiorn during the course of comstruction either by inspectors oI
ECD or by inspectors exploved by the citles, counties, or cities and
counties who have assumed responsiblility for effecting con :l_ance
with Title 25 requirements.
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All or poxrtions of electric and gas svszenms installed Loz
the electric and gas utilities are continually ;nsnec.ed dering
constIuction by company personnel and on a sampling basis by zexberc
of the Commission s=taff.
Such inspections, whether by HCD, by the city, county, or ciszy
nd county, or by utility persoannel, should emsure that electri

and gas distribution systems installed to serve MHPs are safe and
adeguazte at the time of installati

t.

Continuine Inspection

According to the record, HCD has in effec: continuin
inspections of M¥Ps. Such inspecs include visual _nspec-- s
0% the electric dis<tribution and cas fuel systexms. HCD attempss

to inspect all MEPs biannuwally and, accordinc to the ~'<1'e-.c<:':'c’. is
90 percent successful in this endeavor. These inspections, however,
do not encompass determitation of the compliance by the MAPs with
the federal resuvlations contained in Title 42 of the Code of Federal
Regulazions, Parts 191 and 192, G. L. Smart, ECD's MiPs progran
manager, testified that reviewing the M operators' records £
copies of reports indicating compliance with such federal recuire-
ments in comnmection with the normal inspections would ndot impose
any great burden upon HCD personnel, but emphasized the fact th
such personnel lacked the expertise necessary €0 Iully enforce th
federal regulations. In this respect it should be noted that 217
cities and counties have assumed responsibility for the enforcenent
of Title 25 so that ECD's iaspectors checking to see that the
eports reguired by federal regulations were properly £iled would
no+t ensure compliance wit: federal reguiremexats by all of the MiPs.
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According to the record, the gas and electric utilities
continvally ianspect their distribution facilities to ensure adeguate
and safe facilities as required by this Comzission's general oxders
In addition, Section 192.723 of GO 1l2-D recuires:

*(a) Each operator of a distridution systen
shall _ov1de for- periodic leakage surveys in
its ope ting aad maintenance plaz.

"(») The type and scope of the leakage control
2rocram nust be deternmined by the nature of the
operations and the local conditions, but it must
neet the following mininmum regquirements:

*(1l) A cas detector survey must be
conducted iz business districts
and in the vicinity of schools
hospitals and churches, including
tests of the atmosphere in gas,
electric, telephone, sewer and
water svste" nant o’es at craciks
in pavement, and sidewalks, and a%
other leocations providing azn
opportunity for finding gas leaks,
at intexvals not exceeding 1 vear.

Leakage surveys of the distribution
svstem outsicde of the principal

:siness areas =ust be nmade as Ire-
guently as necessary, but at intervals
not exceeding five vears."”

Section 192.465 provides as follows:

“(a) Bach pipeline that is under cathodic protect
nmust De tested at least once each calendar year, ct
with intervals not exceedinc 15 months, to determize
whe+ther the cathodic protection meets the reguire-~
pents of Sec. 192.463. HoweveT, if Zests at those
intervals are impractical for separately protected
service lines or short sections of protected mains,
not in excess of 100 feet, these service liznes and
nains may be surveved on a sampling basis. At least
10 percent of these p Totected structures, distributed
over the entire svstex, nust be surveyed each calen=-
dar year, with a different 10 percent checked each
subsecguent vear, so that the entire systen is tested
in each l0=-vear period.
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»{») Each cathodic protection rectifier or other
impressed current power source must be inspected
six times each calendar year, but with intervals
not exceeding 2% months, to insure that it is
operating.

*"{c) Each reverse current swiech, each diode, and
each interference d»ond whose failure would jeoparcize
structure protection nust be electrically checked
for proper performance six times eack calendar year,
but with intervals not exceeding 2% months. Each
other interference bond must be checked at least
once each calencdar year, but with intervals not
exceeding 15 months.

*{d) Each operxator shall take prompt remedial achtion
to corxrect any deficiencies indicated by the monitorino.

“(e) After the initial evaluation recuired by
paragTaphs (b) and (¢) of Sec. 192.455 and para-~
craph (») of Sec. 192.457, each operator shall,
at intervals not exceeding 3 years, reevaluate
its unprotected pipelines and cathodically protec:
then in accoxdance with this subpart in areas in
which active corrosion is fouwnd. The operator
shall determine the areas of active corrosion by
electrical survey, or where electrical survey is
impractical, by the study of cozrosion and leak
history records, by leak detection survev, or by
other means.*

The above-cuoted regquirements are essentially the saze as
set forth in Part 192 of Title 49 of the Cole of Federal Regulations
applicable to MHPs.

Ix addition, Section 191.11 of the Code of Federal Regula-
tions requires each coperator of a distribution system to file an
annual report with DOT on its Form DOT F 7100.1-1 not later than
February 15 for the preceding calendar vear. The Commission requires
all operators of public utility gas distribution or transmission
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systens to file, irn duplicate, not later than February 5 of eackh
vear, a similar annual repor: on Form DOT F 7100.1l-l for distridbwee
tion systems and Form DOT F 7100.2-1 for transmission systens.

A copy of this report is transmitted by the Commission to DOT.
Discussion of Construgtion Standards

As previously discussed, electzic distribution svstems
installed in MHPs by other than public utilities must conform with
the applicable regquirements for installations of 600 volts or less
of the 1978 edition of the National Electrical Code, excent
Articles 550 and 551, this Commission's GO 95 and GO 128, anéd the
California Eigh Voltage Electrical Safety Orders. Sinilarly, gas
fuel distribution systems installed by other than public utilities
in MHPs nust comply with the provisions of Chapter 12 of the 1976
edition of the Uniform Plumbing Code as well as the feceral regu-
lations contained in Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulatiozs,
Parts 191 and 192. Witk the exception of the Federal Gas Safety
Orders, cozpliance witk all of the above regulations at the time
of construction is effected by rigid inspections of HCD imspectors
ard/or inspectors exploved by the cities, counties, or cities and
counties who have assumed responsibility of ensuring compliance
with Title 25 recuirements. As a result, the utilities gen rally
agree with WMA and Unicorm that cuxrently installed systems are
safe and reliable from the starndpoint of iznitial design, construc-
tion, and operation.
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However, ¢oncern s expressed by sox the parsiezs thax
once the building Perzits have been signed off, the b.aunna- visual
nspections by HCD and other inspecioss will e ins"“~ ane T

' - - . e & -

ensure the continued safety and reliability of the operations.

Particular emphasis is placed on the lack of safecuazds regardin

-

compliance wi these federal regulations is enforced by OPS which

compliance the fedexal gas reculations. The staff argues thas

Totally lacks sufficient manpower to ensure such compliance. The
STAfL ovmresses congera th less the feceral reculations are

enforced, the digeri ; 3 in MRz will deteriozase o the
same unsafe condisi Sound in existing older svstenms.
WMA and Tnicorn arcue that such fears are unfounded as the older
MEP distribution systems referred €0 in s%afLf witness testinony
were installed prior to the imposition of any building standards,
let alone the comprekensive standards inmposed for current consiruce
tion. It would appear, however, that WMA and Unicorn do admit %o a
deficiency in the systen of safequards as evidenced by their
sucgestion that everyv owner and operator of a MEP be recuired o
execute 2 declaration of compliance with the fedexal regulations
as a condition +to obtain the necessary permission 40 opesate. o
sinilar veln, PGLS suggests that this Comnmission should cualify
HIP opesaters on an annual basis to receive the master-neter rate
differential provided for iz the PU Code. However, PG&E does not
specify the method by which such annuwal qualification should be
achieved.
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As previously discussed, the federal standards with which
the ¢verators of privately owned MHP gas distribution systems nus+t

comply prescribe procedures for corrosion control; leak detection
survevs: the detection, reporting, and repair of hazardous condi-
tions; and making annual reports te DOT. In addition, written plazs
to be followed by the MHP operators in case of emergencies are
required, and records of tests, surveys, and inspections are to

be maintained. Accordinc to the recoxd, there are gualified
¢onsultants, contractors, and plumbers available that could be
retained by the P operators to perform the work necessary to
comply with the federal standards. The above=nentioned annual
reports to be filed with DOT are to be made on Form DOT F 7100.1-1l.
The £iling of such reports by MHP operators would provide reasonabl
assurance that they are conplyizng with the federal regulations.

To motivate the £iling of such repnorts, the order that follows
will require that copies 0% such reports be filed with the serving
gas utility annuvally as a prereguisite to the maintenance of tkhe
eligibility of MHP operators to contirnue to receive the master-
meter rate differential provided by PU Code Section 739.5. The
order that follews will recuire the gas utilities te provide MIP
operators that provide submetered gas sexvice to their tenants
written notice, not later than January 1S of each vear, of the
annual report recuirements of the federal regulations, that a

conVv 0f such a report is to be filed with the serving utility,

and the MHP operators® failure to provide a copy of such report

to the serving utility will result in the loss of eligibility Zor
the naster-meter rate differential. A list of the names and
addresses of those MEP operators who fall to make the recuired
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filing and lose their master-meter rate differential is to be
furnished the Commission staff. The inspections, services, and
repair work associlated with the filing of such reports should ensure
the maintenance of safe and reliable gas fuel supply systems in MHPs.

We are concermed about the safety of gas distribution systems
and think compliance with DOT standards is essential. On balance, we
believe that compliance with DOT standards should be shown 1f MHPs are
to receive the rate differential prescribed by PU Code Section 739.5.
The differential rate is reasonable, when balancing public safety con-
siderations, only if there is compliance on the MHP operators' part
with DOT standards. Accordingly, we impose this requirement, through
utility tariff provisions, as a condition of the MHP differential
rate being just and reasonmable. This is under our statutory authority
to impose conditions on requirements that make a particular rate just
" and reasonable.

As summarized in the staff's exceptions to the proposed
report, statements and/or testimony were presented by MHP tenants
indicating low-voltage conditions and/or inadequate capacity
resulting in the restricted use of various appliances, including
air-conditioners. Such service conditions, while inconvenient,
unpleasant, and uncomfortable, can create hazardous conditions
that axe adverse to public safety. Also, it is clear from the
record that these deficient installations were made prior to the
imposition of adequate standards. The application of the present
strict construction standaxrds should result in future MHPs having
good voltage and adequate capacity. Also, HCD and/or those cities,
counties, and cities and counties that enforce Title 25 provisions
bave the jurisdiction and responsibility for the maintenance of
safe and reliable electric service in such MHPs. In additiom,
the electric utilities have the authority to discontinue service
to unsafe installations. Consequently, the constant monitoring
of the MHP electric systems resulting from periodic scbeduled
1n3peétions and the resolution of service complaints by HCD and
the cities, counties, and cities and counties enforcing Title 25 »//,

=45~
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requirements should result in the maintenance of safe and reliable
electric systems. However, we remain concerned about inadequate
electric service in existing MHPs, and will further explore

possible measures to ensure substandard systems are
upgraded.

VII. CONSERVATION
Staff witness Flaherty, testifying on behalf of the
Commission staff's Eleetric Branch, included the following state-
ment regarding conservation in his exhibit:

nCustomers in mobdile home parks which are masteX
metared-submetered don't have the same benefits
as utility-metered custoners: che latter, e.g.,
may receive (1) advice anc consultation on con-
cervation and a computer enerqy use analysis,

(2) imsulation blankets on their water heaters

at low cost, (3) low, or imterest Iree, loans

<or installation of insulation in their homes,
{4) free advice on low energy consumption appli-
ances, otc., from the utility, (5) monthly energy
UsSage TEPOXt CompAring <as consumption and c¢lec-
«rie consumption for the curzent nonth, with

125% vear's respective consumption, ané (6) monthly
energy conservation messages; R

This position is supported bY Taison's witness Ferguson
who %testified that:

vProm A conservation standpoint, it is Edison's
position that the goals of conscrvation are best
cerved when service is provided dixectly to the
tenants in mobile home parks dy the utility.
Whereas, mobile home park cevelopers and owners
could potentially own, operate, and maintain a
submetered systenm in a manner which would com=
paradbly accemplish these goals, there is no
means for the Commission or Zor Edison through
its €iled tariffs, to monitor ang, thercfore,
me asstred that such consexrvation is, in facet,
Being accomplished.® and
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e « « Also Edison has programs designed to
inform its individuvally nmetered customers on
wWays to conserve energy. Although we encourage
naster meter custoners to forward this informa-

tion to their ternants, there is no assurance
that they do. . . "

Edison argues that its and the staff‘'s concerns about the
lack of conservation information and assistance provided to mastera-
nmeter tenants was reinforced by the testimony of several publi
witnesses who presented evidence in this proceeding. Such
testinony related to lack of the following: consumption como-
parisons for the previous year's bill; bill statements relating
+0 the conservation of enersy:; and conservation information
furnished directly served MHP tenants by Edison that was not
given those tenants served by MHPs.

Testinony presented on behalf of Southwest by its
division manager of southern California, J. F. Lowman, irndicated
that Souvthwest has a number of conservation programs, including
ener¢y avdits, insulation sales and promotions, conservation
devices, standing pilot extinguishment, and appliance-related
prograns. According to the testizony, since Decenber 1972
Sovthwest has sent letters and comaunicated with operators of
MHPs offering water heater insulation kits to MHP tenants at the
same reducec cost as offered to Southwest's own individually
metered customers. In addition, conservation presentations have
been macde at MEPs demonstratizg the benefits of such kits. These
steps have beez, according to Southwest, significantly successiul
in getting MHP tenmants to install such kits. In addition, South-
west has mailed directly to tenants of all master-metered MiPs
information relative to the benefits of extincuishing furnace
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requirements should result in the maintenance of safe and reliable

electric systems. However, we remain concerned about inadequate
electric service in existing MHPs, and will further explore

possible measures to ensure substandard systems axe
upgraded.

VII. CONSERVATION

Staff witness Flaherty, testifying on behalf of the
Commission staff's Electric Branch, included the Zfollowing state-
nent regarding conservation in his exhibit:

mCustonmers in mobile home parks which are master
motered-subnetered don't have the same benefits
as utility-metered customexs: the latter, e.gQ.,
mav receive (1) advice anc consultation on con~
servacion and a computer enerqy use analysis,

(2) insulation blankets on their water heaters

at low cost, (3) low, or interest fIree, loans

cor installation of insulation in theilr homes,
(4) free advice on low cenergy consumption appli-
ances, otc., from the utility, {S) monthly energy
usage Teport comparing gas consunmption and c¢lec-
eric consumption for the current month, with

last vear's respective consumption, and (6) monthly
eneTCYy Conservation messages: ees”

This wosition is supported by Edison's witness Ferguson
who %*estified that:

“Prom a conservation standpoint, it is Edison's
sition that the goals of conservation are best
carved when serviece is provided directly to the
tenants in mobile home parks by the utility.
Yhercas, mobile home park developers and owners
could potentially own, operate, and maintain 2
submetered system in a nmanier which would  com=
paradly accomplish thesc goals, there 1s no
means for the Commission or for Edison through
its £iled tariffs, to monitor and, therefore,
we assured tThat such conservation is, in fact,
being accomplished.™ and
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e « « Also Edison has programs designed to
inform its individwally metered customers oa
ways to conserve energy. Althouch we encourage
master meter custoners to forwaré this informa-
tion to their tenants there is no assurance
that they do. . . ."

Edison argues that its and the staff's concerns about the
lack of conservation information and assistance provided to nmaster-
meter tenants was reinforced by the testimony of several publi
witnesses who presented evidence in this proceeding. Such
testimony related to lack of the following: consumption coa-
parisons for the previous yeaxr's bill: bill statenments relating
to the conservation of energy: and coaservation information
furnished directly served MHP tenants by Edison that was not
given those tenants served by MHPs.

Testinony presented on behalf of Southwest by it
division manager of southern Califermia, J. F. Lownman, indicated
that Souvthwest has a anuxber of conservation programs, including
enercy audits, insulation sales and promotions, conservation
devices, standing pilot extinguishment, and appliance-related
prograns. According to the testinony, since December 1578
Southwest has sent letters arnd comaunicated with operators of
MiHPs offering water heater insulation kits to MHP tenants at the
sane reduced cost as offered to Southwest's own individually
metered customers. In addition, conservation presentations have
been made at MHPs demonstrating the benefits of suck kits. These
steps have been, according to Southwest, significantly successful
in getting MHP tenants to install such kits. In addition, South-
west has mailed directly to tenants of all master-netered MHPs
information relative to the benefits of extincuishing furnace
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pilots through the sumer season which was followed by personally
delivering a deor-hanger package which ingluded a mailback
response to a aumber of items, including response o the pllot
light extinguishment program. Southwest c¢lains that 85 percens

of the MHP tenants did extinguiskh pilet licghts in the sunmer<inme.
It would appeax that MHPs, whether served directly by the utility
or by the MHP operator, provide a unigue oppostunity o presext

the econozic and ceonservation advantages of water heazer blankets
and pilet licht extinguishment %0 a large number of customers with
a minimum of effort., This proceeding is not the proper vehicle feor
pursuing this facet of conservation further, but it will be reviewed
in conmnection with the individual rate increase applications of

the various utilities.

It will be noted that two of the =ore successful
conservation procedures, namely, voltace reduction for electric
wtilities and added insulation for both gas and electric utilities,
are inapoplicable for either utility-served or operator-sezved MHP
tenants. The former because the reczeed voltage is effected solely
by the electric utility, and the latter hecause the expense and
difficulty of increasingc the insumlation to mobile hemes is not,
at this time, cost-effective.

It is true that when the utility serves the MHP tenant
directly, conservation messages in the form of »ill stuffers ase
inexpensive and easily accomplished. It should he realized, how=-
ever, that such nessages are also transmitted in rnewspapers, on
radie and television, and on billbeoards and posters. Obviously,
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the tenants of operator-served MHPs are egqually exposed to such
messages as the tenants of utility-served MHPs. Furthermore, by
letters dated October 23, 1980 to managers ¢f conservation
departnments of the eight major Califoraia utilities, this Coz-
nission recuested that these untilities respond to all reguests
for residential audits or recuests for advice on how to reduce
high bills received from tenants of MHPs irrespective of wiether
thev are served directly by the utility or are served v a
privately owned MHP systen.

With the tenants of operator-served MiPs being billed at
the saxe rates as ntilitv-served MHPs, with nost of the conserva-
tioz material egually availadle to tenants of both types of MHPs,
and with some of the most effective conservation meastres being
equally inapplicable to both types of MHPs, it would appear that
the Qifferences in conservation bezefits enjoyed by tenants of

operator-served MHPs and tenants of utility-served MHPs are nomiral.

VIII. UTILITY TAKEOVER

As set forth previously, SoCal, Edison, PG&E, SDG&E, and
Southwest all oppose the forced takeover of existing MHP operator-
owned gas and electric distridution systems as recommended by the
Commission staff. This question is rendered moot by our decisioa
to coatinue to permit MHP developers to install their own gas aad
electric distridution systems. It micht be well at this point,
however, to set Zforth the basic reason why such a forced takeover
is unpalatable to the utilities.
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As discussed in detail, each utility nas its own
construction standards based on various reculatory recuirements.

These standazds, although complyving with the sanme megulatory

reguirenents, vary Irom utility to utility with the result thas
facilities constructed in accordance with one uzility's standards
not necessarily compatible with facilities constructed in

accordance with another utility's standards. This variance in
facilities is even more exacgerated in the case of MHPs where
vasious svstens weZe ¢constructed in accordance with standards
are markedly different from those used by the utilities. For
utilities to take over such systenms, even those in good, safe
operating condition, it would be necessary to substantially inerease
their material inventories, procure additional eguipment, and
provide additional training for their personnel, together with
possible chances in the manning of their crews. The alternative
£o such actions would be the complete seduilding of the systens
thus acguired. In either case, the cost would be prohibitive an
would impose a severe financial burden on the ratepayers should
the utility for one zeason or another he unable to assess such
costs against the MEP omerator. Uznder +these circumstances the
utilities' position on this matter does not appear unrxeasonable,

né we will leave she mastter of the possible takeover of such
systems for resolution by <the utili cies and M operators oz a
case-by~-casc basis as problenms arisc.
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As noted by Edison in its exceptions to the proposed
report, the concerns expressed by the utilities would apply with
even nore force to any future consideration of the issue of
forced takeover by utilities of existing MHP svstems as the
atmoer of MHPs with privately owned distribution systems con=-
tinue to grow.

IX. MASTER=-METERED APARTMENT BUILDINGS

The issue of master-meter/submetering of apartment houses
was not specifically addressed in this proceeding primarily due to
the fact that utilities do not install distribution facilities within
the apartment houses. The electrical wiring and/or cas fuel piping
from the utility's service point to the individual apartments is
installed, owned, and maintained by the apartment house owner irres-
pective of whether the apartments are individvally metered by the
utility or are master-metered/subnetered by the apartment house
owner. D.88631, supra, provided for separate metering by the
utility for gas and electric service to multi-unit residential
structures and no petitions or protests were received on these
restrictions. Consequently, the order that follows will reinstate
the restrictions for multi-unit residential structures.
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X. UNICORN VERSUS EDISON

Oz June 14, 1978 Unicorz filed a complaint agains
Edison, €.10599, alleging that it refused to provide Security
Land Developmernt Compazny (Security) an application form in which
to elect master-meter electrical service for certain modile hone
units. Edison allegedly based its refusal to provide such naster-
nmeter service on the provisions of D.8865L, supra. According to
Unicorn, such a refusal was not only viclating the decision but
also various rules and regulations promulcated by this Commissiexn.

In its answer Edison stated that in agcordance with the
provisions of D.88651, supra, as modified by D.88969, supra, it
was refusing to provide master-metered service to new multi-unit
residential facilities, including new MHPs, except when a commit-
nent for such service was made prior to June 13, 1978. ison
further stated that it had previously refused service without

comnitments prior to May 4, 1978 and when the date was changed
+o June 12, 1978, Edison notified Security that it would provide
the requested naster-netered service.

In D.89196, supra, we stated:

nicorn has also filed Case N 10599 iz
which it complains o cert p:act-ces of
Southern California Edison cQ*pa“y with sub-
netering of nmobile home parxks. The issues
in Case Yo. 10599 appea_ t0o be embraced
within the lizmited rekearing of Case Xo.
8988 oxdered herein; therefore, those
matters should be consolidated for hearing.*
(Mimeo. page 3.)
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Unicora entered an appearance at the consolidated hearing.
However, evidence presented by Unicorn addressed the overall issues
on a statewide basis and was not specifically limited to Edison‘s
operations and practices. Under these circumstances it is obvious
that €.10599, iavolving only Unicornm and Edison, should be dismissed.

XI. PINDINGS ANXD CONCLUSICNS
Pindines of Pact

1. Gas and electric distribution systems installed ia MHPs
by other than utilities are subject to the requirements of Title 25
of the California Adninistrative Code enforced by HCD or by the
cities, counties, or cities and counties that have assumed Iespon-
sibility for eanforcing the provisions of Title 25.

2. The electrical requirements for MHPs set forth in Title 25
include compliance with the requirements for installation of 600
volts or less of the 1978 edition of the National Electrical Code,
except Articles 550 and 551, this Commission's GO 95 and GO 128,
and the California High Voltage Electrical Safety Orders.

3. Tuel gas distridbution systems installed in MHPs are
required to comply with the provisions of Chapter 12 of the 1976
edition of the Uniform Plumbing Code.

4. A fuel gas distribution system installed in an MHP
by other than a public utility is subject to the federal regu-
lations contained in Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations,
Parts 191 and 192, issued by OPS of DOT.

S. The above federal reculations reguire periodic inspection
of cathodic protection equipment, periodic leak detection surveys,
and annual reports to be filed with DOT on its Form DOT ¥ 7100.1=1
for the preceding calendar year not later than February 15.
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6. Title 25 regulations notify MHP operators of thelr respon-
sibilicy to comply with Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations,
Parts 191 and 192, but ECD lacks the trained personnel to enforce its
provisions.

7. DOT lacks the necessary persomnel to enforce the provisions
of its federal gas regulations for che MEPs.

8. The PU Code provides for rate differentials for MHPs that
provide submetered gas and electric service to tenants.

9. As evidence of compliance with the federal gas regulatiors,
the MHP operators can and should f£ile coples of the required amnval
reports to DOT with the utilities. The MHP differemtial gas rate is
Just and reasonable only if MHPs comply with DOT safety standards.

10. Those MHP operators who £ail to £ile a copy of the required
annual report to DCT with the serving gas utility should not Tecelve
the benefits of the master-meter gas rate differential.

- o b

1l. To properly notify MHP operators of the possible loss of
eligibilicy £or the benefits of the master-meter gas rate differential,
the gas utilities can and should anancally, on or before Januwary 15,
inferm MHP operators who provide submetered gas service to their
tenants of the annual report requirements of the federal regulations
and state that to m=aintain their eligibility for the master-meter
rate differential, it will be necessazy to £ile
on Form DOT F 7L00.1-1 with the serving utility.

12. TUpon failuse of such MIP operators to f£ile the required

a copy of thelr report

copy 0f <he DOT report wisth the utility within the specified tine,
she utility should notify such operasor <that unless, wizthin 30 days,

vidence is received by %he utility showing the reporzin reqpife—
ments have been fulfilled, she nastes-meter rate differential will
be discontinued. Should the operator still not file the required
report, the utility should discontinue the nmaster-meter rate
differential and notify the Comnmission, within 45 days, of the
nanes and addresses of the operators who have lost their master-
meter rate differential
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13. Gas fuel and electric distribution systems installed in
MHPs by other than public utilities that conform to the Title 25
requirements, as enforced by HCD or the cities, counties, or
cities and counties which have assumed responsibility for the
enforcement of such requirements, are safe and reliable instal-
lations at the time of their installatioen.

14. The continuing procedures enforced by HCD, coupled with
compliance with the federal ¢as regulations as provided iz this

rder, should result in continued safe and reliable privately
owned gas and electric systems in MHPs.

15. With the tenants of operator-served MHPs being billed
at the same rates as uwtility~served MHPs, with most of the ¢on-
servation material equally available to tenants of both types of
MHPs, and with some of the most effective conservation measures
being equally inapplicable to doth types of MHPs, it appears that
the differences in conservation benefits eajoyeéd by tenants of
operator-served MHPs and tenants of utility-served MHPs are minimal.

16. FPach respondent electric utility should provide separate
netering by the utility or for individual unit submetering by the
owner or operator for electric service to each unit in new residen-
tial MHPs.

17. ZEach respondent gas uwtility should provide for separate
netering by the utility or for individual unit submetering by the
developer, owner, or operator £or gas service to new residential
MiHPs where such MHP tenants use gas directly in gas appliances in
each occupancy.

18. The electrical wiring and/or gas fuel piping from the
utility's service point to the individuwal apartments are installed,
owned, and nmaintained by the apartment house owner irrespective of
whether the apartments are individually nmetered by the utility or
are master-metered/submetered by the apartment house owzer.
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19. With the owner of multi~unit residential structures
owning the electrical wiring and/or gas fuel piping from the
utility's service point to the individuwal apartments, the utility
can and should provide separate metering for each residential umnit.

20. Each electric utility can and should provide separate
metering by the utility for electric sexrvice to each unit in new
multi-unit residential structures.

2l. Each gas utility can and should provide for separate
metering by the utility for gas service to each unit in new multi-unit
residential structures where such multi-unit tenants use gas directly
in gas appliances in each occupancy and which require venting.

22. Unicorn presented evicdence addressed to the overall
issues in C.9988 on a statewide basis but presented no evidence
which was specifically limited to Ediseon's practices and operations
in C.10595.

23. TForced takeover by the utility of gas or electric
distribution systens owned by MHP developers or operators would
be impractical due to incompatibility of standards followed and
materials used among utilities and MHP developers and would greatly
increase costs to all the utilities' ratepayers.

24. Utility takeover of privately owned gas and electric
distribution systems should not be reguired by this Commission
but shotld be left for resolution by the utilities and MEP
- operators on a case-byv-case basis.

Conclusions of lLaw

l. ¢€.10599 should be dismissed.

2. After hearing and in the exercise of its juvrisdiction,
this Commission has the authority to require gas and electric
utilities to directly serve the tenants of future MHPs.
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3. Dovelopers and/or owners of MHPs %o be developed or
constructed im the fusure should have the option
gas and electric di

of installing
¢ribution systems to provide subnetered ser-
viee =0 tenarts of MHEPs or have the utilities directly provide
such gas and electric service.

4. Gas and clectr

by other

ie @istribution systems installed in MHPs
thaa public utilities must conform to the regquirements
of Title
by HCD.

5. Gas distribution systems installed in MHPs by othex than
public utilities must conform to the requirements contained in

Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Parts 191 amd 192, as
issued by OPS of DOT. ‘

26 of the Califeraia Administrative Code as promulgated

6. MHP operators of privately owned gas distribution systems

who provide submetered gas service to their tenants should file
copies of annuzl reports required by the

with the sexrving gas utilities. Failure
annual reports should result in the loss
differential provided by PU Code Section

above federal regulations
to f£ile copies of the
of the master-meter rate

739.5: the rate differential

is 3ust and reasonable only if there is compliance with applicable
federal safety regulatioas.

INTERIM ORDER V///
I7T IS CRDERED <ha<s:
1. Case 10599 is dismiscsed.
2.

Each respondent electric utility shall, within 10 days

of the ecffective Gate of this order, file necessary revisions to

for separate metering by the
utility for clectric service to cach unit in new multi-unit residen-
tial structures. -

its rules and regulations to provide
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3. TSach respondent ¢as uwtility shall, within 10 days of the

effective date of this order, file tariffs to provide for separate
metering by the utility £0r Gas service to new multi-~unit residen-

=ial seructures where such multi-unit tenanis use Gas directly in

gas appliances in each occupancy and which require venting.
4. Tach respondent electric utility shall, within 10 cdays

effective date of this order, file necessary revisions to

scles and regulations to provide for separate metering by the

wilisy or for individual unit s'b.ete-;“c by the developer, owner,

or operator for electric service o each unic in new mobile home
parks (M2P).

5. Zach respondent gas 18 L, within 10 days of the
effective date of this order, ' to provide for separate
metering by the utilisy or ZoT individual unit submetering by the
developer, owner, OI OREIator for gas service to new residential
MHPs where such XD tenants use gas directly in ¢as appliances in
each occupalCY.

oie -

5. ©Tach respondent gas utility sk rovide written

of privately owned MHP gas distribu-
ion systems who provide submetered ¢as sazvice
of =he recuirements of Title 49 of

notification to operators

=0 their tenants
<he Colde 0f Federal Regulations
Parts 191 and 192, as issued by the Q0ffice of

line SaZlexy
Operations, respecting the f£iling of annuval

reports for the
of Transportati

-ty bk

preceding calendar yeas with the Department

- td was

(DOT) on oxr before Januvary l15.
7.

The notice recuired by Ordering Paragraph 6 shall be by
»ill insert or ocher suitable means and shall request the afiected

o file copics of these annual FepoTts with the serv-
nd nmote that failure %o f£ile such copies of the
repores shall result in loss o< the master-meter

wate Qifferential mrovided by PU Code Section 739.5.
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8. Upon failure of the affected v operator to file the

reguired copy of the DOT report wish the ttility within the specifiec
time pexriod, ¢

he uwaility shall notify such operatoer tha+s unless, withe
in 30 days, evidence is received by the utility showing the repocziing
requirenents have Deen fulfilled,

eme mascer-meter rate differential
wiil Be discontinved. Should t

Re operater still not file the required

report, the uwtility shall discontinue the master-meter rate differential

and notify the Commission, within 45 days,

of twe nanes and addresses
0% «he MHRP operalors who

mave had <he master-meter rate gifferential

discontinved for fa:.:.v..:e ~0 file +he required copy ©of whe DOT report.
PY

mwis order becomes effective 30 days from today.

ecea 0T 61881

a= San Prancisco, California.
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ICHN E BRYSON
President
RICHARD D. GRAVELLE
LSO\‘JRD M. GRIMES, JR
VICTOR CALVO
PRISCILLA €. GREW
Commissioness
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APPENDIXY A
Appearances in Phase II of Case
9988 on January 23, 1979 and Subsequently

LIST OF APPEARANCES

Resporndents: Malcolm H. Furbush, Robert Ohlbach

2, and Xexmit R.
Kubitz, by Kermit R. Kubitz, aa:*v W. Long, Jr., and Bernard J.

Della Santa, Assornevs at Law, for Pacifie Gas and Elecwz:
Company: Randall W. Cnil .eso, Astorney at Law, for San Dieg

Gas & Zlectric Company; Carol B. qe:*;ncson, Atto:ney az Law,

for Southern California ZG1sOn Corpany: L/ Jdehx §. Fick, John H.
Cralg III, ané David J. Gilmore, Attornevs az Law £or Southern
California Gas Company; and Robert J. Coli, .“ev at lLaw,

for Southwest Gas Corporation.

Interested Parties: Adaxms, Ducue & Hazel<ine, by F. Jack Liebau
and Williazm F. Capps, A orneys 3t lLaw, ‘o- Unicorn Iact *"es--/
Graham & Jazmes, bv Bo is H Lakus=a, Dav~d J. Marchant, Thomas J.
MacBride, and Cec*Ie A, Tenerv, Attn.“eve at Law, for wes. o
%ob;-ehome Association: Denris 3. Kavanach, Attor mev at Law, Zox
Golden State Mobi le ome Owners League, inc.; Alan R. Kilbo‘”,
for Califorrnia Edisen Utilities Conmpany: and John W. wWits, Cisy
Attorney, by William S. Shaffran, Deputy City Attorney, £or the

City of San Dieco.

Commissien Staff: William J. Jemnings, Attorney at Law, and R. S.
Kahlon.

. 1/ Defendant in Case 10599.
2/ Complainant in Case 10599.




