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Overview

Argentina’s liquefied petroleum gas (LPG) markes kéferent social and economic players involvehsas LPG
producers, LPG bottling companies (which subdivide product and placed it in tanks), distributimmpanies,
traders and end users.

LPG production (liquefied propane and/or butang gas characteristics of an oligopolistic markeneentrated in
a few companies, being the main one YacimientosoRfetros Fiscales SA (YPF) -the Argentine nationdl
company-, and goes to those tanks approximately 66fe total butane production and 2% of the tptalpane
production. Also, the division sector has an oligiigtic conformation type, where about 30 compamiagicipate
on it. Different is the distribution sector anddirsales conditions there it is very fragmented.

LPG production and trading supply the domestic kPG is also exported. The fraction that is idest to local
consumption is sold through pipelines and tankgyTdre regulated in different manners by the ArigenNational
Government, being particularly monitored the sgllof tanks because they are consumed mainly by dhedt do
not have access to natural gas, and more spelyifipalow-income sectors.

In this sense, the National Government launchea0i®8, under the No. 26,020 Act, the Progrdbarrafa para
Todos’—Tanks For All- (PGPT), with the aim of providingw-income residential consumers LPG tanks(10kg,
12kg and 15kg), which can be purchased at a skredittial price. This program subsidized to LPG migps,
namely producers, bottlers and distributors, sthis way the government could secure the suppgnaffordable
price.

But PGPT began to have problems in its implemestatind effectiveness in achieving its goal, sibdenefited all
kind of users, regardless of their socio-econontoalditions or accessibility to the pipelines. Blesi, the subsidies
that the offering players should have received wereupdated regularly, and they started sellirg tdnks at a
higher price as the one agreed between the Nattasd and the companies, distorting the plan’s&akgoal that
was to settle the energy needs of most vulneraoi®rs.

That is why the Argentine National Government dedido end the PGPT Program and implement a new one
instead since April 2015 calledHogares con Garrafa— Houses with Tanks — (HoGar), whose purpose is to
subsidize or compensate directly low-income homergnsocial or communitarian housing in all theitery of
the Republic of Argentina that consume 10kg, 12kd &5kg LPG tanks, who are located in areas thatoddvave
pipelines service or are not connected to any dgstitiition network in their area. The identifiedusehold
estimation showed that more than 50% of people wdetanks (2.5 million households) would be (araltzing)
subsidized.

In sum, the spirit of this article arises from thebate on the allocation of public resources apit tlesults: in the
case of the LPG in tanks social program (PGPT) émgnted by the National Government, its evaluatioowed
that the social energy policy applied was inapgetprand had distortions in the distribution of twepected
benefits, so it was decided to replace PGPT byib@ar Program. However, this social energy poli&cpécessary
because it is possible that in certain areas the mjpeline network would never be developed forngei
economically and financially unprofitable; thatwéy it is necessary that the National Governmestiemadequate
supply of energy sources to low-income sectors.

Methods

The purpose of the evaluation of public policiesdsvalue the usefulness and goodness of publéantion in
society, which one should be the role of the pubkctor. Among policy analysts’ criteria, we highli the one
from Laswell (1962) and Dye (1995) who considert ttiee design is made in identifiable stages that loa
examined in isolation. These are: (1) detectioproblems and needs; (2) making the diagnosis: @inaézation
and definition of the problems and needs, (3) idelthem in the Administration’s agenda; (4) desifjian action
plan (formulate the public intervention’s goals,oide of instruments and defining actions); (5) perf or
implementation; and finally, (6) evaluation of thelicies and programs implemented, including itsnitaring and
control.



In addition to the public polices’ cycle with adigonal conception of evaluation as the last stafythe planning
process, we considered outstanding Cirera and el@2000) point of view, who argue the need for a
‘comprehensive evaluation’ where the review is iedrrout at all stages of the programs’ design, yairad the
relevance and coherence of the problems, objectargd instruments raised, the process of the program
implementation and its results.

In this regard, it should be noted that public $fars are characterized by the granting of bengfithe form of
monetary benefits and the provision of goods amdises to citizens, who are the result of a pdditidecision
process (World Bank, 2014). But it is necessary sligh transfers are actually performing the ddsireneficiary
because the point here is to socially assist peloptey in poverty or indigence (Stiglitz, 2000 lcase it is not
granted efficiently and correctly, it should beiesved and evaluated for a possible modification.

In sum, since both tanks’ programs, PGPT and Ho&arpart of the National Government public spegdiecause
those are social energy public policies, it is @t evaluate them regularly to ensure that resssiare allocated
correctly to the desire population without reachtimg evaluation only in the final stage of the jpupblicy cycle.

Results

The GPT Program was the result of a wise and nagesgslitical decision which sought to meet therggeneeds

of vulnerable populations throughout Argentina, ticatarly the North-eastern region that has no ratgas
pipelines; this implied an important effort fronetNational Government in budget-transfer matters.

While the program proved to be effective to meet tbroposed need, it presented problems during its
implementation and could not meet the proposed ctiie presenting target-population inclusion esroby
subsidizing houses that did not need the diffeat¢edi price of the tanks.

This situation arose because of the universal ctarrghat the program initially had, which distried the benefit
independently of the socio-economic householdsitiond or access to the gas network.

Likewise, the fact that fixed selling prices westablished to compensate supply (all segmentsecEBG’s chain)
and that these were not be updated, caused psat®@tdins to the point that the final sale pricgeead between the
National State and companies were not respecterte She policy’s objective could not be accomplishthe
population that actually needed access to moreagsimal energy sources could not be benefited.

The launch of theHoGar Program replacingGarrafas para Toddsallowed through a focused social and energy
policy to define the target population: identifyitggitimate beneficiaries of the program in studyl aedirecting
subsidies.

Conclusions

The research allows us to infer that the PGPT Rragrepresented an appropriate political decision Had

contradictions between its formulation and its iempentation as a social program and as an enerdic mdbicy,

generating allocation problems and inclusion errbenefiting users who did not need subsidies saasterring
resources inefficiently.

Redefining the plan as ‘HoGar’ Program allowed ecting it from the formulation (targeted policy) daits

implementation, assuring a better distribution led granting resources from the State to the degiogailation,
properly identifying it.

Finally, it is observed that despite the large amoof natural gas reserves (conventional and ureatonal)
available in Argentina, this does not necessatilgrgntee access to gas pipelines in areas whiely sreé supplied
with LPG tanks and receive subsidies as well, b&edus not always economically feasible to ddlterefore, it is
imperative to supply these areas and vulnerablellptpns with energy sources, either LPG or othdrstitutes
present in abundance in North-eastern Argentineh s biomass or hydroelectric power, allowing tise of
cleaner and renewable energies.
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