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BEFORE !BE PUBUC UTILITIES CO~SION OF '!HE STATE OF CA.LIFOIUt~ 

In ~he M.a:tter of the Applieat:ion ) 
of the SOU"t.E:EKN CALIFORNIA EDISON ) 
COMPA..~ for Authority to: Increase ) 
its Consel:V4tion/t.oad Management ) 
Adjustment 3i11ing Factor; to Make ) 
Cereain·Changes to its Base Rates' ) 
audCertain Other Rate levels to ) 
Cc'Cform. to the Rate Design C:-i~eria ) 
Set Forth in Decision No. 82-12-055 ) 
or the California Public Utilities . ) 
Code; to Make Ce~taiu Cha~ges to its ) 
Consen-atiou/Load. Management Adjust- ) 
mentClause l'a:rif£; and to Review ) 
the Reasonableness of Edison Expend- ) 
itures Reflected in the Conservation/ ) 
toad Mana.g~nt Adjust::nent Clause in ) 
1983. ) 

-------------------------------) 

Application 83-12-02 
(Filed Decembe'%' 1, 198~; 
ameudedJuue 29.~ 1984) 

Carol 3. RenniDgsou, Lam C40 Mount. and· Clyde 
E .. Rirscb£eld, AttO'rDeYS ac taW~ for 
applic:.a.nt .. 

Fred John and Tom Clarke, Attorneys at Law, .and sare..a. Secord., for Southern California Gas 
Company. inte:-ested party. 

James S40 Rood and 'I'1:oothv E. '!l:eaeI, Attcrueys 
at Law, Ge<rrs;:e A. A:aaroii, and Sandra French~ 
for the cocmiss~ou staz:. 

OPINION --------..-

!'his. decision increases the·Co1lservat ion/!.oad· lI..anagement 
Adjus~nt Bill1ng Fa.ct.or :rom 0.02& to 0.094 ce=s ~~t""...-ho.:::' for 

an esti::lated annual revenue it1crease of $38,369,000, provides for 

:1O<ii:Eications t:o Southern California Edison Cocp4Uy'S existing con­

servation progracs to effec: greater energy savi:lgs, and pe::mits 
:ninor ::oc!i£ica1:ions to its Conserva1:ion/Load Management Adjust::neut , 

Cl.ause tariffs. 
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I - BACKGROUND 

Applicant Sout:her:l C41i£onlia. Edison Company (Edison) 

seeks an order granting it authority to: increase its 

Conserva.tion/Load M.anagement Adjustment :s.illiug Factor (CU!A.BF); 

to change its rate levels to conform to the rate design criteria 
set forth in Cottmissio'll decisions .and the Public Utilities Code 

(PO Code); and to make certain changes to its Conservation/toad 
Management Adjustment Clause (CI.MAC) tariffs. 

Edison also requests findi1lgS that the reco~ed and 
proposed levels of eouservation and load managemeut expeuses are 
reasonable. 

After due notice pablic b.ear1ngs we:re held befOft 

Administrative Law Judge N. R • .Johnson in Los Angeles on Kittell 27 it 
1984~ aud the matter was submitted. Testfmony was Pftsented Oll 

behalf of Edison by its supervisor of solar programs 1n the 
Conservation .a.nd Load Management Division of the Customer Sel:Vice· 
Depa:rtmeut, Don F. Sedan,.!/ by the manager of theCO'CSen'&tiou 

program: witb:1n the Conservation aM· toad Management Division of 

the Customer Service Dep.al:tment ~ Mar,go A. ~ell$, by the S'tl'pervUor 

of regulatory economics in the Regt.tlatory Cost Divisi011 of the 
Revenue Requi.rements Deparonent, .1ohn 1.. J~tz,l/ and by two 

rate. srri&l.1sts in the Revenue Requirements Department. David R. 
R1.:maarr./ and Peter S. Goeddel;lI on behalf of s:a£f by public 
utilities regulatO%Y analyst Saudra hench .and by research program 

1/ Commission staff (staff) review of Edison's t:est:£mao.y and 
exhibits revealed no substantial issues,. so the tes1:1mouy and 
exh!bits were incorporated iuto the record without the physical 
presence of the witness • 
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specialist Ca:l 3. lUaubaeb.;~/ on behalf of Sun Mizer Contracting 

Company (Suu Mizer) by its president~ Kenneth Mize; and on behalf 
of the Insulation Contractors Association ('ICA) 'by the president 
of Progressive I:lSUlation Company~ Steve Anderson. 

On Jane 20~ 1984~ the presiding administrative law 
judge issued a ruli~ set~ing aside submission of the matter and 

settillg an additio'Cal day 0: hearUzg~ July ll;t 1984. ontb.e 
limited issue of the c~e a.nd amoun: of the difference in 

presently anticipated funding levels of $3&.4 million on an 
annualized basis above present rate revenues as compared to the 
original revenue inc=ease request of $14.1 million. 

Preparatory to the additional day of hearing Edison 
filed an amended application and supplementary exhibits 
addresstng the forecast of the operatio~ for Residential 

• Couserv'atio'll Services (ReS) programs in 1984. the forecast ¢f 
the operations for Residential Conservation Financing Program 
(ReF?) in 1984. and a rate p:oposal for an August l~ 1984-
revision date. These supplementary exhibits were presented 
into evidence at the .July 11. 1984 hearing date by Edisou 
witnesses. Pet:er S. Goeddel. David R. Hinman,. and Margo A. 

Wells. 
In addit:iou t:o re:leeti:g higber reveaue reqciremeuts,. 

the acended application requested tha~ this C~1ssion adopt a 
ClMA3F based upon·a, five-month forecast (August through 
December 1984) of the expenses associated with the specified 
programs authorized for U2c 1usiou in the C1...'"!AC a':1d a 12-mo'O.th 

Edison r S review of staff witness's testimony and exhibits 
revealed no substantial issues; the%'efore" the testimony and 
exhibits were illc0%'p0r4ted into the reco:d without the 
physical p%'ese1lce of the wi.t'J:less. 
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ac~iza~ion of the esti=ated Augus~ l~ 1984 balances in the 
three specified program balancing accounts included in the CI.."!AC 

which reflect recorded revenues cmd eX?ettSes. l'b.e changes in 

rate levels are proposed to becoce effective for electric 
service rendered on and after August 1, 1984. 

II - GENERAl. 

In general, the purpose of the ap?lication was to 
demonstra.te the reasonableness of amounts expended in 1983- for 
the specified conservaeion programs and to establish. a. 1984-
funding level based on the continuation and/or modification of 

the existing programs. .In support of this re~est Edison 
included ~ the application exh£bits and testi=ony relating 
to offset filings for the solar rebate demonstration program 
(SRDP), the RCS~ and the RaP ~ together with a rate propOsal 
to accomplish such offsets. S~aff' s Energy Conservation Brauch 
made a. comprehensive &ll8.1ysis of Edison r s showings and issued· one 

report on the ReF? and the RCS programs and another report ou 
the SRDP. These reports included staff's recOtm:1eudations on 
the resolution of Edison's proposals. Edison reviewed staff I S 

recomcendatiocsand accepted the majority of the rec~dations 

as reasonable. '!he items with which Edison did not CODCUr were 
outlined and explained in rebuttal ~est1mony introduced as 
evideuce at the hearing... Sta:f reviewed Edison's rebuttal 
testfcony and generally concurred with the revised proposals 
as indicated by a.n additional staff exhibit respondi:lg to Edison t s 

reb~-eal testimony ~ which was also ent:ered into evidence at the 
hearing. As a result, Edison and sta££ agreed a.t :he b.ea.,:,illg 
that any remaining differences were of no consequence • 
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III - SOLAR REBATE DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM 

Riston 

Decisiou (D.) 92251 dated September 16~ 1980 ou our 
investigatiou int:o the feasibility of establishi:o.g va.rious methods 
ofprorlding low-in:terest~ long-ter.n £:!.n.a=:ing Bolar wuer b.eati:ag 

systems for utility customers (Order Instituti.ng Investigation 42) 
authorlzed Edison to p&:'tic:ip&te 1n the SRDP. Edison has subse­
que~11 filed app11c~tious yearly seeking increases in rates to 
offset the costs of 1:aplemeuting the program. D. 92853 dated 

April l~ 1981, D.82-98-011 dated August 4~ 1982~ D.82-10-068 
dated October lO~ 1982~ a=d D.83-11-059 dated November ll~ 1983 
aut:horized increases for the calendc years 1981~ 1982~ and 
1983, respectively. 'I'hese decisions related ,solely to 4djust­
meuts to the Edison CIY.AC to recover Bolar rebate ,program 
expenses. 
Reguest 

With respect to the SRDP,. Edison reqaeS'ts: 
l. '!he Cosmnissiou authorize a Specified 

Program Ext>euse Rate of O. OOle/ 
kilowatt-hour (1do1b.),. and the result­
ant Current Specified Program Rate 
of O.OOlc/kWh to be made effective 
fer se:vice rendered on .at),Q after 
August 1) 1984. 

2.. Authorization to modify the CU!AC 
provision of its tariffs to reflect 
a sep_rately ide=i£ied balancing 
account and rel.&ted rate development 
for SRDP • 
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3. A finding that the expenses inCtlllee 
in 1983 for SRDP a:e rea.sonable. 

4. A finding that future reba.te offsets 
sbocld be included in ge~e=al rate 
increase proceedings st4-~ing i~ 
1985. 

1983 Expenses 

Staff. takes no exception to tile 1983 recorded total 

solar expenses of $l~271~lOO consisting of the foll~: 
Item -Customer Rebates 

Administrative 
Evaluation 
Low· Income 

Total 

Amount 

$ 62l~500 
400.600 
.53~600 

190,400 

$1~27l"lOO 
Customer rebates of $62l~SOO exceeded staff esttmates 

of $578,,000 bue" since it si::lply:e!lects rebate money expended" 
staff takes no" adverse. position. eo this item. The administrative 

expense of $400,,600 represents .a cost of $365 a unit: for 1" 097 
units as contrasted to an estimated expense of $472 ~ unit. 
Consequeutly staff accepts tbis amount .as re&sonable. 

The $58,,600 evaluation expeuse was $8,,800 less thau 
authorized and staff' s review· indicated. the ·am.oant to be reason­

able. Edisou was authorized to spend $447,436 for low income 
grants to- complete the program of approxfmately 300 solar syste=s. 
However" during 1983 all except 96 systems were iDsta11ed and 
approved for payment for a cost of $190,400. In total, tbe 

above-itemized 1983 solar progra.:n costs at an experienced unit 

cost much lower than expected appea= reasonable and· will be 
adopted for the purposes of this proceedi.ng • 
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1984 Exoenses 

'r'-...e following t:ab~la!:ion snmrnarizes the 1984 solar 
foreeas~ expenses presented into evidence at: th.e hearing on 

March 27 ~ 1984 as proposed by Uison and recom::ended by staff: 

Item Edison Staff 

Custcmer Rebates $525,000 $480~OOO 

Administrative: 
St&ff. Labor Expe~s 34~OOO '34 000 
Field Labor Expenses 58,000 58:000 
Comanm.ications 6,~OO 6 000 
Data' Proeess i.ng 22 .. 000 22:000 
Coutrac:tluspectious 16,000 13~600 

Evaluation: 
Co'O.Sttltant 20',000 40,000 
Submetuing 16,000 0, 

Low Income Grants 181 a 000 187;1000 
884,000 840,600 

• With. respect to customer rebates ~ Edison's est1mal:e 

• 

includes $150,000 of rebates for 1984 actually. expensed in 1983. 
Staff, therefore, decreased Edison's 1984 expense by this 
$1.50,000 to reflect the actual year expensed. Similarly staff 
increased the 1984 amount by $105,000 to reflect 1985 estimated 
expeuses that will actually be expensed in 1984, mald.ng &, :let.. 

dowo.ward adjustment of $45,000. 
Ed:tsou 's estimate of $16,000 for cOntract inspections 

reflected & 901 reinspectiou factor. Sea£f believes that: by 

exercising, care a.t the initial. inspection Edison could reduce 
inspections to a 45~ factor aDd used this .amount to reduce' this 
estimated expense amount to $13,.600. 

Edison's evaluation expense was based on an estlmate 
of $20,000 eonsalt&~ fees and $16~OOO for removal of submetering 
eqtlipmem: in 1984. staff believes the eqc~ut should not: be 
removed until 1985 in orde-= to e£:ectively ev&l.uate d4ta from 
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foar pa~icipaeing utilities on .& statewide basis. Under ehese 
cireucstances s~f believes the consul:ant's fee should be 

increased to $40»000 to extend the consultant's contraces and 
the submeteri%2g expense of $16,000 should be deleted. 'We are 
persuaded that staff's position and expense est~te) as 
described. above» are reasonable. '!he specified program SRDP­
estimated expense for the five-mo'O.tb. ~'iod August 1, 1984 
through. December 31, 1984 reflecting the above factors is 
$~9, 000 which we adopt as reasotlable. The est:tmated balance 
in the balanci-o.g account associated wit:h SImP as of August 1, 

1984 is an$11,OOO uudereollect1on resulting in a balancing rate 
of O. OOO¢/kWi:l.. 

Edison requests that ~-turefunding for its solar 
progr~ be 1ncl~ed in its general rate cases to negate the ueed 

• for Edison to file an annual. ap?lication. staff believes this 

request has merit and should be ado?ted. We agree. 

• 

rv - 'RESID~"'!IAI. CONSERVAl"ION 
SERVICES PROGRAI.'! 

Bac:kgror.:n<i 

The RCS yrogram was implemented by investor-owne<:l 
~llioruia utilities including Edison as a result of the National 
Energy Co:c.servation Policy Act 42 U .S.C. 8201, et seq. The State 
Energy Reso~es Conservation and Developcent Commission (CEC) was 
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des1gn&ted by 1:be Governor as the lead agency :o'!: the program 1:1 

California. In:Lts role as lead agency etC established s. State . 

plau wh1c:h was approved by tbe Depart:DeTl1: of E:lergy on Decembe1: 29 ~ 

1980 and i:tplemeneed systemwid.e by Ed.i.sO'O. in June 1981. Edisau 

completed lS~258 RCS audies at a cost of $$~245,.800 in 1981~ 

36~113 RCS audits .at: 8. cost of $7 ~023~400 in 1982~ and 64~29S 
ReS audits at a cost of $5~460,08S in 1983. 

Edison's J)'rO?Osed goals for 1984 are 57,8OS RCS audits, 

1,355 of which will be perfo1:med in tbe low-income market. An 

additional 11,760 audits, which bas been revised to 4,105 for 1984, 
.were to be perfor.Ded tb%ough the Santa Monica Audit Program. 

Edison' s Mul~ifamily Audi2: Program OIiFAP) for apart:mellt 

buildillgs of f:!.ve or more 'alli.es beg&'O. April l~ 1983. 
In 1984 Ed is 0: is proposix2g to expend $1, 092 ~200 ·to 

complete 3,680 Commcm Area Audits through MFA!> result:1t:g in 

S2,SOC tenant contacts. 
'the Santa Monica Audit Program stems -from an a.greement 

between the City of Santa Monica (City) ~ Southern California Gas 

Company (SOCal), and Edison. !he .agreement specified tbat a 
minixm:mof U,760 .audits be perlo%med in a. 14-mou~h period. 

'!'he City will comple~e the audits. which will include the 
installation of severa.l conservation devices, and each utiliey 

will reimburse the City for & portion of the. total cost. 
D.83-11-064 dated November 22,. 1983 01:1 Edison's App11ca:io'll (A.) 

83-08-08 for a. RCS prog=am contract between Edison,. SoC .. l, and 
City and SoCal's A.83-08-33 for a Res program ~ the City of 

San~a Monica aathorized Edison and SoCal to C4rr.y oa: the agree-

ment entered into with t:;e Ci ~y ~ the ei'ty .....:] j ;er.EOQ RCS alXits ~ 

install specific conservation measu~s. It was anticipated th41: 

audits would. begin by JU1:e 1984. However, as subsequeut1y diseussed,. 
1mp1eme:rta.tio'll of the program was delayed • 
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'I'he 1983-apPl:OVed Res fu:ding is $6~139~240 with au 
411ticip.a.ted expencii'b:re for 'that year of $5,957,550 and an 
anticipated expenditure level of $6,637.800 for 1984 including 
RCS ' s ~ .MF A:P' s, and City's RCS programs ... 
Reqaest 

Edison requests: 
1. Authorization of a speei£ied progra: 

expense rate of 0.014e/~, a 
balancing rate of 0.002¢/kWb., and 

• the resultant current specified 
program rate of O.016e/kWh be made 
effective for service rendered on 
and after Augus1: 1, 1984. 

2. Authorizat ion to modify the ~.AC 
provision of its tariffs to reflect 
a separately identified balaneing 
account and related rate development 
for the CRS program; and 

3. A finding that the expenses iDcurred 
in 1983 for Res are reasonable. 

1983RCS Expenses, Goals, 
'and Achievements 

!'he following tabulation s,.rmmarizes Edison's 1983 
reeorded RCS expenses: 

Item 
Program Annotlncements & 

Other Advertis~ 
Audit: Costs 
RecQr(!keepiu:g an<:! Reporting 
Audit· Tra.ining 
COmputer Costs 
Program Planni~g and Development 
Administrative Costs 

Total 
Audits 
Cost per Audit 

-10-

1983· 
Expense 

$32'0,633 
4,142,353 

48,709 
109,451 
542,183 
122,312 ' 
174,444 

$5.,460,08$ 
64,2:95· 
$84.92 
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Edison notes ~hat: d~ to the li:nitatio:s on the 1983 
Res budget, the Res. sha~ of the costs of a joint RCS/RCFP . 

direct mailer and special marketixlg campaign was fu'tlded through. 
RCFP. Under these cireumstanc:es~ staff wit:1ess French testified 
that the "Program Atmouncements & Other Advertisi::g" should be 
increased from $320,633 to $800,000, mald:ng a total 1983 recorded 
RCS expeue of $5,939,452 or $92.38 per audit. Yith thl.s eb&nge~ 
staff recommends this Coom1ssion find the total expenditure of 
$5,939,452 for 64,295 aadits %easonable and in keeping with the 

goal of 50,000 audits at .. cost of $5 ~ 000,000", nus position 
appears reasouable and will be adopted. 
1983 . HF AP Expend1e1ttes, Goals, 
and Achievements 

'!he budget allocated to MEAP by Cocmissiou Resolution 
N~ .. E ... 1969 dated J'uly 12~ 19S~ was $639,240 fromtbeba1aucing 
account to· cover the cost of 2,000 common area audits and 30,000 
tenant con:acts", According to the -record, the actual 1983-
£iguTes were 2,093 cozr=on area. audits and 42,4OS tenant contacts 
at a eost of $67l,317. Under these eircumstances, staff ~ecommends 
tha.t the expenditures be found reasonable. ~e agree. 
1984 'RCS Budget Review 

Tabulated below in 1984 dO'll.ars is Edisou's 1984 RCS 
forecast: expenditures, together with tbe se4ff-reeommendea 
amounts: 
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Item 

Program Annoacc .... =a ~ Low Income 
Outreach. and Other RCS Advertising 

Audit Cosu 
Reeordkee~1ng a:ad Reporting 
Audi:cr ~ai ning 

~Cost:s 

hogram Pl'C'Cing and Development 
Program EvaJ:ca:tio1:1 
Admini-stra2:ioc. 

Total 
Total Audits 57.805 

$ 

Edison's 
Revised 

9847 400 

37349~500 

567 600 
137~400 

292~700 

170,200' 
184,000 
155,800 

$5,330,600 

$- 57S~,OSO 

3~872.93S, 

50.904 
404~63S 

332~800, 

131.,070 
l6O.ooo 
155,'800 

$S-, 780 ,500 

Aceording to Qe %'ecord~ sa££ did :\Oe intend tb.at: the 
staff eOS1:S be eo~t..-;,teC. .e..s pe:-:o:':"'.a .... <:e $~a:c:a:cis, :,~t :atlle: 

as <;e:le:::-al ~<!e!:"::'es :0: pr.:-~ses 0: a:a1.ys:'s. ~SQ:' 

accepts staff's recommended 1984 program expenses of $5,780,.500 _, 
and ~ ~ aad!: COS1: of $loo se~ for---b. in Oe ~ t:abal.&t:iou, 
bu: wishes to maint.ai:l the flexil>:f.l~ t4 reuloca.te nmcs amot:g 
tbe va:=-1.ous ?rog%_ t::ategories and ~e to the beretom line". 

I: is noted :hat Eciison' $ revis.ed est:i::ta.ted cost £igare of 
$5,330,600 for 57,805 audi:s is well be-lov sta.ff's state<! goal of 
$l~. ~ al:cii:. CO:seque:tly ·.-re. will aC.opt ECison' s :evisec. 
est':"""ete as =easo-~:be • 

• 
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~ foUOW'il!g tabul~iO'C. presents Edison t s proposed 

1984 MFA! badge~: 

Item. 

Program A~e:oent:s 
.md Otb.~ Advert:isi:1g 

Audit: Costs 

'Reeordkeepi::l.g and 
Reportil:g 

Audit "!raining 

Computer Cos~$ 
Program Planning ~ 

Developmene 
Ad=in~strative Costs 

'rota.!. 

Number of Audits 3,680 

Cost P«m:eu~ase 

$ 79,700 n 
a07,500 74 

7,000· 1 
49,800 5-

42,200 4 

66,600 6 

39,400 3 -$l,092,:roO lO~ 

=:13-

Cost 
Per Audit , 

$ 2l.66 
219'.43 

l .. 90 
13.53 
ll.47 

18.09 
lO.71 

$290.79 

.,' 
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In co:lparing t!le 1983 expencitu:res with the 1984 
proposec bud.get~ staff found the 1984 CQst per audit budget 
a:uouut socewbat high. It th.e:-e:ore :-ecocr:ends that the budget 
amount be approved but ~~e cost per aueit reeucee to $320 
by inereas ing the -m::nl:>er of CO::r::::lon area audits by l82. The 
revised esti=ate indicates a cost per audit of S29i which 
appears reasonable and will be a.dopted. 

Edison origin.ally proposed a 1984 budget coont of 

$572~800 for the Santa Monica Audit Pr~am. Rowever~ delayed. 
implementa.tion of the Santa Monica RCS prog=am by the City bas 
resulted in a reduction in ~~ds necessary for 1984. The 
original forecast scheduled program i=plementation for 
January 1984; the progra:1 was not l:Ilplemente<:1 until May 1984. 
In addition~ due to the tl.:l.ng of invoice proeessi:lg~ it is 
antic ipated that payment on November and December invoiees 

from the City will not be made u-o:ci1 19~5. As a result~ 

the 1984 Sauta Monica RCS program is now estimated· to cost 
$215-.000 • 
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v - RESID~"'!IAI. CONSERVATION 
FINANCING PROGR.AM 

'BackSi!ound 

!he RCFP includes four program elements as follows: 

1. The basic: RCF? loan a~ cash rebate 
prograc for single-family dwellings 
(oue to four units)~ :obile homes~ 
and multif~ily complexes (dwellings 
of five or more tmits); 

2. A COmmotl area rebate ?l:'ogram (CAR); 
3. A low-income ~am which includes 

dL..-ect weatherization and double 
rebates to sup?Ort the purchase of 
evaporative coolers; and 

4. An energy-efficient refrigerator 
program. 

!he pa:rpose of Rc:FP is to conserve eue-rgy and promote 
efficient energy use· by offering f1t:anc1al 1xu:entives to 
res identia.l customers to install cO'%lServatioe. mea.su=es and to 
:eplace inefficient energy-using equipment. 

D.82-11-OS6 dated Nove:nber 17 ~ 1982, ott Edison's 
A.61066 proposing a :ero-iaeerest loan and cash incentive 
program, anthorl.zed fund1:og of $8- .. 9 million to implement its 
Ref? Resolution No. E-1969 dated July 12, 1983 allowed ca=ry­
over of unspeue 1982 conservation funds makillg a total of $9.S­
taUlion. 

D.82-11-086 altered ~he prog=am proposed in A.61066 
by raising the loan in1:e:-est from 01. to ~ .annual pereent:age· rate ~ 
removing the requirement: for a load cycli:g aevice 7 anc. :DO'd:.:r...ng 
the energy-e:f1eient refrigerator ?rogra= requireme~s • 
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!he decision also aathorized Edison to incorporate a 
California corporation 4$ a subsidiary to administer all aspects 

of the program. AJ!. a. result~ a. wholly owned subsidiary ~ the 

Conse=vation FinalX'ing Co-rpora.tion (CFC) was £o:r=ed and a $10 
million project fi~ing arra~ement was established with the 
Bank of ~ica.. The debt to equity ratio of this arrangement 
to ftmd. customer loans is 80/20 with SQ: funded by the project 

financed loan and the remaining 201. provided by Edison in the 

fo:rm of au equity investment.. Edison is authorized to earn the· 

same rate of return on i1:8 investment in CFC that was allowed 

in its most recent general rate case decision. 
On March l~ 1983 Edison filed a Project letter 

requesting Comcissiou app-rcval of: (1) the a.g:'eements giving 
administrative control of the RCFP to Edison' 8 firumcitlg 

subsidiary. CFC; (2) the f1%lallCia.l arrangements between CFC. 

Edison, 4ud the Ba1lk of .A:=erlc:a; aDd (3) the filing of periodic 
advice letters to adjust the debt-service portiO'O. of the CLMA13F .. 

By Resolution No. E-1970 dated June 15. 1983. the Commission 

approved the reqlleSts made in the. Project Letter. and on .JUtle 20~ 

1983tbe ere secured the $10 million project finaneiug loan with 
1:be !a:c.k of .America.. 
Request 

With 1:espeet to the ReF? Edison seeks: 
1. A finding that the eurrent specified 

Pt'O§:a:n rate of O.077¢/kw~ for RCFP 
is .air~ just, and reasonable. 

2. A finding tha:t nine proposed 
modifications to RCFP are reasonable 
a.nd justified. 

3. A finding that the recorded 1983 RCFP 
expenditures a.re reasonable and 
justified • 
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4.. A f indix2g that the proposed programs 
and expenditures for 1984 are 
reascmable .. 

S. Authorization for the incorporation 
of a separately identified balauetcg 
acco~t and a related rate develop­
ment for RCF'P. 

6.. Authorization for the use of CFC for 
administering a.nd fiIlancing loans 
under RCFP .. 

Staf£-~eeommended Modifications 
After :eviewi1:lg this matter ~ staff recommends 

modifications to the present and/or Edison-proposed RCFPs 
involving warranties~ load program financing limits~ minimttm 

installation standards~ R-value limitatiO'C.$~ itlSpeet~otlS~ 

performatlce link to outrea.eb.~ ac:!:::dn1stration costs as a 
?erceutage of total costs, guidelines for low-income eligibility 
CTiteria, new rebates eligibility c!ate, and elimination of the 
RCS audit requirement for wall and floor iusulation. 

Ordering Paragra.ph S .. v. of D.82-ll-086 provic!es: 
"v .. All work :illaDced 'Ctlder Rcn> shall be 

covered by repai= or replae~nt 
warranties equaling or exceec!iog 
those required by the RCS State Pla::!., 
including a three-year manu£aeture~fs 
warranty for free repair or replace­
:nent of materials and devices 
financed utlde: the program, but 
including labor costs only for the 
first: year as provided in the ReS 
State Plan .. " (Mi:neo.. p.. 45 .. ) 
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Staff recom=ends that t:is provision be extended to 

a.ll new modl£ic:atio1l8 to ReF!" measures resulting from this 
a.pplication a:d. further. the W&4Tanty for 101411 insulation be 

extended to a. three-year wanam:y fer both material and labor 

because of potential problems associated with the difficulty of 
installing such insulation. 

For :he purpose of controlling program costs. staff 
recoamencls fina1lC~ l1mits ou insulation inst'a.llations similar 

to those in effeet for SoCal as follows: 

All Other All 
Approved Apt>roved 

Me.asc-res Cellulose Material Material 
(cents per . squ.a.re foot) 

Floor insul&t1on R-ll or 
greater 

Vall 1nsula:ion R-ll or 
50 

great:er 80 
Attic Insul.a.t:ion~ R-ll 40 44 
Attic . Insulat1ou~ R-19 43· S2 
Above R-19when: permitted 

addit1on&l amount per R 
above 19 1 1 

To ettsUre that the participating customer ach1.eves 

enough ene:gy savings to make the measures cost-effective~ staff 
recommends the following minimum installation sta~ards for 
Edison: 

MeaS'tl'::'e 

Attic: Insulat:iou 
Wall Insulation 
Floor Insulation 
Dace Wrap 
Ca.ulkingNea.ther-

strippil:1g 

Single Familv 

400 sq.ft. 
600 sq.ft. 
25 lin.ft. 

20 lin.ft. 
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300 sq.ft. 
400 sq.ft. 
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To ensure the cost-effectiveness of attic insulation 
insullations ~ sta£f recOtIlQends the followitlg R-valuerestrietiOIlS. 
tb.a.t can. be installe<! =elative to what 'QJJ.y be in place: 

Existing. 
Area R-Value 

Mi.n:1l:rom 
Installed 

Mini:1u:c. 
Ach.ieved 

ora.nge, Los Angeles, Veutu:ra~ 
aDd Santa Barbara counties 0 - 15 

MOt:.o ~ Inyo~ Tulare ~ Keru, San 
Bern4rd1no, and Riverside 
counties 0 - 19 

11 19 

II 19 

If R-lS or more was orig1na.lly installed. 1:lothingcan 
be a.dded, except in certain mountain. comctlllities, aver J..OOO feet 
elevation, where the severe winter weather makes it cost­
effective for the participant to install greater values. An 
example is .Ha:::tot:h in Mono County. 

Yith respect to inspections of installations:t staff 
rec:oz:amends : 

1. 1001. of all do-ie-yourself jobs either 
rebated or financed by Edison. must be 
inspected. 

2. If t:he measures aree~aetor-iusta.lled 
and the contractor achieves a 9Oi. pass 
rate on· inspections:t then tl'!e inspection 
rate for that contractor can be dropped 
to 207. of all jobs penor=eci. 

3. If the- contractor receives .a not:iee 
from Edison of a pot:elltial hazardous 
condi~ion, Edison should pot that 
contractor on 1007. i:S?ection for 100 
jobs followi:lg ~he i:lSpectiO'O. failure. 

Staff reco:cencs that each of the low-i~ome contracts 
atld grants awarded in 1983 and 1984 be described to this Cocmissi¢tl, 
in the £or:n of a report setting forth the value for the produce 
received for each contract, i.e. dollars per lead, dollars per 
eligibility, dollars per b.oce weatherized, with the first report 
to be filed three :DOnt!ls after the effective dec'ision date. 
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Staff reeOtDe1lds that: a guideline of 351. of total costs 
be estahlishe<l for &dm1nistrative costs ~ i.e.. all costs which are 
not & part of the loan program or rebates; and. :further~ thae 
var1anc:es above the 351. guideline be expla.ined in the reasonable­
ness review peri'ormedammally for CL'!AC. 

Staff recommends guidelines for low-income eligibility 

criteria. similar to those 1n effect for SoCal as follows: 

1. Eld~ly people defined as those 60 
years and older with incomes at 2004 
ar less of federal poverty guide liDes .. 

2.. Disabled people witb. incomes at 20~ 
or less of federal guidelines. 

All other low-iIlcome customers f eligibility criteria would remain 

a.t 1507. of federal poverty gnidelines. Disability should be 
verified by a physician or a Center for Independeut tiviIlg as a 

permanent disability. 
Staff recommends cae effective date of this decision 

as the official seartup date for re~e eligibility once any 
program. element is under way.. Such date is to be set: forth' in 
RC'.FP literature as the official date for rebate eligibility for 

thU measure. 
~ r~ t"':tlt L"l keepi."l9'witn A3 2158 ,(l983 

Statutes r C'lapte: 1164), no acs audit !:Ie :e<:r.Jiree £0: a. .... y reison et.::StO'ne:S wi~ 

elec1::ie space !'lea-:i:lg to collect a rebate or receive a loa."l on wall,ari:./or 

floc: i.~tion, central bea~ pt:::;?S, hea!:'pt.:n? ·.o1ater heate:s, andwholehoose fa.~. 

All of the above-<!escrl.bed S1:&ff-reeOtrlQe1lded 

modifications 1:0 the ReF? are acceptable to Edison,. appear 

reasonable to us,. and will be adopted • 
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1983 0ud5e~ and ~nses 

:'he followi::g eabul.a.tion sets forth the 1983 am::o-rize<! 

ReF? bttdge't, toge=er w2h :he aCtual t1au tbrough. December 1983,. 

Most of 't:e $S, ll4. 000 increase of actual over mt:horizeC is 
accounted for in sums paid di=eetly to ::d1son custODlen 1.::1 the 
fon. of ::eba.:es. Such. i=nase redtzeed ueUiey adm:!.:1is':raeive 
costs expressec as a percentage of total CO$ts from 367. to 281.. 
Staff review foutld Qe actual. -recorded ex;>encl1:tm:es to be 

reasoeable. We find t2t the 1983 expenditces are reason.aJJle, 

howeve=, we are concer.leC. about the :naqni tude of i:l.c:'ease (200 %) 

for cash i:lcentives beyone. our oric;in.U a:athorization. While 

'U:ldoubtedly the proc;=ams a::e popula: to customers and easier to 

aCmlnister tAan loans, we are :lot convinced that widesp:ead cash 

e i:lCe:c.tives induce cust01:1e:'S to parch.ase a refriS'~rator or other 

conservation ::teas'C::'e that they would. otherwise ~ purehase. The 

evid.e:lce in this p::oceedi:lg eonce...'"7liDg t!le cost-effeetive:less of 

e 

cash incentives Cid not adequately address these concerns. 

hcg: Adm1n1st~10t'1 
a1 QPe=a::ions 

Accoaa:s Payable/Aeeoaats 
Receivable 

homotiac. 
Field ?=ocessi:cg 
Data ?:oee.ssU!:g 
I..cw-income Ou'erea.cb. 
Other 

Subcotal 

I.o&n ~faI:t Rac, C)C 
!.auk Interes: Due 
!&uk :ees 
lneome Tax 
Edisou Equity Ret~ on 

:nveSCJeut., . 
Ocher 

Suo1:o1:a.l 

Au:s.orized 
Badget 

$ 869,000 

65,000 
960,000 
884,000 
462,000 
174,000 
126.1000 

3,540,000 

l,125,000 
192,000 

62,000 
151,000 

7,000' 
, 7:1 000 . 

1,688,000 
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Year-eud 
Exoer:.ses 

$ 936:.000 

35,000 
1,292,000 
1,214,000 

440 000" 
133:000 

83 1000 
4~133,OOO 

45,000 
5,00.0 

6C,OOO 
7,000 

7,000 
1.COO 

125-,000 
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Cash Incentive Prog;:am 
Single Faily 
Multifamily 
CAR 
Refrigerator 
Contr~cts and Grants 

Subtotal 
Grand Total 

1983 Goals and Achievements 

1.725,,000 . 
.. ,' 300.000 

750.000 
1.500.000 
. 297,000 
4.572.000 

$&800+000 

10,,656.000 
$14 , 914 d 000 

. The follO'W1r1g' tabulation compares Edison t s goals as 
set forth in its RCP? Implementation, Plan with its year-eud '. 

- . 
achievements: 

Single family 

Multif~ly 

Refrigerators 
Total 

(l\umber of Measures Financed 'and Rebated) 
.~ '. - 1983.-' 

. 1983 Goals Achievements 

13,992 
7,400 

301 000 
51,392 

,16,548 
16,593 
31,487 
64,628 

Edison states tb.s.t its goal for low-income customer 
participation·is l:l.~ equal to pereeut&ge of low-income customers 
of total pr1mary customers. '!he.actual 1983 low-income partici­
pation percentage in RCFP- measures was .approximately 20%, well 
above the above-stated goal of ll.~. Staff review foutld dl.e 

1983 RCFP achievements to be reasonable. We agree. 
1984 Goals and ~ud8et 

Edison'. initial. proposed '1984 bttdset ·ccma1ata of· a base 
amount .and a. mod1£ications .amount. :the modifications amounts are for 
nine mocl1£:t.eaeions to tbe RCFP proposed by Edison.. deseri~ j.n 

detail below. 

,,-.. ... ......,,. ......... '.'. 
.. •••• '-1 _ ... : ...... ", .. 
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1983 Goals ~ Aeh~~s 
"!he following tabulat:io'C. e~a::'es Edisou' s go&1s oilS 

set: forth in 12:3 RaP Implemen1:aticm ?l..ax: vieb. its yea-:-eud" 

~ievementa : 

Single family 
Maleifamily 

Refrige':'aeo'!'S 
'!o~al. 

(Numbe,:, of Mea..st.'"'res :inaneed a.nd Reba:J:e<!) 
1983 

1983 Goals Achiev~n~s 

13~992 

7~400 

30,000 
Sl~392 

l6~S4a 

16.593-
31,A.87 

64.628 

Zdison states ~ ~s goal fo-r low-income eas=ome~ 
partieip&eion is ll.8': equal to pueene.age of low-1l2ccae cu.st:omers 

• 
of toeal pri:Da:y eustomers. ~.actu.tl 1983 low-1nc:ome 't)&':tic:i­

p&tion ?e':Ce~ in ReF? me.a.s~3 was approxl:la.:ely 2at. well 
above t!le above-stated goal of 11.8't. staff nv1ew fo=d the 

• 

1983 RCFP achl.evemem:s to be re.asonable. We .a:g ... ee.. 
1984 Coals and ~udget 

Edison f S initi&l proposed 1984 badget c:ot:sists of a hue 
.amoatt: =d a modifica:eiot:S amoutt:. Ib.e modifica:tious a:couuts ue ~or 
nine "J2Od.ifieuiO"as to- the RaP proposed by ::di.sou, ees.c:iJ::ee. in ."' I 
detail. below_ 
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'!!le follow"-ng :.aln:lax: io: sCows ~d~on' s rev-t..sed ~s 

as 3Ubci:ted 'W'l.t!l d:e amende<! a~licat iot: on Jt::e 29,. 1984. n:e 
Sta~ has reviewe<i ::!lese ~s a.nd :.:.:c.s -:he::: =easor:aJjl~ :.::. 

light of :b.e ctl%!.en::: level 0: ac~ivi:y i:J. t 1oti-s In'og:;a:::.. 
..; 

Ac~ ?:ojeceed 
Ja:tJUiiI%y-
Aoril 

May-
Dee~ Toal 

!3:~am AC:inistra1:ion 
ucral Qge~ae~o~ $ S09~OOO S 1,523,.000 $ 2,032,.000 ' 

Aceoants Payable/Ace«tC.ts 
73,,000 80,.000 Rece.ivable 7,..000 

Promotion 446,000 1.024,000 1,.470,.O~O 
Field Process1:lg 505.000 1,242,000 l,. 747,. 000 
D.a1:a Processing 131,000' 335,.000 466,.000, 
I..ow-income Oat:each 16,.000 30,.000 46,.000 
OCher 225;a000 673;a000 898~OOO 

Sub1:otal 1.839,.000 . 4 7 900.000 6-,739,000 
Loan ~a::t 
oa:aa~ 25.000 SZ,.OOO n,ooo 
Ba1lk Int.erest Due 6,.000- 64,.000 70'.000 
3a:lk Fees 15,.000 20,.000 35,.000 
I:lc:oce Tax 9,.000 3'3,.000 42 000 ,. , 

,U:Lson E~ey Re= on 
Invest::lent 8,.000 33,.000 41,.000' 

Other 0 3 1 °1:)0 . 3~OOO 

Sub'tOea.l 63,.000 205-,000, 263,.000 
Cash' l='enrive ' a:oeam 

S l.ilgle r a::.J. Y 3,.420,.000 6,.452,.000 9.8-72,000 
Mtr.l:i£a::ily 5,.064,.000 5,. 053,,. 000 .. a , , ... 000 ... ,. --',. . 

CAR 272.,000 997,000 1,269,000 
'Refrigera::o:' 43,000 2,760,000 2,80.3,000 
Cot:J:::' ac:$ a:d GrarJ:s 5z000 479 ~ 000 484:z000 

St:b1:oe.al 8,804,000 15,74.1.000 24,.54S~OOO 

Gra.-ce ~o::a.l $2;2! 7~ .. 000 S20?~!OOO S31 1552;000 
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It win be noted from t~e preceding comparison tabulation 

that the only difference between Edison's original proposal and 

staff's recommended allowances is under -?rogram Administration- for 

the ·Promotion- item. 

The nine prQ?OSed program modifications. whiCh Edison estimates 

would result in 15.271 measures on 13.320 dwelling units for an estimated .. 
annual savings of 44.285.424 kWh. for the orig1.nal 1984 forecast year. 

consist of the fo'1cwin9: 

1. Edison p~oses to include residential 
customers who have permanently installed wall 
of windOW electric air-conditioners that cool 
the majority of the residence hearing and/or 
centra1 e1ectric air-conditionin9 units for 
eli gibi 1ity for cash rebates and loans for pre­
coo1ers. whole house fans. evaporative 
coo 1 e1"S. and rep' aeement· hi gh-effi ci ency ai r ... 
conditioners. Edison states that su~ a 
modification wO\:ld provide more- equitable 
distri~tion of program benefits among the 
residential cus~omers and estimates that an 
additional 2.900 measures would be installed 
resulting in savings of an annual 4.733.400 
kWh. 

2. Edison pr,:>poses that the restriction against 
cash rebates and/or loans for houses bui lt 
after Novemb~r 17. 1982 setfor"th in 0.82-11-
085 issued November 17. 1982. on Edison's 
A.51066 for a zero-i nterest loan and cash 
incenti ve prosram. be partia11y rescinded to 
?ermit cash ~bates and/or loa.ns on such 
houses for pre-coolers.. whole house fans. and 
evaporative coolers. Edison estimates that 
such a modilfication to 0.82-11-086 would 
result in the installation of approximately 
SOO additional measures at an annual saving 
of 1.769.600 kWh. 

3. Edison Pt"O?oses. a Sl20 cash rebate or ~ 
financin9 for the replacemen~ of a permanently 
installe<1 wall or window ai r-conditioning 
units having an Energy Efficiency Ratio 
(EER) of 6 or less with one with an EER of 9 
or greater. Edison estimates that sueh a 
measu~ woul~ result in 2.500 additional 
measu~ with annual energy savings of 
approximately 2.055.000~Wh • 

4. Edison seer.s to remove the RCS audit 
requi refl'en~i: as a condition for financing the 
f 011 a.ri ngmeasu res: 
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Mea~re Ho Longer 
Regui ring an ReS Audit 

Wan insulation 
Whole house fans 

Heat. P'UrtII> water heaters 
Floor i nsul at'i on 
~entral heat pumps 

No Audi t Areas 

Systenwide 

Wherever resistance 
heating is used. 

S. Edi son requ~ .. sts that res; dent; al customers 
with 1ess than 12 months of sern ce be 
eligible for participation in the loan pr09ram 
if a favoraoie credit bureau report is 
receiv~. Edi son states that a credi~ 
investigation report is IOOre accurate than 
the present 12 months $ervi ce requi rement for 
a 10an grant determination. 

S. Edison propos~ a S20 cash rebate to install a 
hi gh effi ci ency pool pump motor. The S20 
represerrts ~he inererrental cost difference 
between the s:ancard and high efficiency pump 
motor and should pt"OfOOte the more efficient 
mode' at the time of replacement. Edison 
es:imates that an additional 8,000 measures 
wi" be installed with savings of 
~proxi mately 1.992.000 kWh. 

7. Edison requests authorization to change the 
rebate amount paid for a'tti c ; nsulation ff'Offl 
the es:ablished maximum of $302 (bas~ on 30¢ 
per S(juare foot) to a maxi ITIJm amount !)ased on 
the squa re f oota ge of the actual a rea 
insulated (at 30¢ ~er SQuare foot). In 
support of this position, Edison states that 
houses larger than l.OOO square feet qualify 
for disproportionately smaller rebates even 
thou gh i nsu 1 at i n9 the la r-ser ies; dences 
actua11y results in saving more energy. 
Cons~uently. in order to establish a 
consistent incentive for all reside1'lces" 
Ed; son r-ecorrmends it be a 11 owed to base the 
rebate on 30~ l)er square foot for tile actual 
area insulated. . 
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8. E<1i son Pf"Ol)OSes to offer low-income customel"'S 
double the currently authorized rebate 
amounts for heating and cooling measures not 
to exceed ~he actual installed cost of the 
measure. Edison estimates that an ad~itional 
571 measures will be installed with a 
1~579~424 ~~h of energy saving. Edison states 
that such double rebates for low-income 
customer installations is necessal"Y to 
encourage equitable participation by the low­
income customers. 

9. Edison proposes to include the CAR program in 
RCFf> • No chan ges are planned f Of" CAR but 
because it was pl"'evi ously funded by a carl"'Y­
over of unspent conservation funds~ its 
inclusion as a specified Pl"'09ram under CLMAC 
is considered a modification to RCf? Edison 
eS~imates that 1~400 measures will .be 
installed as a pal'"t of the CAR program 
resulting in annualized saving of 32~11o~OOO 
kWh • 
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Discussion 

Edison's r~visedapp1'fcation r~f'e<::s a 110 percent inc.r~ase in 

fundin9 for RW in 1984 relati v~ to 1983 recorded exp~nditures.. Most of the 

~ueste<1 ; ncreases are in casn 1 ncent; ves to customers.. As we di sazssed ; n 

our evaluation of 1983 ~xpenditur~. we are not convinced that cash incentives 

induce customers to /Mke j)Urcnasing decisions they otherwise would not make. 

based on c:o~lete information about pot~ntial cost savings. Further. none of 

the analyses of cost-effectiveness presented to the Comnnssion adequately 
eX?"1ore this issue.. Namely. in deriving energy savings and Pl""09ram benefits. 

it is SillJ;)ly assumed that all 01" most of the customers partic:ipatin9 in the 

program ""OJ 1 d not ha ve purchased the measu re wi thout the cash i ncent; ve .. 

Recent COftIIrission decisions have a1so cal1ed into question the cost-

effecti veness of refri gerator r-ebat~ programs and ha ve noted the ; naM 1ity of 

low-income customers to participate in such programs. Furthermore. dramatic 
i ncr-eases ; n ReF? fundi ng ; s of ncons i stent wi th ou r overa 11 "stay the cou rse" 

policy for conservation over the nex: couple of years. Thi's ~1icy was 

ar:icu1a:ted in 0.83-12-068 (i>acific: Gas & Electric test year 1984 general rate 
C4se). 0.83-12-065 (San Oi~o Gas & E1ectM·c test year 1984 gene-ral rate case) 

and 0.84-07-150 (?acific?C1tIter & Light test year 1984 general rate case). 

Stay the course ispar"'ticularly relevant in th1s p-roe~;n9where al1 

the programs are9 accordins to Edison's own analysis9 non cost~ffecti 'Ie to ~he 
nonpa1'"ti ci pant • 
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In light o~ the aoove. our i~itial inelination is to, 
autho~ize a ~uneing level !o~-~dison's 1984 Rep? p~ograc on the o~de~ 

, 
o'! S15-517 :lillion. Eo ...... ever ....... e reeognize that in d'oing so, :Soison' s 
PC?? rrog~a: would COtle to ~n ab~uyt halt. This is beeause Bdison 
has alreaey expended S~8 tlil110n on its RCF? ?~ograz to date. Y~ile 

we in no way condo~e ,aecelerate~ exp¢nditures p~ior to Co:~ission 
a.uthorization,. .we also do not wish to see the program terminat~ 
pre=~turely. As o~ August 1,. 1984. Edison will have already 
ee:=itted ~18-S20 tlillion o'! PCP? ?~ogra= funds for 198~. We will . 
":herei'ore authorize $;;1.552 .000 ~er RCF? eve:- the- 15-::lonth per,iod 
:ro:: Janua:-y ',. i 984. to March 31. " 985. This ~igu~e' represents a 
:2xi:u:: 1i::1 t '!o~ RCF? ?roe~a= eX?e~~i t;a.:-es. Edison is directed to 
pace its progra: activities to. ensure its eontinu~~ce throughout the 
'!unding pe~iod. Edison is authorized to reduce the size oi".cpsh 
incentives as it see:s appropriate, in o~der to pace proera= " 

, . 
activitie-s. We di~ec": parties to closely evaluate the eost-
e!:"ectiveness 0:" this program,. in lie-ht of our co:::ents above. in 

I . 

Edison t s next 'CL!-1AC l':-oeeedine:- Edison is: di~ected to i"ile ,:,In 
application ~o~ ReF? progra: !unding and CLMAC :-~vis1ons to:- the 
~e:aining 9 ~onths ot 1~85 by January 1,. 1985. 

?u:the~. as discussed in ou:- recent deCision (D.84-07-107) 
on ?G&B's 1984 ZI? and RCS p:oera:s,.ve View t~ese p:-ogr~s ~s 
te:,orary, and ,no": to be institutionalized. In .this p:oeee-din~, 
sta~f originally :-eco:::ended that the RCS ~rogr~~ be ter~i~t~d at 
the end 0:" 1984, si~ilar to the te~1nat1on, o~ SOCal9 S ~CS pro~a: as 
authorized by D.83-12-061. Edison, however. notes that it ~nd stl"~i" 

have eddressed the co~,!!c~t.ed iss~es related to the futu:-e of 
Edison's :-esidential ~rog~ao beyond 1984 within tbe context o! 
~xhi'bit (SCE-12) o! the Test Year 1985 Rate Case (A.83-12-53) and 
":h:-ough cor~espondine data requests. ~dison believes that ~nese 
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issues extend beyond ~hls CL~AC filir.g and that they should continue 
to be addressed· in the Test Y~ar 1985 Rate Cace Proceeding. This 
posi tion appears reasonabl{> ~nd will be ado!)"~ed. ~ie direct ps:ties 
to aedress a·ter:ination da~e for Edison's FCP? progr3~s in the next 
CL~AC offset proceeding. 

Wi th regard ~o the nine proposed progre.t: modific3.tions·, 'He. 
note that ~ost of the: expand eligibility for tr.e cash rebate 
progra:s.!n view of our eo::ents above, we do not ~elieve·th3t 
eligibility should be expanded at this tice. Therefo~e, we do not 
ado?~ SeE's proposec., :odifications #1, #2~ #3, ~.nd #6 listed Roove. 
Consisten~ with our recent decision in ?G&Z's offse~ p:oceeding, we 
will recove the RCS a::.:.di t require::erl't' 'fro::l centra:' heat puo:?s,. ',h~at 
?'l..!:P • .... ater heaters, whole h01:.se fans,. fJ,nd :'100: insulation ('Hhe:-e 

electric :-esist~~ce beat is used). The other ::easures proposed by 
~n RCS aUd it as a. 

condition for rebates 0:- fin~ncine • 

i{e :'ine coeifications #5,. '#8, and #9 to be reasonable,. ~!'ld 
D-~~· ·~e ~e~"e~·e~ ~o~i~'~?·'o~s c. ~' •• 101 loI..... • ~ ... ~ ~.., \., ..... ......... --.. I>#~ • .... 

Modification #7 requ.ires fu.:-:ner'discuss::,or:.. At the 
heRr!~g, the Zeiso~ wit~ess, a:'ter consultation with staf:', changed 
her testimony ~ne stated her belief that the rebate a:ount for attic 
insulation should be 3.t :;O¢ per' square :'oot "Hi th a ::~xicu= of S:;02 

for single-fa::ily units and $1:;6 ~or'=ultifa=ily u~its. 
Staff reco==enes 'that the originally proposee SeE 

gener~lly proportionately ::ore expensive and their'O"Nners ge~erally 
are proportionately :o:-e weelthy and thus ?-ble to ~:'i'ord to pic~ up a 
larger share of the costs to insulate their homes • 
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Test: i:lony ~seneed on 'behalf 0: Sun Mizer incic.a:ed 
~haes:=a.ller i:lSul.eion companies paid cotlcomi:ti.u= associations 
to acqui...--e the conttac;i=.g jobs~ and as soon as ::disot: . bee ace 
aware of tbis prae:ice it: i=meciately dropped t~e $302 cash 
=eba:t:e :0 30c a. squa:e foot requi=i:lg apar=e~t: OW'Cers a.nd 
condomi:it:m .associations to come up \1itb. cas::' out 0: t.b.ei: 
pocket 'Wi:h tb.e ~esul: t!:at ':be ?'r'Ogra:n was s'top~ .. '!!:.is 
wit:ess ~her testified that t:e reason for t~is was that 

proba.bly S01. 0: the multifa:1ly residences were re:~-eceu?ied 

and the owne=s have no reason to i:vest c_~i:al ou e:e a?&-~::s 
s i::ce tb.e te~n.ts:t noe the owner, paid ~e energy bills. l'b.is 

wiene5s 'Coce<i t!l.a.t ehe energy companies w±ll.fil:2&llCe at 40e pe=::o 
square foot anC believes ::at it would be e~it:able eo =a:ea 
tb.e reoate with. the £i:.ancit:g amount, i.e .. .a. 40<: pe= s~e 

foot rebate for attic insulatiou. 
!his witness :urthttt testl£ied it was his expe~ie:u:e 

that ::w:b. of the ~-sting R ... 19 i:lsulatioa. is suos.'t.udu'd. Se 

reccn::=enas tb..a.t :!.: ~se eases the homes should 'be brough: Ul> 

eo R-30~ the cun:-ent s:.a.'CC.ard in Ti:le 24 standards of the 
Califor--ia Energy Comcission. 

Edison' $ r~~d positiou, eocc\.r :ed :.::. by sta::, 
4?Pe6rS reasonable and we will ado9t an ~tic insulat!o: reoate 
of 30e per square foot with a ~~ 0: $302 for a single­
fa::U.ly =it and $136 for a =.tl:ifa:dly ~i'C • 
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As previOt:Sly stated, we are establishing f:f'na::c~ 
limits oc attic l.:suaeioll U? to 52<: per squa.::e foot:t ~ 

above the 40¢ pe= square foot 11::lit :eferred to by Suu Mizer r s 
witness.. we are noe penu.aded that ftb&1:esequal to the 
:ina'DC':f.%:gli::zits aft justified cmd will maintain the present 
3~ pe:: squ.a:e foot limit. 

'!he 'Cest::£:moay by SUXl Mizer to the effact thtt Edison 

changed 1:s policy of granting a flat rebate of $~ ~'r unit 

to a policy of ~ing rebates solely on the basis of 30<: pe'r 

square foot of area insula.t:ed ,r-1:n .a. ~ rebate of $3~ 

per \mit me=ely i:ld1~tes that Edison became .aware that it had 

been i:::lp=operly applying its rebau rules .and, ee=efon, changed 

its p-rac:tices to confoc fully with the rules .. 

It should be noted t:.a.t: uthe t)'t'esene t~ reb.a:,es 
a....-e given ouly if R-ll 0= g%'eat:er 13 added to ac-hieve a level 

of R-19. If the toeal of ~e existing i:sulaeiou ?lus the R-ll 

additioc exceeds R-19 then the installation will not ~li.~ 
for loans Or re~es unless ~ommended as cost-effective by a 
utility e~ a"t:dit. At the ~resen= t1::le the -:-ebate is 30¢ 
per square foot of attic ~lati~ u~ to 5302 0= the cost 
of the job, -wbieheve:o is less. As p:eviously st.a.te<!, we- will 

l1=1t tberebates to :be lesser of 30¢ per square foot or $302 
for si=gle-:a=ily units zed $136 for ~tl:amily unies • 
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• "rhe 198-' RCFP SOAls as originally filed are shown below: 

Base Mo<!1f!c:at1ons 
l)wel11~ l)vell1~ 

KaaSUTea llni to. S&vi3- Meaaur •• On1t.. S&vi5·· 

S1.~lt 1acil,. 14.670 11.800 18.5sa.656 12.816 10.317 9.30&.21.4 

ltul1:if.lCl1!',. . S"OOO 3.90C 1.654,985 2.055 1.603 2~86l:210 
• 

inCi'Y Uf1c.ient. 
i.O"ooo 40,000 29,920,000 0 0 0 ~r1~cr&t.or 

CAR 

• 

• 

0 0 0 11400 1 1400 32 1 116z 000 

Toul. 59,670' .55,709 50,133,164 16,271. l3.320' 44,265,424 

In oreer to aeopt 1984 RCFP goals for this proceeding, 

we direct SCS to ~t a..'"l. aevice lette%' filing with appX'opriate 

adjustments to its soals, l:>ased on 0"1.::' adopted func.i:c.q level and 

'Proq:~ modifi=tions. 
We wi' 1 ma~e the order in thi s deci si on effect'f ve through !-a..-c.."l 3l~ 

1985. This was recently done in PG&E·s RCS proceeding (0.84-07-107) in order 

to avoid the pro~1em of process~n9 another decision on this subject during the 

end of the calendar year. when Cormrfssion agendas' are ~avy. We vi" J)e'rmit, 
h~ever, an aCNice letter filing pertaining to programs oth~r ~ ~'for 

the final 3 DlCmths of the l5-month perlod. We ~has1%e. however, that the 

~dvi ce letter should addreSs on1y the IIDSt essent1a1 items • 

... .. :. 
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<i;er.e-:-al 

As ?:eviously indicated, Edison is seeking authority 
to provide =0= separate balancing accounts and ~esultant balancing 
rates for each specified program a-uehorized for 1:lelus ion in the 

CI...~C and to refleet the use of CFe for administering. and 

financing loans under RCFP. E.a.eh current spe.ei£ied p::'ogram 
rue is :he sue of the specified prog'ra: exr>etl.Se ::ate aud 
specified p=og:ram balaneing rate £01:' each s?ecifiee program. 
Se~-:-ate'Balancing Acc~~ts 

Currently the CLMAC provides a separate rate~ te~d 
ca:rxent specified program rates for SRDP, 'RCS, .and ReF?, and a. 
separa.t~ rate, t:e1:med balancing rate, to provide fo-:: the a:lorti­

zar:ion of the estillla.ted balance in the load :nana.gemem: adjustment 

accO\..~t on the revis ion date.. The SUI:: of the three eurrent 
specified ?:'Ogra:: rates and the bal&llCi:g rate is the CL."!ABY .. 
The differeutial between tl:.e CI...v.A:BF-ereatee revenues and the 

reco::ded expeneitcres for the three specified progracs plus 
assoeiatee i:lte=est is a.ecu:nula.ted in the b&lanci:g, .acCOU1:t on 
a m.otlthly basis. Edison proposes ~ separ.a:te balancing accoU'O.1: 
and ra.t:e for each specified progr3:l to fo=ally reflect the 

curretlt t)ractiee 0: ser>arately aceountin:g far each specified 

p-rog=a:.. Edison's proposal ap?e.tts reasonable a"C<! will be 

adopeed • 
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Co::.servat ion 'Fi:1a.r.e i:l~ CoroO'rat ion 

CFC is a wholly owx:ed subsidia:ry of Edison used for 
admixdsteri::g and financ:ix:g loans Ullder the RC'FP. Edison 
proposes tariff changes to formally reflect in ~he ~~~C the 
use of CFe 3S adopted i:l D.82-11-086-. 'Ib.is proposal appears 
reasonable .md wUl be adopted. 
$!tDt> 'Rates 

Tabulated below are the specified program expense 

rate and balancitlg rate for SRD? The specified program expense 

rate is based ou -forecast expenses for the period August 1 ~ 1984 
tb:'ough Dece::iber 3l~ 1984. n.e balancing rate is based ou 'au 
esti=ated undereollection of $ll~OOO as of Augus: 17 1984. 

Item -
S~i£ied Prporam Expense Rate 

De:onstration Retrofit Solar Water 
ReatiDg Fi:cmxe Plan Program 
Expe1lditares 

Plus: Franchise Fees cd Uncol­
lectible Accounts Expense 

Specified Progra:n Expel:se Rate 
Balanei~g Rate 

Estimated !ilance' in the Demon­
stratiou Retrofit: Solar wrater 
Heating Finance Plan 3/ A 01l 
Ja:r:uary l:t 1984 

Plus: Fr.anehise Fees alld 'Uncol­
lectible AceOtmts Expe1:tse. 

:Balaneil:g 'Rate 

Current Specified Progr.a::l Rate for 
the De=onstrationRetrofit Solar 
lJ~er Rea~ing Fi:nanee Plan 

Cost 
(5M) 

309' 

3 -
312 

11 

--. 
11 

Sales 
(M2kW'h) 

Rate 
(¢/klJh) 

0.001':, 

~I Fiv~~::lontb.s sales c::oc:ceuciIlg A~t 1. 1984 adjus1:ed to 'reflect 
lO n- kW'h for Schedule No. DE dl.SCo'C:O.1:. ' 

~/ Adjus1:ed to reflect 25 MJ. kWh for Schedule No. DE discount • 
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Res Ra.tes 

Tabulated below are 1:he specified program expe1lSe 

:ra.t:e a::.d bala'Cc:i:g rate for ReS usi:g the five-c~eb. forecast 
of $3'1350'1000 expense for tl:.e ?e%'iod August 1, 1984 through 
December 31, 1984 and the estl::lated balancing. account under­
collection of $902,000 as of August 1, 1984. 

Cost ~les Item ~ kWh) 

Speeified Pr~~ ~nse Rate 
ResIaem:u conservat:ion Se'iVice 

Program Expenditures 3~SO 
Plus: ::raIlChise Fees and Uncol-

lectible Accounes Expense 34-
Specified Progra:n Expense Rate 3,384 24,4ll!.! 

Balancipg Rate 
Lscl:C8.ted !i1UlCe in the Residential 

CO'oservation Service 'BfA on 
J a:rr:zul:ry 1'1 1984 923 

Plus: ·Fr~hise Fees aDd Uncol-
lectible AccountS· Expense. 9 
:sal a:lC i:18, Rate 932 SQ,437E-./ 

Current Specified Progra:: Rate for the 
Resid.em:ia.l Conservation Service 
Progr.a:: 

!-/ Five ::ontb.s sales cocce~ing August 1'1 1984 'I 
adj~ted to reflect 10 MZ kWh for Schedule 
No. ~E discocnt. 

'E./ Adjusted to' reflect 25 M2 kWh for Schedule 
No. DE discount: • 
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ReF? Rates 
::.. ~ Tabulated below are the specified program expense rate 

and balancing rat~ using Edison' s 1984 ReF!> forecast ~nditU%'e s 
of $12~989~OOO for the five-month period August l~ 1984 through 
Dececl>er 31~ 1984 and the esti:ca.ted ba1allCi:ng account uncler­

collection of $13,100,000 as of August 1, 1984. 

Cost Sales 
Item ~ !M2 kWh} 

. 
SE!cified Pro~am Exoense Rate 
Resident~1 onservation Financing 

Program Expenditures. 12,989 
Plus: Franchise Fees aDd UtlCo1-

lectib1e Accounts Expense 133 
Specified Program Expense' Rate 13,122 24,41l!./ 

'B.alat'l.~ 'Rate 
Est~ea Balance fn the Resi-

dential Cousuvation Financ:i~ 
Progrllm BfA on January 1, 19 13,100 

Plus: Franchise Fees and Uncol-
lectible Accouuts Expense 134 

B.al~il:1g Rate 13,234 S6,437~f 
Cunent Specified Program. Rate for 

the Residential Co~ervation 
Financing Program 

!/ -Five months sales comtIlencing August 1, 1984 
adjusted to reflect 10 M~ kWh for Sche~ule 
No. DE discount .. 

~I Adjusted to reflect 2S M2 kWlh for Schedule 
No. DE discount:. 

Rate 
~~/kw"hl 

0 .. 054 

0.023 

0.077 

Since we are authorizinq a ~um of $31,S52;000 for a 
lS-:nonth period, the above prOQram expense rate will result in an 
overcolleetion by ~ch 31, 1985'. The mechanism for ret~in<;.this 

overeolleetion to Edison· s ratepayers ~ll be an issue in Edison· s 
: next CLMAC proceedin~. ..' . . . . . . . . ~ .. ". . .. . . .": ... , .. '- .. 
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C'U!ABF Ra1!e 

The ahove-~pec1fied program ra1:eS yield a. CIHA!F of 

O.094¢/kWh for anAuga..~t: l~ 1984 revision date co::putted as 
follows: 

Rate 
Item (¢/kWhl 

Demonstration Retrofit Solar 
Water Hea~ing Financing Plan: 

Current Specified Program Rate 0.001 
RCS Program: 

Curreut: Spec~ied Program Rate 0.016 
ReF?: 

Current Specified Program Rate 0.077 
CU!A3F 0.094 

Raee Design 
Edison is requesting authority to make effective the 

following c~es in its rate levels: (1) iuerease the CI.MA:sF 

&em 0.02~/k.Wh to O.094(:/kWh; (2) change the Energy Cost 

Adjust=ent BUling Factors (ECAZF) to :eflect the rate design 

criteria eoutaiDed in its 1983 test year general rate case 
D.82-12-055; aud (3) increase those rate levels a.pplicable to 
certain steel producers as· set forth on rate schedules Nos _ SP':'l ~ 

SP-2~ cd SP-3. 
As previously discussed~ a CUK..A3F of O.09~/kWh to- be 

applied on an eqaal eents-per-kWh basis to a.ll applica.ble 

customer grou~s and rate schedules is fully justified ou this 
record. Accordi:%g to the testi:::o1:y of Edison's wit':less,. it: is 
proposed to eha~e the ZCA3F rate levels for ra~ .scbedules D~ 
D-PG,. ,!OU-8~ l'OU-AI.MP"l~ TOU-AL."!P .. 2, ,!O'O'-GS~ .me! TOU-PA-l in 
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order to comply with the rate design criteria established for 
Edison by D.a2-12-0SS and PO' Code Section 742. Edison's wittless 

sta~ed that OrderiDg Pa'rag=aph 16 of D.82-12-055 proVides: 
"16. Edison shall r:aintain in fut\.~ ECAC 

Ctnergy Cost Adjustment Clause7 proc"eed-
1Dgs the ap~roximate rate dif:te=ent ials 
by t:f.:le period in Schedule Nos. ,!OU-8~ 
TOU-PA-l. and '!'OU-GS. and the approx1::late 
diffuentials in the ext:>ermental time­
of-use schedules authorized by this 
decision." (Mime.o. 1>.264.) 

Further~ on page 221 of !).81-12-055. the Comcission 
stated that the residential l;:.£eliDe total rate should he set 
at 801. of the system a:verage total rate. In accordance w:lth the 
above-quote<! mate=ial. Edison developed specific rate designs 
as follows: 

1. Rate schedules Nos. TOU -8. TOU - FA -1 • 
a:d '!OO-GS: The approximate ratios 
of the cifferen~ials were maintained; 

2. Rate schedalesNos .. 'IOU-AUfi>-l and 2: 
The ~proxiQate differentials (the 
relative cents-per-k'Wh relationships 
between the t1.::e periods) were 
mainta.ined; 

3. Rate Schedule No. D: '!he lifeline 
~otal rate was see at 8Oi. of the 
system ave-=age total :rate; and 

4. Other A?plicable Rate Schedules: 
The net i'l1Crease was spread on an 
e~l cents-per-kWh basis • 
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ECAC provides that the ECABF is to be deter:lined and 
applied as follows: 

"5 _ Energy Cost Adjus~ent Billing 'Factors 
(ECABF). The Average Energy Cost 
Adjustcent Rate shall be adjus:ed so 
that inc~eases 0-:: dee:eases in the 
rate are applied on a uniform cents­
Qe:-kilowatthour basis to each 
customer group_ ~i:hi'C. each custoce= 
grOU?~ the st)ecific ECABF applicable 
to each rate schedule shall be 
designed in accordance with the ECAC 
rate design par~te=s contai~ed in 
Decision No. 82-12-055. !'he applica­
tion of the ECA3F to sales shall be 
as set forth on the applicable rate 
schedule." 

In contrast.tbe CIMAC provides that the CI...'1A:BF is to 

be clete::mined a'!ld applied as follows: 
"S. Conservation toad Management 
Adjust=ent Billing Factor (C~). 
The CL."!ABF shall be the su:n of the 
S?ecified Program Rates and the Balancing 
Rate; such CI.MA:BF, expressed in cents per 
kilowatthour, shall be apl>lied on a 
uniform ¢/kw1:l. basis to all sales subj ect 
to the CL~C. !be application of the 
CU'.A3F to each bill shall be as set forth 
on the applicable rate schedule." 
I~ ~ll be 'noted that the ratios and differentials 

established by D.81-12-055 are ~plicable only :0= ECAC ?roceec­
ings which this instant :atte-: is not. Further.no-:e ~ as illdicated 
by the following tabulation~ the application of the CLMABF on a 

unifOr:l basis for rate schedules 'IOU-8 ~ TOU-GS, a':ld '!OU-PA-l 
without :edification 0: the ECAC levels maiutains theD.81-12-055 
aporoxima~e ratios even were t:e ECAC provision applicable • 
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Present 'Rat;e 
Pres.e~nt Rate Ratio + .068 Ratio'. 

(e/l&ii) (elM) 
TOO'-8 

On peak 7.932 1.440 8.000 1.435 
Mid peak 6 .. 610 . 1.200 &.678 1~198 
Off' peak 5.508 5.570 

TOU-GS 

On peak 13.334 1.918 13.402 1.909' 
Off peak 6.952 7.020 

'l"OU-PA-l 
On peak 8.5l6 1.500 8.584 1 .. 494 
Off peak 5.677 5.745 

It is obvious fro:n the a.bove that ECAC rate level 
changes for rate schedules lOU-a. !OU-GS~ or TOU-PA-l ~ neither 
required ~ justl£ied by t:he application of the CL'!A3F of 0.094 

e/l61h on .a tmifcmn basis for these schedules. 

With respect to the experfmental time-o£-use schedules 

TOU-AtMP-l aud 2, D.81-lZ-055 requires a cents-per ~d1ffe4ential 
be . I:laint:a!.ned between on-peak and off-peak rates. It: is .axiomatic 
that such a. d.1fferetltial will be maintained 1£ equal increments 
are added to both 'the on-peak and off-peak ra.tes. Consequently 
no ZCAC rate level change is indicated. 

PO Code Section 739 requires that the first tier of 
the reside:l.tial rate be maintained at a level of .. 15 to 25~ below 
the syste:n average rate.. In view of this ~ we provided th.a.:, such.· 
a. tier s~ld be a.t 801. of the system average rate. Edison' $' 

witness eo:nputed this amount exactly .u:.d adjusted the .ECAC rate 
to yield such a precise =ate. However,. the present lifeline 
rate is 6.24l¢/k'Wh. Adding the ~eased CI.MABF of O.06S¢/k'«h . 
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raises this to 6.30ge/kWh, which is 80.6C1. of the system average 

rate of 7.82ae/kWh, wb.1ch is certainly close enough tl> our 

specified level of SO: to be acceptable and well witb.i~ PO Code 
Section 739 paraoeters, ~hus obviati~g ~~e ~eeessi~y of a~y 

adj ust::letlt to the ECAM. 

PO Code Section 742 provides for a steel producer's 
regular etl~ ra.te equal to 7~ of the system ave::,age rate and 
an interruptible etlel:'gy rate equal to 554 of the system average 
rate. This computes to S.4S0 and 4.305e/kWh, respectively, and 

is as proposed by Edisou for rate schedules SP-l, 2, and 3. 

VII - FIm>INGS A:ND CONCI.USIONS 

Findings of Fact 
1. Edisou' s 1983 :ecorded SRDP expenses totali:lg $1,271,100 

are reasonable and justified • 
2... Est1ma.tes of contract inspection costs based ou a 

reiuspection rate of 454 ue reasonable .. 
3. CUstomer rebates for solar eOMervatiou measures 

totali~ $480,000 for 1984 are reasonable. 
4.. 'l'b.e solar suOmetering equipment should be retained 

until sometime in 1985 to pe%mit effective evaluation of data. 
from four pa~icipatiug utilities ou a statewide basis. 

5. Consultants' fees of $40,000 to . evaluate the effective­

ness of solar couservatio:l measures for 1984a-re ' reasonable. 
6. The solar balancing account will be undercollected by 

approximately $ll~OOO as of August· l~ 1984. 
7. Fut\.'"re sought solar rebate offsets should· 'be iDcludee 

in general ra~e increase proceedings starting in 1985. 

8. The RCS :future audit program design should be 
addressed in the 1985 test year rate case proeeedi:g • 
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9. ~ 1983 RCS recorded expenses eota1ing$5,939,452 for 
64,295 audits at an ave:age cost of $92.38 per audit: are reasonable. 

10. '!he 1983 recorded MFA? expenditures of $&71,317 for 
2,093 common a=ea audits tavolvi:g 42~40S tenant contacts are 
reasonable. 

11. Edison's revised esti=ated 1984 ReS forecast expenditcres 
amount of $5,330.600 is reasonable. 

12. A 1984 MFAP budget amo=ne of $1,092,200 for 3,680 audits 
at a cost of $297 au audit is reasonable. 

13. A 1984 buciget amount of $215.000 for the Santa Mouica 
Audit Program is reasonable. 

14. the followlllg staff-recommended modifications to the 
present and/o= pro?Osed RCFPs are reasonable and should be 
adopted: 

a. All work finacced under ReF? shall be 
covered by a three-year free repair or 
replacement of materials and devices 
warranty, including labor costs for 
one year ~ except tb.at wall insulation 
~tallatious shall have a three-year 
warranty for both :::aterial and labor. 

b. !he financing limits ou iDsulatiou 
installa.tious are as follows: 

All·Other All 

Measut'es 

Floor insulation R-ll or 
greater 

Wall insulation R-ll or 
greater 

Attie Insul.a.t1ou, R-ll 
Attic Insulatiou. R-19 
Above R-19where permitted 

additional amotlnt per R 
above 19 

Approved Approved 
Cell~lose Material M.at~ial 

( cents per square foOt) 

40 
48 

1 
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c. To e1lS'Ure ellough energy savitlgS to 
mAke the measures cost-effective ~ the 
following m1nimcm ins~allaeion 
~tandards apply: 

Me.a.su~ Si:ngle Fa:nilv Me 1 t 1£ a::l'i.l y 

Attic I:lSUlatiou -Wall Insulati.on 400 sq.ft. 
Floor Insulation 600 sq.ft .. 
Duet WroS;? 25 lin. ft. 
Caul.king/'Weather-

20 lin .. ft. stripping 

To ~ethe cost-effectiveness of 
attic i%::sul.atiotl installations, the 
following R-value :estrietions that 
can be installed relative to what: 
':!J1J:7 be i:l place ap?ly: 

300 sq.ft. 
400 s1.;.ft:. 
20 1 .. ft .. 

ZO lin.ft. 

Area 
Existing 
R-Value 

Miui::zum 
Installed 

Minimum 
Achieved 

Orange, Los Angeles" Vem:ura, 
and Santa Barbara cOmlties 

Mono, It:.yo, Tulare. iCeX'D" San 
:BertUttdino" a:d Rivers ide 
coanties 

0-1.5 

o - 19 

11 19 

11 19 

If R-15 or ::lore ·HaS origi:-...:lly i:ls~alled,. no-ebing' can 

be acced,. exce?,: in ce:t:ain ~,.ai.~ca::::..""'lit.ies, t::J.ler 3,.000 feet elevatior:, 

wbere tbe severe ·Ni."lte: ·..:ea:er :rakes it co.st.-e!!ee-":'7e for tbe partici?a-"':.~ to 

ins-...all g::eat:e: val~. j;r., ~le is y~ i."l Yono Cot.:n":f. 

e. '=be :ollo,..'i:'JS i..~":'o:".s 0: i::s~tior".s ap?ly 
l.:"Jode: -::-.e ~: 

(1) 100% of all clo-it-yot--sel: jobs e:::~, .. ""e= 
rebateC or fi:-.A!"".ceci ':;;'1 Ee'; so:: ::n.:::s: !>e 
i..-.spec-...ee. 

(2) == t..~ :neasures are C'On""'..rac-...o:-i.""$"...allee 
a."'Jcl the c:on-:=ac-...or ae.":.ieves a 90% ~ :ate 
on ir.s?ec":ions, ~~n tl".e i."'!S?e'C""":'0!'l :a":e :0: 
t,. ... .at: cont:ac-...o: car.. l:e C:0?PeC ~ 20% 0: 
all jo!:s ;.e:fo::«:. 
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(3) If thecontraetor receives a 
no~ice from Edisou of a potential 
baza~ous conditioU~ Edison 
should put that contractQ:- on 
1001. inspection for 100 jobs 
following the inspection failure. 

f. Each of the low-income contracts and grants 
awarded in 1983 and 1984 be dese=ibed to 
this ComQiss1on in the for= of a re?ort 
setting forth the value for ~he product 
received for each contract~ i.e. dollars 
per lead~ dollars pe= elig1~ility, dollars 
per home weatherized, with the first 
repo=t to be filed three months after 
the effective decision date. 

g. A guideline of .351. of total costs be 
established for administrative costs, 
i.e. all costs which are not a p&rt of 
the loan ?:"ogr.a:n or rebates; variances 
above the 35k guideline are to be 
explained in the reasonableness review 
performed annually for ~~C. 

h. 'I'b.e criteria for customers for low-income 
eligibility is as follows: 
(1) Elderly ?eO?le, defined as 

those 60 years ~d older, 
with incomes at 20az cr less 
of federal poverty guidelines. 

(2) Disabled people with incomes 

(3) 

at 2004 or less of federal 
pove=ty guidelines. 
Other customers with incomes 
at 1501. or less of federal 
?OVerty guidelines .. 

i. '!he official startup date for rebate 
eligibility once any program element is 
under way should be the effective date of 
this decision • 
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15. The ~983 RCP?~~eco~eed expenses of'S14,914,OOO a~e 
re-aso!'l~ble. 

16. The 1983 RCP? ac~ieve:ents of 64~628 ~easure$ fin~nced or 
reba 'ted as co=par~d 'to the 1983 goal of 51 .. 392 :::easu~es a,!"e 

reasonable. 
17. !'t is u~reaso~able to assu=e tbat all or :ost of the 

c1;.sto::ers pa:oticipa'tins i:1 -:he RCP? ~rogra= wO'l;,ld not have purchased 
the :e-asure ~ithout the cash incent.ive. Such assu=ptions' shoulc be 
c:"i tically revi~wed .. along ".I.·i'th all eost-ef!ec'ti veness calcul<'l,"Hons 
for RCP? in 3diso~'s 'tes't year 1985 ge-neral ra'te case'and next 
of!se't proceeding. 

18. ~di$on's proposed increase in PC?? ?rog~a: fundine for 1984 
is i!'lco~$i$te:l-: wi-:h ou:- ove:--all "stay -:!J.e e01.l:-se" policy ~o,~ 
CO:'lserva'tion a!ld load :anage=en"; over 'the next cO'l;,ple of yea~s. 

19·, A fU:'lding level fo~ RCP:!?' in 1984 or .. the o~de~ of St5-S17 
:illion is consisten't ~i'th our "s'tay the course" policy • 

20. As of the d~te of this order .. ~dison will have ~ll"e~dy 
co==it'ted S1S-S20 :illion of RC??,progra: ~unds for 1984. St~y the 
course policy would cause all progr~= ac'tivity to ter:inate ~brup~ly. 

21. ~~ o-de- ·0 avo~d ~-e~a·'·~e ·e-~~na·'o~ o~ ·~e ~C~~ ....... • ... _ .".,1. _ W~. "'. ...... "' ...... .,... .. \,-.,;. .... __ 

?:"og!"a:. .. it is :-easonaole 'to ~uthoriz.~ $31~552.000 as ~ :::.xieu:l 
~"n';o(~'" '~-';. "'0'" ... ...,0 '::_ .... 0 ... • ... ~e-"o..."l .,. ... o~ ........ ' ..... ~y 1 ·c8~·0 
_f,,4 .. ~_ .... -.--~ .... .. "' ...... ,',l - ~"';J. r 110" ~ ... w 4J .............. ~C1._ ,. I~ ... v 

~!a :"ch 31 ~ 1985. 
22. It is reasonab!e ·~o view ReS, PC??, ~~d othe!" CL~~C :~ndee. 

prog!"a:s as "-:e:?o:,a:,y, ?one. ~ot to be ins't:!. tutio:uulzed. 
23. It is re~$onable to add:,ess the issue o!'te:':lination of 

";~ese ~!"ogra~sin Edison's test year 1985 gene:"sl rate case and. fo!" 
the RCF? p!"og!"~s not proposed fO!"inclusion in base rates, in the 
:len C!.;"iAC offset proceeding • 
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24. It is reasonable~ and consistent with Decision 84-07-107~ 
to ~3ke this decision e~!ective th~ough ~a~ch 31~ 1985. 

'25. It.is ~easonable to pe~:it 3dison to file an advice letter 
pertaining to progr~s othe~ thar. RCF? for the !inal 3 months o! the 
15-:lonth pe~iod .. 

26. :By January 1. 1985~ Edison should file an application '!o~ 
Rep? progra: funding. and associated CL~AC revisions~ tor the 
re~2inine 9 :onths o! 1ges. 

27. !t is reasonable to r~=ove the ReS audit r~cuire~ent ?S 3 
, * 

condi tion tor loan' fina..."'lcing or reb3tes tor central heat :p~ps, heat 
pu=p wat~~ heate~s, ~loo~ insula.tion" ~nd house tans, as described in 
this decision .. 

28.' Edison custo=e~s with less than 12 months o! service should 
be eligible !or participation'in Rep? loan p~ogre=s if a favorable· 
credit bu~e~u repo~t is received. 

29. A ~ebate a:ount :o~ attic insulation equal to the lezser o'! 
30¢ p~~ square footage of the actual area insulated o~ S~02!or 
sinele-'!a:ily units or $136 per ~it tor =ultita~ily units is 
~easonable. 

30.. A rebate !o~ low-inco:e custo:ers equal to double the 
~rr~ntly eutho~ized ~ebate a:ounts for heating 8nd cooling ~~asures 
not ~o exceed '~he actual ins~al1ed cos~ ot the measure is reasonable. 

~1. I~ is reasonable,~o incluee'the CAR ?rogre: in PC?? 
32. In order 'to adopt 1984 RCF? goals t.or this proceeding, . 

Edison shoulc. ~ile 3n ac.vice letter~ with 3ppropr~3.te adjust=ents to 
its go~ls. b2sed on tbe ~~n~ing levels and.progr~ =odi~ications 
ac.opt~d in this o~der-

33. A separ~te balancing sccount end rate should be provided 
~o~ each specitiel p~o~a: to !ormally reflect the ~~rrent practice 
o! separately accounting ~o~ each specitied pro~r~m. 

34. Ta~itt changes to for~ally ret2ect in the CLMAC tbe use o~ 
C:'C fo:- ad:inist:-s:ting and :e'inancing 'lo~ns''tlnaer tbe RCP?"'should 'be':·'; .,", 
et~ected • 
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35. A CL!>lA3? :":l.te o! O.094e/?:lfn consisting o'! a S?.D? r3.~e of 
O.001e/k.Wh.~ aRCS prog:-at: rate o! O.O~6¢/k)rh, ane. a. RCP? rate of 
O.077e/k~n are ~eason~ole ane.·sho~ld be a~thorized. 

36. Because this orde:- a.dopts a :axiQUQ f~nding level for 
O"le:- a j 5-::onth pe:-ipd, the RCP? rate of O.077¢/kW'n will result 
overcollection during the fir~t th:-ee ::onths of j98S~ 

RCP? 

ratepayers should oe addressee. in Edison's next CL~~C proceeding. 
38. The abo'/e CL:'IA3P :ate o'! O.09t.e/kirn sho1;.ld be applied 

unifor::ly across the board to all applicable rate schedules and no 
::odification to any ECAB? rate should be :a.de as a result of this 
application. 

39· =he energy rate for steel producers' :-ate SChedules S?-i, 
2, ~~d '3 should be ;.480e/kWn fo:" :-e~a:- service and 4.305e/kWn for .. 
i~~e~~ptiole service. 
Concl·,;siO!'lS of La· .... 

.. 
1 • Edison sho~le. be a~~horized to codify its RCP? in 

acco~eance with the sta!f :-eco::endations as described in Pinding 
2. Edison should be autho:,ized to codify its RCP? ~~d RCS 

prog~.~s as desc:'ibed in Findings 27, 28, 29, 30,.· and 31. 
). Edison should be au::ho:'ized to ::loeii"y its tariffs to 

fO::-::1.:'lj re:t'lec': in 'the C:'~r.AC the -:;.se o"! C?C :t'o:, aer.:inis'tering and 
financing loansun~er the RCP? 

4. Edison should oe au~~o:ized a CL~J8P :'ate o:t' 0.094¢/kWh, 
but at the sa:::e ti:e~ a :axi:u: li:it of S31 ,;52,000 shoule be placed 
on RCP? :--,... og-. _0:>"" .I;' ... '~"' ... d_'· "'!g o·/e.- ~he .r ...... ,·~. -."J'. "19 Q I' I,r ....... cl.. "r" .. 985 _'" .... - ~- '" ............ - oJ ., <;;I"'r - ........ • .. ..; l, I 

pe:-ioc.. 
5. 3dison, sta:t':t', anc. other interestec. parties sho1;.ld p:opose 

a Qechanis::: for returning the overcollection res-:;.lting fro: the 
adopted RC?? rate in Edison's next CL!1AC proceedi!lg .. 

6. A ......... <:> ..... e .1;' ... 0 .... ~'!':ee'_ "". -. o..:!"ce!'~' ....-:.-e c.cl..e..:!·'" es S~.. 2 .., ... - '% - • '" ~'" _ - ...... " ....... \,0...... .. - l '. , .;>...,\,0. ..; 

o:t' 5.480¢/k'l.h for ~eg~lar service ind 4.305c/kWh for interr~?tible 
ser"ice con=-or::s to ?U Code Section 742. . '" . 
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7. The increase in r:ltes and c~~.~ees ~utho~ized by 'this 

decision o~ app~oxi=3tely S38~3~9.000 is just and reasonable; the 
prese~:t rates S:lc. charges. inso~a~ as they d.iffer :frocthoee orde:ed 
in this deeisior.. are ~or the !uture unjust and unreaso:lable • 

. 8. !dison. staff. and other interested parties should 
critically review the ess~~tion$ used to evaluate the cost- . 
e!fectivenesz of RCP?, as dese~ibed in ?inding 17. 

9. ~dison should be authorized S31.552.000 as a =axi=~ 
funding li:i't for its Rep? progra: over the period J~~u~ry 1, ,~~ to 
~~arch ;1, , 985. 

10. !dison, sta!!, ~d other interested parties should address 
the issue of progra: tercination, ~s described in Pinding 23-. '1. :Sy Ja.."1uary '" 1985 • .Edison should file ~.n application !or 
RC~? pro~~ funding. as described in P1nding 26. 

12. 3y J~nuary 1,1985, !dison s~ould file an ~dvic~ letter 
pert~inine to Rep? 1ge4 goals~ a.s desc:-ibed in :Finding 32 • 

13. 3ecause t~e conte=plated revision d~te o! the CL~JG? has 
already passed" this order should' be e!fective as of the oat~ o~ 
signature end tb~ouEh Ma~ch 31.1985 • 

.Q.B..a!E 
IT !S ORD!?~ ~~at: 

1. Sou~hern Cal~~o~~ia ~cison Co=p~y (~dison) 1s authoriz~d 
~o ~ile ~ev:see ta~l~f schedules confo~~ing to the ?i:ldings o~ !act 
~ne Conclusions of Law i:lcluded in this, cecislon and p~oviding ~o~: 

a. A conse~vatio~ loac :anage~ent adjust:ent 
billing factor of 0.094 c~nts per kilowstt­
hou~ (e/k~~) applied.uni~or=ly ac~oss t~e 
board fo~ all applicable ~ate schedules wi,th 
no energy cost a.djust~ent billing factor 
:odi:"ication. 

b. A separate s~ci!ied'p~og~a~ bAl~neine 
account. a, specit1ed ~~og~ao expense rate. 
and a s?ec1:f'1ed p~oera= :,pl~.nc1ne. rate :tor,. 
the De~onst~ation Retro~it Sola~ Water 
Beating PinancingPlan, the Residential 
Co:servation ~inancine Proe~ac. CRCPP) and 
the Residentiel Conservation SerVice P~og~eo 
(?'C~). ' 
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c~ The ~se o~ the Conse~vation Finance 
Co~po~ation for ad:::.inistering and Financing 
lo~~s under the ,ReF? . 

d. ·The ~odification of steel produ.cers' rate 
schedules S?-1~2~ and 3 to reflect a re~lar 
ene~gy ~ate 0~.5.480¢/kWn and an 
interrUptible energy rate of 4.305e/kWh. ' 

This ~iling shall co:::.ply with General-Order Series 96. The effective 
date o~ the revised schedules sh~ll be not less than five days after 
filing. The revised sched~es shall apply only to service rendered 
on and ai'tertheir ef::ective date .. 

2. Edison is. authorized to codify its Rep? in accordance with 
the staff reco::endations set forth in Finding 14-

3· Edison is authorized to :odify its RCF? ~~d ReS· p~ogra: as 
described in Findings 27~ 28, 29, 30, and 31. 

4. Within 90 days of the effective date of this deciSion and 
monthly there~ter, Edison shall file a report of each low-income 
contract and gr~"'l.ts awarded in 198~ and j 984 setting forth the v~l.lue, 

for the product received for each contract • 
5· 3y Janu:l.~ 1,1985, Edison sh~ll ~ile an advice letter 

pertaining to Rep? goals, as described in Pinding 32. 
6. 3'] Ja..-:.U2.:-Y 1, 1985, Edison shall file 2..-:' application for 

Rep? progra::: funding, as c.escribed i:1 :Finding 26. Edison shall 
-~c'u~~ 4~ -~e ~~~'-ca~-o~ a ~~o'~o~a' ~o~ ~e·u~~~~g ·~e 
..... .... .......... ...... "'.. ~~~.. "'....... .,. ~ ..,c;ii.o~ ... • .. '" .. ......... .., ... 

overcollection descrioed in Pindings ~6 and }7. 
7. Edison shall address the issue of ter:ination o~ these 

p~ogra:s, az desc~ibed i: Finding 2~. 
8. Eeiso:1 shall review the assu:ptions used to ev~luate the 

cost-effectiveness o~ Rep?., as e.esc:-ibed in'Fi~ding 17. 

_"n . .., ' ... ,.~ .. 
, • T .'.... ~: 

• _ ...... ~ 'r '~. ~ 

, ... , .. ', 
"" ' .' .. 
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9. This decision 'is effec~ive ~hroueh Ma~ch 31.1985. 
This orde~ is e!!ee~ive today • 
Dated August 1, 1984 

.. 

• at San Francisco. C81i!or!'l.iti. 

LEONARD M. GRIMES, JR .. 
Presi.de:l.t 

v:tCIOIt o;r.Vo 
DONALD ~ 

Commissione::s 

Commissione:: Priscilla c. Grew, 
bein~ necessarily absent, did 
not participate .. 

Co=.issio:le: Willia."':1 1'. BaQley, 
beinq necessarily abse:lt, <tid 
not ~"'"ticipate • 

- 51 -



.' 

• 

• 

• 

, 
.', 

" 

A.83-12-o2 ALJ/emk/=~ 

ttem 

Program Axmom:lCements ~ Low Income 
Outreach, and Other RCS Advertising 

Audit Costs 
Recordkee~ing and Reporting 

Auditor Tral~i=g 
Computer Costs 

Program.. Planuing alld Development 
Program Evaluation 
AdmiD1strati® 

'I'oUll. 
Total Audits 

Edison's 
Revised 

Estimated' 
Costs 

$ 984.4/ 
/ 

3.3495C0 
6,600 

137.400 
292,700 
170,200-
184,000 

155.800 

$S~330~600 

Staff-' 
Recommended 

Amoants 

$ 578,050 
3:,872,935: . 

SO'~904' 

404 ... 635 
332,800 
131,070 
160,000 
155.800 

$5.780,500 

According to ·tbe ee~d, sta££ did not intend that the 
staff costs be const.-:ee s pe=:o=-~~ce st~ea:es, ~ut =at~e= . 
as 9e:e::a.l g-uic.eli:.es :oJ pu.-ooses 0: anal vsis .. Z<!isO:l . ... . .. -'. r '" .. 
accepts· staff' s ree~ed 1984 program expenses of $5,7SO,SOO 

and a per aadit cost ~ $100 set forth in the above tabulation, 
but wishes to mai=ta~ the flexibility to reallocate ftmds amccg 

the various progra;!eategori.es and "maDage to the bottom line". 
It is noted that2:isonts revised esticated cost figure of 
$$,330,600 forS/7,80S audits is well below staff's stated goal of 
$100 per~it. . 

, Cons~ent1y we will adopt Edison's revised est~e as 

:easonable. S~£ ~igil:al.ly recocmended tha1: the RCS program be 
tel:minatec1 a.t/~ end of 1984, similar to t:he ter:ni'Cuion of 
SoCal 's RCS ~'rogra::J. as authorized by D .83-12-061. Edison, 
however, . notes that it and staff have addressed the complicatee 

issues :e1atec to the future of Edison's residential progr.am 

beyond 1984 with!n the context of Exhibit (SCE-12) of the Test 
Year 1985 Rate Case (A.83-12-53). and through correspondiDg data. 
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requests. Edison bel,ieves that these issues extend. beyond this 
CL~C filing and that they should conti:ue eo be addressed in 

the 'rest Y~a:r 1985 Rate Case Proceedi.:lg. This position appears 
=easonable ~c. Will be adoptee.. 

The following tabulation presents Edison's ,propo~ed 
1984 MFA? budget: /',-

/' Cost 
~ Cost Percentage Pe~ Audit 

../' 
Program AmlO1mCe:oents. / 

aud Other Advertising $ 79:t 700 
Audit Cost:s 

Recordkeepingand 
Reporting 

Audit Training 
Computer Costs 

Program Planning and 
Development 

Administrative Cos s 
Total 

Number of Audi s 3,680 

80~OO 

7,.000 
49,.800 

42,200 

66,.600 
39 3400 

$1,092,200 

-13-
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5 13.53 
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1983 Budge~ and Expenses 
!he following :abulation sets forth tb.e 1983 authorize<! 

RCFP budget ~ together w1t:h :he actual data througll Deee:iber 1983 ... 
Most of the $S, 114 ~ 000 increase of actual aver authorized is 
accounted for in sums paid di::-ect1y to Edison customers in the 

£or:n of rebates. Such i:lerease !:'edueed ut11i:y administrative 
costs expressed as a pe:eentage of total costs from 361. to 2'8t. 
Staff review found the actual recorded· expeuditares to be 
reasonable. We agree. 

Pr~am Administration 
era! operations 

Accounts Payab-le/ A/::,eoa:D.ts 
Receivable 

Promotion 
Field Processing 
Data Proeessi:2g 
Low-:£ncome OUtre.a.ch 
Other 

Subtotal 
'Loan' PrWt3m 

Baa De t 

Bank Inte%eS/" 3a.nk Fees 
I~om.e Tax 
Edison Eqai~y Retu~ on 

Investment 
Other / 

.I 
Subtotal 

Cash !~ive Pr0Mam 
single family 
Multifamily 
CAlt, 
Refrigerator 
Coutr.ets and Grants 

S1lbtotal 

869,000 $ 936,000 

65~OOO 35,000 
960,000 1,29Z~OOO 
884 000 1,214~OOO 
462:000 440,000 
174,000 l33,000 
126.000- 83 1000 

3,540,000 4,133,000· 

1,12S~OOO 45,000 
192,000 5,000 

62,000 60,000 
151,000 7,000 

7,000 7,000 
7 1 000 1 zoo0 

l~683~OOO 125-,000 

1,125,000 4~427,000 
300,000 4,033,000 
750,000 113,000 

1,500,000 2~O83~OOO 
297 :1000 

4,572,000 
• Grand Total 

10,65.6,000 
$9aSOO eOOO $14 1914 1 000 
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1983 Goals and Achievements 
'!he followUlg :eabul.ation compares Edison's goals as 

set forth in its ReF? Implementation Plan with its year-end· 

aeh1evement:s: 

Single family 

Multifamily 

Refrige:a.t:ors 
To:al 

. 

(Nmnbe:- of Measures Fina'C.Cedand Rebated) 
1983 

1983 Goals Achievements-' 

13.992 
7,400 

30,000 

,,'" 
l6-;54S 
16·,593 
31,487 
64,628 

Edison states that its ~ for low-income customer 
p3.rtieip4tion is ll.~ equal to pef'eeutage of low-income: customers 

of total primary customers. nte' aceu&l 1983 low-income partiei-
/ 

pation percentage in ~CFP ~s was approxima.:ely 20i., well 

above the above-stated gOl¥{ of ll.~. Staff review :ound the 

1983 ReF? achievements ;!o be reasonable. We agree. 
1984 Goals and 'Bl:c!get/ 

Edison's ;initial proposed '1984 budget cousists of .a. base 

amount and a mcx1ificatiottS 4COUllt •. ''the modifieatiollS amounts ue for 
nine modifieaticf1l$ to the RCFP proposed' by Ed.1son in this 

a.pplication t.t! achieve substantially greater energy savings. I ' 
/ 

/ 
! 
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!he following tabula~ion sets forth Edison's origi~l 

and sU?plemental forecast budget: a:counts, together with sta£f· s 
origillal recommended GCOtmts: 

!lYIr-=~~.~r.t1Oft 
~~ .. t1ou . 
~P&1~1~~~ 

Zeee1Tabl. Serv1e .. 
homot:1OD 
neld . hoeaa1na:!I:a.peetora 
1>&1:& hocuc1n& 
tov-1ncecIe Outnach 
Othc 

$ l'S88~OOO~21 ,;000 

70,000 10,.000 
1,214,000 22S,.OOO 
1,18S~OOO 234,000 
382,~ 7,.000 

28,,-000 8,000 
'230.000 38,..000 

$u.b~~ 4(697.000 739,000 tlan ~~:ent.l loreuat / 

lS.a4 Debt:. 38,7,000-
WztIDCt&l tnterut due!cik 108,000 -
3clt.7... I 1,000· -
~cae !'uu l34,000-
Jd1.ou Zqu1 ty ' .. ~ on . :'t'mef1t I 

SQbtotal. 

Supplemen:.J. ~reeut 
Cash'Ineent1ve hoSrc 

S1l2.&l_ 7CZ111y -
l'Iolufam11,. 
Coamou Are.&. JteO&te 
Wl:1&er&tor 
Contrac.t. aM Creta 

SubtoC&l 
Sut>plemen~ l"oree.ut 

Crud %otal 

134,000 
28,000 

798,000 

3,S2l,OOO 
750,000 -

---
1,.846,000 

4'19,000· , 
1,400,000 -
3,125,000 

$4.464,000 
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$ 1,805..000 $ 1,805,000 

80,000 80,000' 
1,439,000 1,354,140 
1,419,000' 1,419,000 

389,000' 389,000' 
36,000 36,01» 

268:.000 268!~ 
5,436,000' 5 3S1 l~+O , ". 
6,739,000' , 

,::< . 
387'000 ,. . 387,~OO 
108,000 1~00(). 

1,000 7,1000' 
134~OOO l34.'1)00 

It., 
' .. ~, 

134.,0<» 134,000 
23.000· 28,000 

798,000 198,000 
268,000 

5,.3&7,000· 5,367.000 
1,229,000 1.22'9,000 
1,400,000- 1,400,000 
2 aoo 000' , , 2,800,000 

485.000 485,..000 

11,281,0<» 11,281.,000 
24~S45,OOO 

S',SlS,OOO ' il' ,4301140 

$31,552,000 

. 
, .... 

. , 

" 
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!he following ~ulatiou shows Edison's revised ~s 
as submitted with the amended application on Jux:e 29~ 1984. '!'he 
Staf£ bas reviewed these a=ou:~s and f!:ds tne: :easoeable i~ 
light of the eurrent level of activity in this progra:n. 
!b.erefore~ the revised total of $31,552,000 will 'be adopted. 

Actual ?rojected 
January- May- /'/ 

Total Aoril nece~/' 

Pr~am AdQinistration S09>OOO·7~OOO ra.l Operations $ $ 2,032,000 
Accounts Payable/AecOtmts 

Receivable 7 ~O~l' 73~00O 8O~OOO Promotiotl 446,00, 1,024,000 1,470,000 Field Processing 505~OOO 1,242,000 1,747,000 
Data Processing ~OOO 335,000 466,000 
tow-income Outreach ~ 0,000 30,000 46,000 Other /225,000 673z3 OOO 898z000 

Subtotal 1,839,000 4,900,000 6,739~OOO 
loan Pr~a:::l 

Bad Dee 25,000 52,000 77,000 
:Bank Interest Due 6,:000 64,000 70~OOO, 
~Fees 15,000 20,000 35,000 
Inco:le Tax 9,000 33,000 42 -000 , 
Ec!:l.sou ~y "Roe! on Investment 8,000 33,000 41,000 
Other ° 3 z000 3:000 

SUbtotal 63,000 205~OOO 26$.,000 , 
Cash Incentive ~~ 

Sl.tlgle F cl.ly 3,420,000 6,452,000 9,872,000 Multifa:Uly 5,064,000 5,053,000 10~117 ,000 ' 
CAR 272~OOO 997,000 1,269,000 Re::::igera1:or 43,000 2,760,000 2~803~OOO 
Co::rac~s a~d Gra:ts 5~OOO 479:t000 484 z000 

Subtotal 8,804,000 15,74l,000 24,545,000 
Grana 'Iota.l $10a706

i
OOO $20 z846 zOoo $3:1.a552:z 000 
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It wUl be noted from the preceding cocparison 
tabulation t:ha.t the ouly dif::eretlCe between Edison t s original 
proposal and staf:f' s recOCl:le:lded allowances is under "Program 
Ad:rl.:listrationff for the ''?remotion'' item. 

'l"he 1984 ReF:> goals as origi:lally filed are ~hoWc. bel~. 
Due to the <!elay in the decision in r:his ease) most/of the 

'" modifications will not be i::lplemente<i this year /' However 7 it 

:£:~e~ppropri&te t:&~~=s such 7at1o:~=.::e 
Dwell!.:lg / Dwelling 

Measu':'es trni~a Saving:s Messu-res 'On1t:s Savings , 
11,800. 18~¥8~6S6 10,317 9,308,214 

I 

~..w. d.:fam11y 

14,670 

5,000 3~900 ~6S4,985 
12,816 

2,055 l,603 . 2,861,210 

•

Ene:sy Ufi<:1ent: 
Wxiser~: 40,000 

o 
4O.000~.920'~ o o o 

CA:R 

• 

1,400 1,400 32.116,000 
Tot4l 59,670 55,709 50,l33,164 16,271 l3,320 1 . 
~ Ed.!. son 'to revised show"'7.:& ?roj ec:t.s suOsULnt:i.ally increase<:! -tne:gy 

&&vi~s '" set: !or""''';:;'';:U Ue bbulAt10U on ?age 33. 

Including its proposed 'COdifications,. Edison's arigina1 goals repre­
sent an 1St iT!c=eaJ in :neBS\.~e$ and 194.07. increase in energy savings. 
Such goals appear easouable and will be ado?ted for :b.is-proeee<Iing 
with appropriate adjust=ents to reflect the s u?ple=ental ::oreeast 

data •. The ~e proposed program codifications, which it is estiQated 
would result in 16,271 ceaS~7es on 13,320 dwelling units for an 

estiI:lated a.ntI1!k savings of 44 ,285 ,424 kW"'h, for the original 1984 
forecast yea=, consist of the follOYi:lg: 

1. Edison proposes to include residential 
customers who have pe%C4nently installed 
wall or window ~lectric air-conditioners 
th..a.t cool ::he :::a.j ority of the :es iceuce with 
~stocers who have electric resistance hea~ing 
aDd/or central electric air-conditioning 
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2. 

units for eligibili:y for eash reba:es 
a~c lo~ for p~e-coole=s. ~hole house 
fallS. evaporative coolet"s, and replace­
ment high-efficiency air-conditione~. 
Edison states :~t such a ~odification 
would provide :lore equitable distribution ~.-' ..... 
0: prograc benefits aoong the residential ~ 
customers and estiQates that an aQditi~n4~ 
2,900 ~asures would be installed re.$d1:ing 
b. savi:gs of an annual 4, 773,400~. 
Staff recocmends the proposed :loOification 
be adopted provided that no ~ts be 
'.Ce?laced with a. unit that hZ$ a greater 
cooling capacity (in ton~to preclude 
the rebated measure =r~usit:18 :lore 
energy than the wall ;xc.d/ or window units 
it replaces. The s~f ?Osition appears 
reasonable and will' be adopted. 

~ 
Edison proposes~hat the restriction 
against cash r~tes and/or loans for 
houses bu11t~ter November 17, 1982 set 
forth in D.~-11-OS6 issued Novecber 17, 
1982, on Edlson's A.61066 for a zero­
interestfioa.n and cash. incentive progra:, 
be ?art;tally' rescinded to ,er-nt cash 
rebat~ andlor loans on such houses for 
pre-cOolers, whole hoT.!Se fans, and 
eva~rative eoole=s. Edison estiQates 
t~ such a :edification to D.S2-ll-086 
woUld result in the installation of 
~?rox1=ately 800 additional ~asu:es 
at an annual saving of 1,769,600 kWh. 
Staff =ecoCQencs that the revision be 
pe~itted for ?~e-coolers and ~hole 
house fans until such a time that they 
are included in the point syste: fo= 
new =eside:tial building standa=ds, but 
t1:lat evaporative coolers continl:e to be 
ineligible fo= rebates and/or loans on 
the basis that the proposed modifica­
tions eould e=eate a disincentive for 
builders to install evaporative coolers. 
we agree and will ado?t staff's recom­
mendation on this item. 
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3.. Edison ?roposes a $120 cash rebate or 
st financing for the replacement of a 
per.lW:lently ins'talled ~all or window 
air-conditioning units having an 
Energy E:ficiency Ratio (EER) of 6 or less 
with one ~ith an E:::R of 9 or greater. 
Edison est~tes that such a measure 
~ould result in 2»500 additional 
::easures 'W'i'th annual energy saving~ /' 
of approximately 2,055,000 kWh. On~ 
the basis that :any f)eople rely o:c: 
such units as their only source/of 
cooling, staff reco==ends a~oval of 
the proposed eha:§e to imp,rove the 
installed level 0_ effiY'ency. io;e 
agree.. / _ 

4. Edison seeks to ~o~e the RCS audit 
l:equirement as a coecition for 
financing the :o~lowing measures: 

Measure No Longer / 
RequiTing an ReS Audi No Audit Areas 

Wall i~ulation I ) 
t\~ole bouse fans ) Syste::uw;.de 

, 

Heat ?~~?wate:jheaters ) 
Floo: L'lSulation ) 
Cen t: al he a t .,?l.::lPS ) 

. 'ft"'he:ever resistance 
heatins is used. 

'e'.:I'; sO~/~o"es .............. .... 1:.1:-- ~ ....... -a""'" "V' 1 11'\.0" ..... ea ... ""', ..... ""' ... ~.... 0\0.......... ."'\oIio ... _ .... ~ _ .... >;;; ~ ....... ~_.. ,. ;79..... ... :,...."".."..:,.;), 

I .' 
heat ?'='? wate,!.' ~eate:s, and whole ho,use :a:-.s no longer r~ui=~ . 
an RCS audit/fo: eli9ibUity for State conse:vat:'on tax c:edits .. 

. / 

The other cost-effective ~easures l£sted above~ i.e. clock 
I 

t!ler::'los'~a,ts, e\"a?Ora ti ve eoole:s, ?:e-c.oolers, and' ;:e.?lacem~n t 
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a.ir-cotlditioning~ still =equi:e au Res audit recOI:mle'C1dation 
far eligibility for Stau energy :ax eredits. We l:IeZ;ieve 

'ehat ECison should !lave tbe sa::e c:io:e:ia for eligi~'::"lity 
0: :eba~es ana/or financing_ 

S .t:.t:: .... _ '1 ....10. e cd· .0: • • ~ 1,,;: ......... ta __ ..,.; .. l.eves ..... e :>ropose :n l ... :.ca:.:.or:. s ..... ou ~ ~ 

gra=..ted. Staff :~:tbe: stao:es -:!lat since the above··m~asu:es are 
/ 

almost al·..rays cos::-effec::ive, t..~ ado:?tior. of t..~e proposea :noei!ication coule 
red:.:.ce t..~cos"t to :a€epaye:s i! audits ~~t are r-L"leCeSSarilY required .-. . /' 
a1:'e not perlo:med. We are persuaded t:b4't the requested elimina-
tion of the RCS audit requirement as/Proposed by Edison and set 
f01:th above should be granted £~he rebate portion but not 
the fi::anci1lg porti~ of the 'pP. 

S. Edison reques"rS, and sta:f reeomcends~ 
that -res1deutial et:stomers wi:h less 
than 12 months of service be eligible 
for part~ipatioQ in the loan ?rogr2m 
if a f~orable credit bureau report is 
received. Edison states that 4 CTedit 
investigation report is more accurate 
tllaJ{ the present 12 months service 
requirement fo-r a loan grant deter­
mi~tion. ~e agree and will grant the 

;=equested ~odification. 
6/ Edison proooses a $20 cash rebate to 

/ 

install a high efficiency ?COl p1Jmt> 
::lotor. !he $20 represents the 
incre=eutal cost di££ereuee between 
the sta:cdard and high efficiency pump 

/ ::1Otor and should promote the t::.01:e 

/ 

efficient model at the ti=e of replaee-
:nent. It is estimated that an 
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additional 8~OOO measures will be 
installed with savings of approxfQately 
1~992~OOO kWh. Staff recommends that 
the proposed :lOdification be authorized 
for replacement pumps only. We are not 
persuaded 'Chat the proposed tlodification //~/ is more beneficial :or re?lacement pucys / 
t:an for original installations and will 
authorize the rebate for all pumps. 

7 • Edison requests. aut~orization to cha~ge 
the rebate amount ?aid for attic inSula­
tion from the established cax1:um'of 
$302 (based on JOe per square~oot) to 
a maximum amount based on the square 
footage of the aetnal arealinsulated 
(at 30e ~r square foot ) ...... / In S\l??Ort 
of this position~ Edison states that 
houses larger than 1 ",e'00 square feet 
qualify for disprop'p~ionately smaller 
rebates even though insulating the 
larger residence)f actually results in 
saving more eDergy. Consequently, in 
order to establish a consistent 
il:lcentive foi all residences, Edison 
recomcends)'it be allowed tc 'base the 
rebate onJ30e per square foot for the 
actual· area insulated • 

.AJ:. the ~iDg, the Edison wituess, after consultation 
with staff, changed' her testimony &Ild stated her belief that the 
rebate amount f~attie insulation should be at 30e per square 
foot witn a ~ of $302 for single-family units and $136 for 

1 -.;: -, I. ::u tJ.:a:u..y ~ts .. 
~raff recocmends that this ?roposed ::odificatioll not be 

authorized' on the bas is that large::' ho::les are generally propor­

tionately more expensive and their owners gene=ally are 
proportionately ::1ore wealthy and thus able to afford to pick up 
& larger sbare of t~ costs to iusula~e their homes • 
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Test~ny presentea on behalf of Sun Mizer indicated 
that smaller iIlSUlatiou companies paid condominium associations 

to acquire the contracting jobs, and as soon as Edison became 

aware of this ?ractice it i:l::ediately dropped the $302""' cash 

rebate to 30¢ a square foot requiring ap.artI:len~ers a.nd 

condomi'tl':nm associations to coce up with casl'(""out of their 
pocket with the result that the program y;t( stopped. This 
witness further testified that the rea&01l for this was that 

probably 8~ of the multi£~ily res?~nees were rental-occupied 

and the owners have no reason to irivesteapitalon the apartments 

since the tenants, not the owner! paid the energy bills. This 

witness noted that the energy /ompanies will fina!lce at· 40¢ per 

square foot 4:ld believes tb.a.t it would be equitable to match 

the rebate with the f:!~"'8 a:oount, i.e. 4 40(;. per s~e 
foot: %ebate for attic u1ation. 

/ 

This witness~tber testified it was his experience 
that mc.cb. of the existing R:'19 insulation is substandard. He 

/ 

reeo:cends that in those cases the homes should be brought up-
to R-30, the c:arr~ standard in Title 24 standards ,of the 
California Energf Corm:dssion. , 

Edison's revised position~ concurred in by staff. 
a.ppears reaso~ble and we will adopt an attic insulation rebate 

of 30¢ per ~e foot with a =ax~ 0:$302 for a single­
fa::ilyunit" and $136 for a mul~ifa:::.ily unit. 

/ ' 
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. /'-
As previO't:Sly s'tated. we are establishing fi1t4l:lciDg 

/' . 
limits on attic insulation up to 52¢ per square~t. somewhat 
above the 40¢ pe::o square foot licit referred 1;(; by Sun Mizer's 
witness.. 'W'e are not persuaded that rebat;;.s~l t~ the 

f1Danc1ng limits are justified and wil~1nta.in the p:rese'C.t 

30¢ per squa..-e foot l:i.mit.. /." 
'the test:imouy by SUo. Mizer to the effect that· Edison 

changed 11:s 1>01icy of granting /£lat rebate of $302 per uuit: 

to a policy of grant:Ulg re~ solely on the basis of 30¢ per . / 

... •• < 

square foot of area insulated with a maximum reba't.e of- $302 

per unit me~ly indicate/that EdisO'C. became aware that it had 

been improperly ap;>lyi~ its rebate rales at:.d" therefore" cha:lged 
its practices to c~r.: fully with. the rules. 

It shoul~be ~oted that at the preset:.t ti=e rebates 

are given only ~R-ll or g%ea'te: is added to achieve a level 
of R-19. If t::r.I total of the existing insulation plus the R-ll 

addition exce~s R-19 then the installation will not qualify 
for lo~ o~reba.tes unless ::,ecocmeuded as cost-effective bya 

/ . 
utility e~rgy audit. At the present ti=e tbe ~ebate is 30¢ 
per s~e foot of attic insulation" u? to $302 0= ~he eost 

I 
of tb.eAob~ w:u.cheve:- is less. As previously stated" we will 

li=it'tbe rebates to the lesser of 30¢ per square foot or $302 
for si:lgl.e-family units and $136 for multifamily units • 
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8. Edison proposes to offer low-i:come 
customers double the currently au:horized 
rebate amounes for heating and coolfng 
measc:es not to exceed the aceual 
installed cost of the measure. Edison 
est~tes :hat an additioeal 6il measures 

• will be installed with a l~5i9~424 kWh 
of energy savi:g. Edison sta:es that 
such double rebates for low-~coce 
customer installations is necessary :0 
encourage equitable ?a=tici~ation by 
the low-income custO::lers. Staff belieV,/es ..-~~-",."" 
that doubling :he heating and cooling 
rebates for low-incoce custome~s should 
be part of Edison's continuing efforts 
to involve all customers in eonse't'Va.tttin 
9rograms. It notes ~ however ~ tha:t ..... tbere 
are federal and state funds ava able 
for such purposes and suggest that 
Edison make efforts to cev 0t> these 
sources of funds wbeneve~ossible 
before using rate;>ayers.,v aollars • 
Under these c1rcumst.a.:U:es. sta:Ef sU?ports 
the proposed modif~t:iotl with the 
qualifer that Edi~n must seek and use 
federal and state funds available for 
this pu~se before funds are taken 
from ReF? J'f:..a£f position a~pears 
reaso~nale nd will be adopted. 

9. Edison p oposes to include the CAR 
prog::" i:l RCFP. No cb.a:lges are 
plaoned £0= CA..~ but because i: was 
prev)(ously funded by a ca~-over of 
un$pent conse~ation f~~ds~ its inclu-

A
·~n as a specified ?rogr~ unde~ CL~C 
s eonside=ed a =odifieation to ReF? 

It is est~ted that 1.400 measu~es 
will be installed as a part of the 'CAR 
?rogr~ =esultiug in anncalized savings 
of 32~116.000 kWh. Staff ~ecocmeucs 
the pro?Osed ~odi£ication be authorized 
not only 'because it is very cost­
effeetive~ but it will also enable 
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"Zeiso'C. to reach. the landlord and thus 
promote conservation actions for the 
individual units. we agree and "Will 
adopt the proposed ~odification. 

'!'he following tabulat ion cocp.ares the orig~·r984 
ReF? component goa.ls with the 1984 acended projections. These 

/' figures will be used in our ado?te<! ta::-1££ cha~s ~ but the 
above-discussed adopted modifications are to/be used for the 
year 1985 comp'Utatious. . / 

1984 1984 
Original Projections Amended Projeetions 

kwiY kwh 
Measures Sav±ngs Mea~~es Savings Cor::roonent 

SiD.gle-family 27~486/.::27./866'870 48,112~/ 22,791,902 
Mult ifa:n11y 7,055 4,516,195 41,3s621 6,519,634 
Energy Efficie~ 
Refrig~a~or 40,000 29,920,000 40,000 29,920,000 

CAR c/ 1z4oo 327116,00~ 1,400 18,6887600 
Total 75~941 94,419,065 130,868 77,920,136 

I 
2:,/ Of these mea.S~es, 26,9'36 are for attie insulation 

and 9,25~ for other weatherization ~easures 
(c:au1ki:g/ weather stripping, and duet wra?) for 
a total of 36,194 weatherization measures (757.). 

~/ Of these meaSU%'es~ 29,706 aTe for attic insulation 
and 11,194 for ot~er weatherization ceasures for a 
to::alof 40,900 weatherization Qe.a.sures (997.). 

E/ These savings a~e =~O: pro!)osec ~odificatio'CS which,. 
because of ti=e faetors 7 will Dot be fully icple=~~ed 
in 1984 • 

... . 
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Cash !nee'Q'Cive ?ro~a:n 
S~!e Famiiy 
Multifamily 
CAR 
Re:rigeraeor 
CO'O.ttacts .aI'!d Gran1:S 

Sub1:otal 
Grana Total 

ALT-COM-LMG 

1,725,000 
300,000 
750,000 

1,500,000 
297,000 

4,572,000 
$9 7800,000 

-22 ..... 
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In light of the above,. OUr" initial inclination is 'to authoMze a 

funding level fof" Edison's 1984. ReF? pr"Ogram on the ol'"der" of Sl5-S17 mil lion. 

However",. we reeognize that in doing so,.. Edison's ReF? program WQUld come to an 
/' 

abrupt halt. This is because Edison has already expended S18,....m'illion on its 
/ . 

~cA> progr"am to date. \tlhi , e we in no way condone &C~acce ler"ated 

e;,q)enQitul'"6 pl"io~ to CommiJS.;O~1f authorization, we' aJ.st'dO not wish to see th.e 

pro9r"amste~nate:i(..~-rs::rf'~Awe wi" there'fore./a'uthorize S2S minion for" 
• (j" / 

Ref? over the 18 month periOd. from January 1,,)..984 to-June 30', 1985-. This 

fi gul"e rep1"'eSents a maxiftllm iimit for ReF? rram expenditures. Edison is 

di~ed to pa-ce its progr"am activities t'O ensure its continuance throughout 

the fundin9 period. Edison is autho~ to I"e<Iuce the size of cash incentives 

as it seems appropriate,. in to or"d~pace program activiti~. We'direct 

parties to c10sely evaluate the ~t-effectiveness of this I>f"091'atn. in 1i9ht of 

our comments above,. in Edison/ ~xt offset pr-ocee<1ing. . 

Further, as discussed in OUr" r"eeent decision (0.84-07-107) on PG&e's 

1984 Z!? and RCS ?f"09T"a~we vi ewthese PI"09r"ams as t~r"ary,. and not to be 

. ; nsti tuti ona 1 i zed. In r. ; s proceed; n9. staff ,or"i gi na ny reconmended that the 

RCS pl"'09ram l)e termif}!ted at the end of 1984,. similar" to the t~nnination of 

SOCal's RCS Pl"09ram/as authorized by 0.83-12-051. Edison. howevel",. notes that 

it and staff ha~ddresSed the co~1icated issues related to the future of 

Edison's r"esid~ial program ~d 1984 ~thin the context of ~Xhibit (SCE-

12) of the Teft Year 1985 Rate Case (A..83---1Z-53) and through c~ondin9 data 
/ 

~uests. fidison ~1ieves that these issues extend beyond this C1..t'AC 1'i1;n9 

and thatlthey should continue to be addressed in the Test Year" 198& Rate Case 
?rocee6i 1'19_ This posit~on appeal'"S reasonab1e and will be adoptee. We di re<:t 

parties to address a termination date fol" Edison's Rcr:? I>l"09ratnS in the next 
offset proceeding • 
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With ~rd to the nine p~oposed program modifications, we note 

that most of them expand eli gi bi 1 i ty for the cash rebate p~rams. °I ~vi'eW of 

our comments above, we do not be1ieve that eH gi bi lity should ~de<f at 

thisti~. The-refore. we do not adopt SCE·s P~osedmod~ions 11. "2, 13 

and #6 listed above. Consistent with our ~eeent deei~ in ?G&E·s offset 

proceeding. we will rer:ove the RCS aaudit requir~ fl"'Om heat pu~. water 

heaters, whole house fans. and fioor insulation ~he1"e e1eetric resistance heat 

is used).. The otner measures propose<1 by Edi on under modification 14 will 

sti 1 1 r~i re an RCS audi t as a condi t i on or rebates o~ financ; ng. 

We fi nd modi fi cat ion 15. ~a' ;"9 to eli gi bi1 ; ty requi rements in 

the loan pt"Ograna to be reasonable, a will grant th-e requeste<1modification.. 

Modification 17 requires I rther diSQI'SSiorr. A.t the hearing. the 

Edison witness. after consultati n with staff, changed her testimony and stated 

her belief that the rebate amoant for attic insulation shoul~be at 30c per 
~are foot with a maxilfUm ~ S302 fo~ single-fami ly units and SllZ 1'01'" 

multifamily' units. ~ 
Sta:: reeommet1Cis that this ?roposee ~i:ic.a.tiot1 :01: !:>e 

a=::'o=:.:ec on :b.e ~is ti:at la....~e:' homes are generally ?'!"~or­
cionately ~ore e~OSive aut: teei= owt!ers ge::erally are 
pro~ortionaeely ~re we&l~y a~e ==:5 able :0 afford :0 ?ick u? 

a larger sl:are If::e eosts ::0 iU$ul.te ::ei:' Comes .. 
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The 1984 RaP g'oaJ.s as oriq.:ina.lly file<! are shown below: 

!&$.-=~-------
~lll:s 

'Jni'l:a 

~it'ic .. tions 
w-ell!.ng 

Meaau~. ON. '1:. SaviS-

S1Xl1!. r-.l,. 

MW.nfaly 1,654,985 
12,816 -10,317 <),.303~Zl" 

Zoos: l~~;~61021: 
Zneray U!1e.l.c.'l: 

Refrt,erat.or 40,000 

o 
40,000 

o 
29,920,000 

o 1,400 ~J~ 32,ll6.oo0 

• 

l'oUl 55,709 5O,m,164 »'rfl 
I~ order to aeopt 1984 RCFP qoa~ for this·proceeding, 

we direct Sa: tc sub:tit an .. ac!vise le.t<e: fllb<; wi~ a~propriate 
adjust:nellts to its qoals, basee. o,z{or adopted. fune.i:lq level and. 

':>roqrarx modi:ieations. / 
We wi 11 make the oN:!el'" 1~; S deci si on effeeti ve through June 30. 

1985 .. ,ThiS was recently acne iys&Ets RCS proceeding (0.84-07-107) in order 

to avo,d the problem of proe;:SSing another decision on this subject during the 

end of the calendar year, when CQallrission agendas are heavy. We will permit, 

howevel"', an advis.e lette~i1in9 pertaining to programs other than ReF? for 
I --

the final 5 months of ~e 18-month period. We emphasize, however .. th~ the 

~dvi ce letter should address only the most essential items. 
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:RaP'Rates 
Tabulated below are the specified program expetlSe rate 

and balancing rate using Edison r s 1984RCF? forecast expenditu:e $~-"-" 
of $12 .989 ,000 for the five-conth period August 1. 1984 1:h:r~ , 

December 3l, 1984 and tl:.e es~l::.a.ted balancing a.ccouut ~-
collection of $13,100,000 as of August 1~ 1984. 

Item 

Smified Pro~am Expense Rate 
Residen:i.a! ~e:vation Financing 

Program Expenditures /'l2, 989 

Plus: Franchise Fees a:ld ~lJ'~OlJ 
leetible Aeeoants Expense 133 
Specified Program Expense te 13,122 

Balcmc:~ Rate 
ts1:~ea Eilancetn thejResi-

dental Conservatiou Yl..ryJ;neing 
Progra:: -S/A on 3.arzuary 1, 1984 13,100 

Plus: Fra=hise Fee.! and'Uneol­
leetible A.eeour1t;,7"'Expe1lSe 

Balancing Rate / 
Cc::rret1t Specified ATogra:n Rate for 

the Residential! COnservation 
F5 nanei%:g Program 

134 
13.234 

24.411~./ 

a/ FiVI months sales c""""",,eixlg . .Al:gast 1, 1984 
- adjusted to reflect 10M~ kWh for Schedule 

No. DE discQUllt. 
/ 

b/ JAdjusted to reflect 25 M2 kWh for Schedule 
- t./ No. DE discount • 
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A.83-12-02 AlJ/emk/jc/ek/=a 

j. No RCS audit should be requi...-ed for 
any Edison eustome~s with electric 
space heating to collect a rebate or 
receive a loan on wall and/or floor 
i.."'lSulatio~, cent:'al heat :?~, heat :?\.:tl? 
water beate:s, at'lC. whole house fa."'.S. 

15. ~ i983 RCFP-recordeG expenses 0: $14,9i4,OOOare :easo~~le. 

16. 'I'b.e 1983 RCF:? achievements of 64.628 measures financed 
or rebated as compared to the 1983 goal of 51 •. 392 measures' are 

,/ 

reasonable. ~ 

17. !'he Edis:m-Tecommended 1984 Ra? budget of $31~S52~OOO 
,/ 

as set forth ou page 23 of this deciSion. together with the 1984 
ReF? goals set forth on page 25 ~h1s decision. are reasonable. 

18. Edison customers who/have permaDently installed wall 
or Window electric air-eotld!~ioners that cool the majority of the 
residence should be el1gi~ for cash rebates or l~ans for pre­
coolers. e:w:?Qrative coole=s,. an: replace::le:'lt high-efficie:'JCy air-coo:itior:ers 

C?rovided t:le replacement ~ts eo !'X)t have greater cooli."lg capacity tha.~. t..ie 
I 

origir..:U 1:lits) ... "i":."l a..~ RCS a1.Xiit :eca, .. e."ldation. 
I 

19. Houses built after ~ove=ber 17~ 1982 shocld be eligible 
for cash rebates;er loans for ?re-coole~s and whole house :ans~ 
but not evaporat ive coolers. 

I 

20.. A $~O cash rebate or 8t financing should be available 
for the repllce:nent of pe'::"Qanently installed wall or window air-

/ . 

conditioning units having an ZER of 6 or less with a unit.ha~ng 
I 

au EER o£.'9 or greater. 
2l. It is reasonable to retlove the ReS audit requirement as 

a condition for cash rebates for ce~t=al heat ?~~PS; heat ?U~P 
water :~eaters, a~d. · .... ~ole ho\;se :a:-.s,. as described i::. 't.his 

c.ee:'sio!l •. 
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22 .. Edison custome=s with less than l2 mouths of ser.rice 
should be eligible for partici?atiotl in RCFP loan prog::a:s if 
a favorable credit bureau report is received'. 

23. A $20 cash rebate is reasonable as an incentive for 

Edison Ct:S::oce,,;,s to install a high-efficiency pel? :lotor. /~" 
-" 

24. A rebate amount for attic ~latiou equal to/the lesser 
/.,. 

of 30¢ ?er square footage of the actual area insulated or $302 for 
siDgle-fa::.ily units or $136 per unir for ::tultl£mily units • 

./ 25. A rebate for low-i:lcome custome~qual to double the 
currently authorized rebate amounts fo~eating and cooliug 
measures not to exceed the actual 1nst~led cost of the measure 
is reasonable. / 

26 •. It is reasonable to iyclude the CA..~ progra::t in RCFP. 

27. A separate balanc~account and· rate should be provided 

for each specified program~ for.nally reflect the current practice 
of separately accOttnti~crr 'each specified program • 

. 28. Ta=iff changes to fomally reflect in the CU!AC the use 
. 7 

of CFC for ad::linistra:tiDg and. financing loans unde= the RCF? 
should be effecte~ 

29. A CI.MA!F rate of O.094¢/kW'h consisting of a SRDP. rate 
of o.ool¢~,~i RCS program rate of 0.Ol6¢/kWh~ and a RCFP 
rate of o. 07te/k~ cu:e reasonable and should be authorized. 

30. ~e above CI.MA!F rate of O. 094¢/kW1l should be applied 
U1:.i£or.nly lac:;oss tbe boa.rd to all applicable rate scbedules and 
~o =odificatiou to any ECABF rate should be made as a =esult of 
this ap~lication. 

31. ~e energy rate for steel producers' rate schedules 
SP-l, 2~ and 3- shottld be 5.480¢/kW'h for regular service and 
4.305¢/k~ for interruptible service. 
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Cone lus ions of 'Law 

1. Edison should be authorized to modify its RCFP' in 

accordance with tbe staff reeomeuc!a.tions as described in 
Finding 14. 

2. Edison should be authorized to modify its RCF? and 

RCS programs as described in Findings 18, 19, 20, 2l, 22, 23. 
24, 25, 26, aIld 27.. / ," 

3.. Edison should be &uthari2:ed to modify its .. ..tariffs to 

£o:mally reflect in the CL.'!AC the use of CF

7
C fo~dministerlng 

and financing loans under the RCF'P_ 
4. Edis01l should be authorized a CL.~F rate of O. 094¢/kWh. 

/ 5. A rue for steel producers '/rate schedules SP-l, 2, 
and. 3 of S.4SO¢/kWb. for regular seytice and 4.30S~/kWb. for 
iuterruptible service eonfo:ms to/PO" Code Section 742 .. 

6.. '!he increase in rat~ and charges autbo-rized by this 

decision of approxi:nately $J8',3~9, 000 is just and reasonable; 
the present" r:tes .and cha.;ges, insofa= as they differ from those 
ordered in this deeisiot;( are for the future U'tljust and 
unreasonable. / 

7.. Because tnl'coutemp-lated :evisiondate of ehe CI.MA:BF 
~ al%eady p4S7. this order shoa.ld be e£fee1:ive :as of !:he 

da.1:e of ·$7 · 
ORDER --_ ...... --

n lIS ORDSRED that: 
1. Southe:::n California Edison Cocpany (Edison) is am:hor1zed 

to filerev,ised tariff schedules conforming to the Findings of 
J 

Fact cd Conclusions of Law itlCluded in tb.is decision and providbg 

for: 
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4. A cODServation load management adjust=ent 
billing fac~or of 0.094 cents per kilowatt­
hour (¢/kWh) a~?lied unifo~y across the 
board for all applicable rate schedules 
with no ene:gy cost adjust=e~t bill~ 
factor moCificatio~. 

b. A separate specified program balancing 
account, a. spec 1: ied program expense 
r4te~ .a::d .a speej'~ied program balaxlci."'1g 
rate for the Demonstration Retrofit Solar 
Water Heating FinaDcing Plan, the Resi­
delltial Conservation FinatlciDg Program./·(RCFP) 
and the Residential Couse:vation Sem.ce 
Program (RCS). /' 

-e. . 'I'he use of the Conser.ratiou Fi:c.ance 
Corporation for admi'!li steriDg' and 
fiDancillg l~ -under th~RCFP. 

-d. 1'he modification of stee'l producers' 
rate schedules SP-l, h and 3 to reflect 
a regular ene:gy r~t:e of S.48O¢/kWh and 
an interruptible energy rate of 4.30Se/ 
kWh. ~ 

"!his filing shall comply with General Order· Series 96. The 
/ 

effective date of the reviSed sch~les shall be not less than 
five days afterfiliDg.~Ibe revised sc:he~ules shall apply only 
to se:vice rendered o~.a.nd aftertbeir effective date. 

2. . Edison is)utbOrtzed to modify its RCFP in' accordance 
witll the S1:af£ rec..cmme~datiot:.S se1: forth in FindiI:g 14. 

3. Edison/is authorized to lnodify its RCFP and RCS 
program as .descfibed in Fi:l.diIlgs 18~ 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24~ 
25:. and 26. /1 

/ 
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4. Within 90 days of the effective date of this dec'ision 
atld :lonthly the::ea:te=~ Eciso'O. shall file a report o!~a:ch.. low-' 

,./ 
income cont=3.Ct and grants awarded in 1983 and 19'84 setting forth. 

. /' 
the value for the p~od~et received for eac~eontract. 

5. The a??lic:ation is granted as set forth above. 
'I'his o:-dtt is effective todaj. 
Dated AUG 1 1984/, at San Francisco,. Cal1fo=nia. 

Comm1S.1onor Pr4c. Crw. :r.EOI!A.'!ll M. =. m. 
~e1ng necessa:"'11y al)sont. •. did President. 
no~ ~~r'tZe1 'til' VIC'10R C~VO 

~NALD VI.U, 
C?t:CD.is::i er W111i~ 'I. Bagley ~-m~s::!.o::.-er:J 
being ~'cessar!.lYabsent •. ~ 
~o't ~...1.c.1,p.a.t.e. 
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