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OF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES
N

Application of PACIFIC GAS AND
ELECTRIC COMPANY for Authority %o
Decrease its Electri¢ and Increase
it=s Gas Rates an¢d Charges
Effective January 1, 19083, in
Accordance with the Conservation
Finaneing Adjustment (CFA)
Authorized in Applications Nos.
59537 an¢ 60701, for QOperation of
a Zero-Interest Program (ZIP) of
Conservation Financing.

Application 82-09-17
(File¢ Septembder 14, 1982:
amenced Noveabder 19, 1982)

(Electric and Gas)

Application of PACIFIC GAS AND
ELECTRIC COMPANY To Increase Rates
for Electric and Gas Service for
the Costs of the Residential
Conservation Service (RCS)

Program Authorized in Application
No. 60700.

Application 82-06-18
(Filed September 14, 1982;
amended Noveamber 19, 1082)

(Electric and Gas)
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Daniel E. Gibson and Merek Z. Lipson,
ttorneys at Law, for Pacific Gas and
Electric Company, applicant.

Michael Arendes, for Contracior
Acvisory RBoard - PG&E North Bay
Division; Kevin ¥, Aslanian, for
California Coalition of Welfare Rights
Organizations; Mark Guiton, for
Guiton's Pool and Stove Center; James
Hodges, for California/Nevada
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. Community Action Association; Josenh
J. Honieck, for Insulation Coniracior
Association: Robert M. Loch, Thomas
D. Clarke, David Gilmore, and Mare ).
Christensen, Attorneys at Law, for
Southern California Gas Company:
William E. Swanson, for Stanford
University: W. Faandy Paldsehun, for
City of Palo AlTo; wiliiam A,
Claerhout, for Southwes:t Gas
Corporacion; Darren Goebbels,

ttorney at Law, for C? National

Corporation; and 3iddle & Hamilion, by
Richard L. FHamilton and EHalina
Osinski, Attorneys a%t Law, for Western
Mobilehome Association; interested
parties,

Thomas P. Corr, Attorney at Law, Zor
the Commission starfr.

QRPINZIO

I. Summary of Decision

This decision authorizes Pacific Gas and
(PC&E) to continue its Zero Interest Program (222)

residential weatherization investments, and its Res

Conservation Service (RCS) providing energy audits to residential
customers. Lipited revisions are approved in b

oth p

G&Z expeets to provide ZIP service to at least 180,000
homes Iin the next year. Zero interest loans will be provided %o
153,600 homes, and 26,400 low-income hozes will De weatherized at no
direct cost to the homeowners. PG&E's 1983 ZIP budges will be £39.71
million, an increase of $13.76 million from last year.

PGLE is authorized $15.05 million to provide 102,400 RCS
aucits over the next year. This includes 100,000 audits of single-
family homes, and 2,400 Multi-Unit Dwelling (MUD) audits. This is a
$3.05 million increase over 1982.

ZIP and RCS were first implemented throughout PGEE's
service territory during 1982, so that las:t year's budget did not
represent a full year of full scale operations. The higher
expenditures authorized today will allow PGXE to continue Lo make ZIP
and RCS fully available to its residential customers.
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IZ. Introduction

This consclidated proceeding conceras PG&E's reques:t for an
acdjustment in its electric and gas rates to carry out its 1983 ZIP
and RCS progranms.

PG&E's weatherization finaneing efforts bdegan in 1978 with
8% attic insulation loans. By Decision (D.) 92653 dated
January 28, 1981 Phase I of %the ZIP? was authorized for PG4E's San
Joaquin Division. On Decexmber 30, 1931 Phase II of ZIP was
authorized systezwide by D.93891. The 1982 ZIP budge: was $29

illion. PG&E's RCS program, as mandated by the National Energy
Conservation Policy Act was authorized by D.92653 dated January 28,
1981. Its authorized 1982 dudget was $12 million.

By Application (A.) 82-09-17 as amended, PG&S seeks
authority to adjust its Conservation Financing Adjustzent (Cl’-‘A)1
rates to increase revenues by $11.34 million to fund iss 1982 712 .2
The acjustment requested would result in a decrease of approximately
0.06% ($2.42 million) in electric revenues and an increase in gas
revenues of adbout 0.37% ($13.76 million). The amended application
reduces the total 1982 CFi revenue requirement from $7C.15 million
($10.63 million for the electric department aad $59.52 million for
the gas department) to .£29.77 million ($5.16 million for the electrie
department and $2L.55 million for the gas depariment). The final
adjustment requested would result in 2 decrease in electri¢ rates to
$0.00070 per kilowatt~hour (kWh) (down from $0.00020 per kWh) aznd an
increase in gas rates to $0.00482 per therm (up from $0.00290 per
therm).

! The CFA account was established by D.92653 dated January 28, 1981
and D.93891 dated December 30, 1981. It provides for periodic
acdjustment of CFA rates designed to recover the annual costs of
approved conservation programs.

2 In fts original application PG&E requested $38.73 million for the
12=-ponth period January 1, 1983 to December 3, 1983.
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By A.82~00~18, PG&Z seeks an additional $4.07 million in
revenue by ing¢reasing current RCS electiric rates <0 $.00006 per kWnh
(up from $.0000& per KWh) and gas rates %0 $.00171 per therm (up from
$.00130 per therm). Total 1982 expenditures for the RCS progran
would be $15.56 million consisting of $12.29 for gas and $3.26
million for electric.

Hearings were held on a coans¢lidated record Decemder 13-14,
1082 in San Franciseco. P rticipating included PGEE,
Contractor Advisory Board--PG&Z North Bay Division, California
Coalition of Welfare Rights Organization (Coalition), Guiton's Pool
and Store Center (Guiston), California/Nevacda Communicty Action
Association (Cal/Neva), Insulation Coantractors Association (ICA),
Southera Califorzia Gas Company (SoCal), Stanford University, City of
Palo Alto (Palo Alto), Southwest Gas Corporation (Southwest), CP
National Corporation (CPN), Western Mobilehome Association, and the
Commission staff, The consclidated applications were subzmitited on
December 15, 1982 subject to filing of concurrent driefs due
January 7, 1983. .

PG&T presented testimony of five witnesses, and the staf’l
presented one witness. Also testifying were witnesses from FAFCO
Solar Energy Sales, Cozzunity Network for Appropriate Technologies
(CNAT), CPN, Southwest, ICA, and Cal/Neva.

tatements were made by Mr, Sherrer of Celotex Corp., Kevin
Aslanlian of Coalition, Mark Guiton of Guitoa's, Michael Arencdes of
the Contractor Advisory Board-PG4E North Bay Division, and Morri
Pinsky a private c¢citizen. Except for Pinsky each statenment made was
in Tavor of ZIP and RCS with interest generally limited to specific
provisions of the programs. 3Briefs were Tiled by PG&E, staflf, ICA,
South Bay Chapter of ICA (South Bay) Cal/Neva, SoCal, and Guiton.
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IXI. Positions of Par~ias

PG&E

These consolidated applications are for authority to
continue the ZIP ancd RCS programs in 1982, PG&E propos=¢ no major
¢hanges in ZIP or RCS for 1083, other than the incorporation of 2
cirect weatherization program. PG&E's 1933 2IP goals are %o
weatherize approximately 180,0003 dwelling units while attempting
to stizulate and meet a larger demand for ZIP services. The 180,000
units inclucde 26,400 units to be weatherized through direct
weatherization. PG&Z plans to continue 1982 adversising and
promotional activities, with outreach activities foocusing on
odtaining participation by renter, senior citizen, non-English
speaking and low income customers,

PG4E's witnesses stated that ZIP depends on the RCS audis
progran with ZIP designed to take advantage of the conservasion
opportunities created., OQverall programn ¢o0sts are pinimized by
coorcinating the two prograss.

Witness Heim stated that PG&T has developed a 2IP marketing
anc promotional package to promote the prograzm. I+ includes materials
for PG&E employees, the media, and community groups. Primary emphasi
is placed on maximizing participation by community leaders and
organizations representing low incoze, non-Znglish speaking, sentor
citizen, renter, and landlord customers.

With respect to outreagh acetivities, the application states
that PG&E's report on the low Lncome component of ZIP was Tiled on
June 11, 1982. The report reviewed the existing low income
component; analyzed barriers to participation and examined
alternatives to increase the availabilisy of 2ZIP <o these custonmers,

concluding that direet weatherization should be substituted for
marketing activities.

3 In its original application PG&E proposed a goal of 350,000
. dwelling units to be weatherized in 1983,
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"Direet weatherization” concists of free ing<alla<ion of
conservation measures in homes of low income cus4omerz. This element
kag the potential for greotly increasing low inconme single femily
homeowner participation in ZIP. I4 overcomes the major obstacles
preventing low income @*nglo i]y homeowners from participating in
2IP. To implement the direc 2vherization component, PGER proposes
0 negotiate with cozmunity baqod organizations (C20z). local
governments, and insulation contractors %o ins+tall the Rig 6"
measures in single Tamily homez owned by customers who meet +he

Commpission’'s definition of low inconme.
CBOz and local governments would be adle 4o zudmit »ids
perform direct weatherization services according %o their abilities.
racts would be awarded based unon cozt ph* dwelling unit to CEOs
emonectrated adbility =0 perform services provided and other
Tactors. Insulation contrazctors who are RCS—listed could cubmit bids p//
the installation of all R2ig 6 meosures or for installation of
. insvlation and one or more of the o<ner five 0F +the Bi g 6.
Other %arget groups in 4he Z7? ousreach program include
senior citizens, minorities, non~-English speaking femilies, renters,

—b-l'
and landlord groups. Although their non~low income members are no%t

eligidle for direct weatherization, “hese groups are %0 be consacted,
informed of the advantages of ZIP loans., ané encouraged 4o participate.

s W

4 The 2ig 6 conservation measures are ceiling insulation, caulking,
weathersitripnping, duct wrad. low flow showerheads, and water heater
blankets.
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the ztafl

the rate adjusitme ! : m should %e
$0.00006/%xWn for ~ : r gas rather
the 30.00006/%¥Wh and SO 000171 /4n .

Pinally, the staff analyses a PCZZ'z 1987 goal of
102,400 RCS auditz (100,000 zingle ¢ , gz A and 2,400 mul4iple
unit dwelling (MUD)) with the cos*t per : 298 for Clazs A 2né V//

1.177 for MUD.

ICA

ICA supported corntinued furding of ZI? (A.82-09-17) dut 4oox
exception to the staff recommendation 4hat +the Conmiscion eztabdblish
pricing suidelines for %the entire »ro
guidelines were lmproperiy basged on
group of ingulation contr : 285 that orice guidelines
set floor prices which ultimately becon 6 going price. I%
argued that price gu;delines could raize antitrust cuestions dy taking
PGZR out of its traditional role of cupplying energy. IJCA sztated +that
price guidelines would diminich competition in +the insulation
¢contractor marketplace, reduce contractor participation and frustrate
the Commicsion's conservasi goals. TICA =2lso stated that staff

decires T0 ~st2dblish inancing are really an attenmpt <
econtrol prices in a marketplace tne Commission’'s
Jurisdiction, i

requiring obtain an additional bid when the
ig deemed exceszive in light 0f 4he range ¢f bids for work ¥known
PG&E a*% the +time.
South Eay
Soutk Bay also objected 34afs recommended
and the reguirement that a ) be required
one bid. It t00 nrpued that ¢eilings would have szevere
+0 ceage
yrsicly tlng or reduce barumcipau on e progranm, and
no overriding conziderations to justify the anticompet

- 14 -
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effects. If any guidelines are imposed, South Bay suggested that the
orcer specify that the ceilings are for financing only and would not

Cisallow contracts at higher prices if the customer is willing to pay
the difference.

With respect to direc: weatherization, South Bay stated that
the celinition of low income should not be inereased %o 150% of the
HES guidelines. It argues thal raising the income definition could
have an anticompetitive effect, thas no showing was made that an
overriding public need existed for <his redefinition, and that there
is no evidence %that Commission conservation goals are not being mez,

Finally, South Bay stated that PC4T's 1983 advertising
budget should not be cut as proposed by the starff. v stated that the
broad educational advertising done by PG&Z %o accomplish the

Commission conservation goals cannot be handled by individual
contraciors.

Cal/Neva

Cal/Neva is the association of the Executive Directors and
Boarc Chairpersons of 45 Community Action Agencies throughout

California and Nevada. ts interest in the proceeding centers on +he

cost of weatherization of low-income homes, the income ell Ibilicy

guldeline, and the targe:t number of homes to de weatherized in 1983,
Cal/Neva states it has experience with both San Diegeo Gas &
Electric and SoCal low-income weatherization programs. Based on this
experience, Cal/Neva developed cost mocels estimating the cost per
unit of weatherizing low income single fazily homes in PG4Z's service
territory. It estimates that, out of 20,000 hozes weatherized, 409
could be weatherized by CBOs perforning all the tasks associated wish
the program, including outreach, verification, and installation of all

Big 6 measures. Another 40% of the homes could be weatherized by CBOs
doing all but Installing ceiling insulation, which would de

subcontracted to a private insulation contractor. The rezaining 20%
are estimated to be in rural areas, with higher attendant costs of
weatherization. Cal/Neva assumed a 10% performance fee for agencies

which reach contracted goals and have less than 3 10% inspection
failure rate.
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The calculation for i:s estimate is as follows:

Model Total Units Per Unit Cost Total

CR0s do all work 12,000 (40%) sL87 $ 5,885,000
CBOs sub attic to

Private Contractor 12,000 (%0%) 597 7,164,000
Rural 6,000 (20%) 599 2,594,000

$16,602,000
Home Repair (8115 per unis X 320,000) 2,450,000
$20,052,000

Average cost per unit (not ineluding performance fee) = $668

Projecting 60% of agencies qualify for performance
fee, adds average of &40 per unit

Cost of project development, administration,
monitoring adds average of $28 per unis

Average Cost Per Unit

With respect to the use of 150% of the Office of Management
& Budget (OMR) poverty guideline, Cal/Neva states that under Title 26
f the Federal QOmnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981, the Low Income Hoze
Energy Assistance Act of 1981 provides the authorization for hone
energy grants for the federal fiscal years 1982, 1983, and 1984, The
Act designates the HES as the agency administering the Low Income Home
Energy Assistance Program. This allows the states Lo pake payments %o
households with incomes which do not exceed 150% of the poverty
level. Poverty level is defined by guidelines prescrided anaually by
OME,

Using PG&E's request for £19,219,200 for direct
weatherization and its $T46 per unit cost, Cal/Neva calculates 25,762
units could be weatherized. Using $2,000,000 of 1982 prograz year
funds in 1983, and again using a $746 unit Cal/Neva states an
ad¢itional 4,021 units could be weatherized.

Finally, it recommends defining eligibility as 150% of the
OMB guideline, even though it may have the effect of enlarging the
direct weatherization target market.

- 16 -
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Guiton

Guiton proposed that the Commission adopt, on an
experinental basis in PG&Z's Shasta District, wood buraing stoves as a
measure for ZIP financing. Using the thermal value in bdurning a cord
of wood and the assuzmption that a given amount of wood is burned,
Guiton caleulated savings in kilowatts (actually kilewatt-hours) of
electricity. He states that the Tennessee Valley Authority has such a
financing program and that in 1982 41,000 sueh loans were approved.
SoCal

SoCal did not support or oppose the applications dut tLook
exception to the cost comparisons made by the staff witness between
PG&E's proposal and SoCal's Weatherization Financing and Credits
Program (WFCP). SoCal states its WFCP program canno:t be relied on for
cost comparison to ZIP because:

7. SeCal's costs include CBO expenses.

2. The maximum WFCP eredit of $536 will
be paid for weatherization only where
all Big 6 measures caz be and are
installed in single-family
residences.

SoCal's direct weatherization prograz
includes multifamily units at a cost
below $536. Thus SoCal's average
zount per installation will de less
than $536.

SoCal also stated that noncost comparisons To the 2I? '
program are meaningless because the progranms are different. For
exanple the WFCP program includes a rebate while ZIP does not and
WFCP loans are 8% while ZIP loaans are at 0%. ther differences
include climate, size of market, gas and/or elecirice customer

participants, and ¢ost of capital.
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CNAT's interest was in the RCS program. Witnmess Keller
testified that the Commission should not allow PG&Z 2o (1) continue
to monopolize RCS services to communities, (2) bypass those most in
need of RCS, and (2) violate the intent of the California Energy
Commission that utilities contract at the local level for RCS. She
urgec that every effort de made %o use C20s to perforz RCS audits.

Keller compared PG&E's RCS activities in its North Bay
Division to the potential target populations (low income, renters,
elderly, and non-English speaking) and argued that oaly one percent
of the target populations received RCS services annually. She argued
that community groups and local goveraments could provide RCS
services more effectively, referring in particular to efforts by the
City of Santa Monica (in cooperation with SoCal and Southern
California Edison Company), and a proposal submitted <o PGEE by the
County of Santa Cruz. Keller reported that Santa Cruz had proposed
1o provide RCS services and ZIP outreach activities for $97 per
household. She c¢contrasted the Santa Cruz proposal with what she
characterized as PG&E's "head hunting” offer %o pay coomunity groups
$137 for every target group household they could induce to ZI?
participation.

Keller urged the Comzmission to reaffirm earlier decisions
encouraging PG&E to cooperate with CBOs and local governments. She
also urged the Commission <o authorize addi<tional support and
payments by PG&E to expand local energy coaservation efforts.

Pinsky

Pinsky appeared on his own behal’l as a member of the
public. He objected to any rate increase for PG&T whatever the
reason. He stated PGYE should not be granted any inc¢rease since it

is a monopoly and has been granted substantial rate increases inp the
recent past.
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The rate adjustments > cations are 4o
support PG&E's ZIP financing and me The CPA

was authorized by D.92A5% dated Janus - and D.0%201 dated
Decenber 30, 1921. The RCS o was authorized dy D.9%891 and
nodified Yy D.82-03-0428 dated | 2., 1982. With %the 2dop%ion of
these programes we recognized %<he inmportance of conservation in %he
residential sector “hrough the ZIP and RCE progroms. Ac we stated in
D.9%801:

"Our decision to authorize implementation

of Phase I of ZIP in PG&Z's San Joaguin

Division underccored our commi4ment %o

utilisy-provided zero interezt

conzervation finmncing 2c an imaginative

and coszt-effective means to0 zchieve

significant anmounts of long~term energy

savings in the residential sector."”

The evidencs in +this procending is that PG&F's 1¢82 ZI1P
Progran has been cost-effective to progrom participants, +the utility

and society, and slightly noncost=effective o nonparticipating
ratenayers. t35 1983 program should be szimilarly cost-effective.
The small b4ill increases for ras vers which result from ZIP? are

nore than offset by 2, derived.
188% Weatherization Goals

Most ceriticol of <he determining overall ZI?
firancing iz the estimate of <the numder of units to be weatherigzed.
PG&EY stated that i4 revized {4z estimates downward £rom 350,000 units
v0 180,000, including direct weatherization, in order to present a

-

consarvative estimate of cuszt . The ec+imate iz based on
(1) a lower level of cuctome: © in “he program in 1982 %han
anticipated; (2) <he general economic downturn which has reduced
customers' willingness %o *take advantage 0F even interest-free loans:
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(3) resistance by customers %o %h

all "Big 6" comservation meagcures in

(4) an inability of contractors %o

The s4afs notes “has the

projected 1982 goal of 250,000 loans.

seeking more money to achieve lesc.
The ztaff urges

argues that program ¢osts

progran rexains cozst-elfe

r@alxstic and attoinadle wi

receive a fair v

results and make the progr:

-

it appears, however,

required to achieve a to%al of 260

+istic.
We will accept
Dinioun nuaber of units 4o be weashe
undertake all reasonadble ef

nmmber of units less than <he 120,000 na

¢congequences
198% RCS Progran

This decision adopts
PG&E and the Commission staff.
RCS audi%s, 100,000 Class
2,400 MUD audits.

A a2udits o

PGEE's ectina

rize

on vhe overall ZIP »rogra

renent for inztallation of
der 40 qualify for 2 loan: and
as many loans as expected.
adovted PG&E'sz

this applicztion PG&E

n

G&E's goals mugs* be

gets if ratepayers are
whe

,OOO zZ1?

of 180,000 az a realistic
. Ve will expect PG&ZT ¢

d
forts to surpase “his minioum $o0%al. Any
\g

have undesiradble
and future financing.

the revised RCS program agreed
Thisz program includes 102,400

single~family dwellings
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We will no%t a* vpre:

iS=yourselsf audits %0 cingle~fani
the Calij
designoted lead

e
4

Plan ©o replace <he reguirement

with a utility option %o provide

the right t0 design » Class

reguired to perform. We note

reconmended these changes. no%ting a lack of cu
existing Class B audits.

~
wr

PG&LE should continue %o consider changes in RCS
ineluding Class 2 avdissz.
RCS progranm.

Wwe will authorize 1983 RCS progran costs of $12,655,000.
We will also authorize 32,270,000 4o eliminate 4he undercollection in
RCS rates carried over from 1982. 2G&Z's +o0%al RCS revenue,
including allowances for franchise fees and uncollectidles. iz $15.0%
million.

Zip Credits an

including installation of several i
and sought a similar drograsm for PGEE.

> CEC, Residential Conservasion Service, Amending
Plan: Phase Il , January 72, 10875,

- 21 -
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¥hile both of these prozosals have merit, we decline 4o zdoph them
at this time. Instead, we expoct our staff and PC&E to monitor the progress
of the southern California rebate program. If this program is successful, we
will consider initiztion of a similar cffort in PG&E's serviee territory. The
appropriate procecding for such consideration is the next amual review of ZIP.
In a8dition, we expect PXE to cooperate offcctively with cities, commmity
groups and others who can demonstrate that their organizations can deliver
residential audits more cost effectively than PGSE.
Advertising

Foxr administrative expenses PG&E asks foxr $17,253,000

(836,472,000 1f $19,219,000 for direect weatherization iz added).

The only item guestioned by the partics was the staff's challenge
to the $1,422,000 advertising budget. PGLE plans to build on it

b

1982 program with new and innovative marketing methods such as an
employee incentive and telecommunication contact program. The

staff recommendation to cut advertising igc based solely on the

1982 program results. It fails o consider <he many problems
ecncountered in 1982 which caused thc slow stars. We believe that
PGE's plans should b¢e given an opportunity to succeed. We will
however expect the stated goals to be achieved with the understanding
that expenditurces will be given close scrutiny on review.

Revised Financing Guidelines

The most coatroversial staff recommendation was that the
Commission refine further the limitations on auvthorized ZIP financing
per unit. Since the inception of utility financing efforts, we
have been aware that these programs could affect the price of
weatherization measures. In our decisions authorizing PG&E's ZIP
program, we have included »id monitoring ané financing limitations.
These provisions have evolved, as 2G&E and the Commission have
sought to develop ¢ffective, flexible mechanisms for assuring the
cost~effectiveness of ZIP. In considering the present staff
recommendations, it is useful to review bricfly the history of
financing and bidding limitatio
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“n D.92653 (January 28, 1981) the Commission included
bidding reguirements and a financing limit in PGSE's Phase I
demonstration of 2IP. At least two bids were to be required, with
PGEE authorized to finance the lower of two bids, or one of the
WO lower of threce bids. Participants were to be allowed to
choose any eligible contractor, and to pay any additional costs
above PGEE's financing limit. The decision also limited 2Ip
financing for the six RCS-requiring measurcs +o the limi~ found
cost-cifective by an RCS audit. Finally, ZIP £inancing was
restricted to no more +than $3,500 per residence unit.

D.92978 modified D.92653 2o remove the multiple bidding
reguirement. Instead, PGSE was dircoted o monitor bid prices,
and to call for an additional bigd whenever the first bid or bids
wexe considered exccessive. Rlthough the Commission found no
evidence that ZIP had prompted untowaré price increases, PGSE was
ordered "to monitor bid prices carefully %0 see whother any
further limiting conditionsz on ZiP financing need to be imposed.”
(D.92978 at mimeo P-4). The Commission also ordercd in pazt:

-

"PGSE's ZIP loan application shall include a notice to
the effeet that, inasmuck as the applicant must repay
the loan amount in full, he is advised to obtain more

than one bid and that PGSE has the right to require an
additional bid hefore approving +the loan."

In D.9389l (Deeember 30, 19281), <he Commission authorized
PGSE to expand 2IP system-wide. The Commission also ordered a
nunber of modifications in 2IP's design. The $32,500 financing
limit was refined to include 2 $1,000 limit on financing for the
Big 6 measures, and a $2,500 limit on the othor 2IP measures. The
Commission also required installation
condition fZoxr 2IPp financing,

of all Big 6 measures as &

The history of 21p, then, has inecluded an ongoing effort

by the Commission to design financing limitations and monitoring
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mechanisms which wilil protect ZIP participants and < ratepayers
as a whole from unreasonable pricing.

In this proceeding, staff recommended that the Commission
adopt measure-by-measure limits on 2IP £financing to be made available
by PG&E. . Witness Grove presented a taple of what he characterized
as "average® prices fox the ZIP measures (Table 16-2 of Exhibit
6). These "averages” included a price of 38 cents per sguare foot
(C/ftz) for ceiling insulation installed to an R-19 level. Grove
made no specific recommendations as to reasonable financing limics,
but illustrated his discussion by preseating price estimates for
80% of average cost, avexzge cost, and 110% of average cost, as he
defined average cost.

Grove was ¢ross-examined extensively by 2G&E and ICA,
“concerning the derivation and reliabilisty of hiz co-called "average”
. prices. Based on the record before us, we caniot say that Grove's
numbers are statistically valid averxages. However, theyv do appear
to be representative of prices charged in PG&I's service territory.
Taken as a whole, the record in this proceeding supporss
a conclusion that the average price of

in PGSE's service territory is 38¢/ft2
prices charged by different contractors in different locations vary

considerably. Under some circumstances, prices considerably higher
oxr lowcr than this average may be reasoaable.

installed ceiling insulazion
. Xt also ic apparcent thas the
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In the decisions cited above, the Commission has established
financing guidelines in order to increase ZIP's cost-effectiveness 7//
£0 the ratepayers as a whole, and particularly to the so-called
nonparticipating ratepayvers. In D.92653 we found that 2IP was
cost~cffective under all four of the Commission’s tests 0% cost-
ecffectiveness, including the nonparticipant test. n D.93891 (as
modified by D.82-03~048, dated March 2, 1982) we questioned the
continuing cost~cffectivencss of three ZIP measurces (£flooxr insulation,
storm or thermal windows, and storm or thermal doors) +o non-~
participants, but recaffirmed the cost~effectiveness of the program
as a whole under all Zour tests.

The recoxd in this proceeding indicates that the 2I?
program has become slichtly noncost-effcctive to nonparticipants.
This situation has resulted £rom changes in energy prices and in
PG&E's rate structure, and so may not be a permancnt change. We
do not use this situation as a basis for reducing our commitment
to ZIP, especially since over 100,000 ratcpayers have alrecady made
use of ZIP, or PGSE's predecessor 8% ceiling insulation financing
program. Continuing ZIP, including the direct weatherization
element, will assure PG&E's remaining residential customerzs an
equitable opportunity to participate as well. 2IP remains an
effective program for reducing residential utility bills, and we
expect PG&E to continue it vigorously through its planned sunset
date of December 31, 1986.

In order to minimize any burdens on the residential
class as a whole, we will revise PG&E's financing guidelines to
limit further the amounts which PG&E can finance through ZIP. We
will establish a f£inancing limit of 48¢/ft2 for installed R~19
cellulose ceiling insulation. For fiberglass, minerxal woeol, anc
other approved ceiling insulation materials, which are consistently
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nore expensive to purchase, we will allow PG&E financing up to
2 . . .
52¢/£t". The Righer limit applies also to materials to insulase

flat roofs and bheam ceilings.
These financing ceilings are roughly 10¢/ft2 above the
average prices presented on this record.

These ceilings thus
allow con

ractors the opportunity <o rocover significant additionzl

costs, wihether overhead, salespersons' commissions or extraoxdinary
2Xpenses.

He emphasize that these prices are intended o be used
only as limits to PG&E-provided ZIP financing. They are in no way

intended to restrict the cpportunity of contractors and customers

te bargain for other prices. The ceilings are intended enly <o
limit the size of the 2Ip subsidy to be provided by PGLE and its
ratepayers.

We will not attempt in this decision to adopt new specific
finaneing limitations on the five remaining Big 6 measures, or %o
change the RCS=based limit on available financing of the so~called

"second 5" items. Instead, we will continue L0 reguire PGLE €0

demand a seecond hid for installation of these measures when +he

first bid is excessive, as previously determined in D.92578.
Rate of Return

With respect to staff's recommendation for an adjustment
dewnward of PGSE'S rate of return on i+s investment in PCSC, we do
not believe such an adjustment is appropriate. The basis for staff's
recommendation was the small number of loans made in 1982 ané
contractor complaints for slow processin g 0f payments for ZIP work

performed. We agree that at the stars of the program, performance in
these two areas was indeed poor.

Eowever, the record shows that PGEE
is making progress in eliminat ing these problems. For cxample,

program processing for 1982 rose from an average ©f 550 applicatieons
per day in October to 950 applications in December
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wWe will, however, expect PG&E %0 pay contractors within 15
working cays (271 calencar days) and carry out its inspections of
completed work promptly within a similar time frame. TFailure by PG&E
to achieve this payment and inspection standard by May 15, 1983 will
be reasonable cause to reconsider the staff recommended downwand
acdjustment in rate of return. We will ailso reguire PG&E to file on
June 1, 1983 a report documenting the lag time in paying contractors
and inspecting completed ZIP installations. PG&Z subsequently should
inclucde this sazme information in its periodie reporting on ZIP %o the
stafl’f of the Energy Conservation Branch. rurther, we delieve that
the proper proceeding for the assessment of any rate of return
penalty is in a general rate case. Should cause appear, such an

acdjustment may be recommended in PG&E's pencing general rate case.
Credit Standards

PGLE proposes that the language of D.93891 on ZIP credit
standards de amended %o be consistent with Rule 6 of itc electrie and
gas tariffs, D.93891 requires that to qualify for a ZIP? loan
participants must have been 2 PG&T customer for 12 months with ro
shut-offs and no more than three 24-hour notices for nonpayzens
during that time, PGLE proposes the requirement read:

"Participants must have been PGand:

customers for 12 months, within the

past 24 months, with no shut offs

and/or no more than three LZ2anour

notices for nonpayzent duriang the

most recent 12 months of that

tige."
For consistency we will accept PGAE's request.
ZIP Eligibility for Additional Measures

In past decisions, the Comzmission has expressed its
willingness to consider adding weatherization measures to the 12

already eligible for ZIP financing. That period is now ended. 1In

the interests of equity, however, we will permit manufacturers of new
models of presently eligible measures to seek their ineclusion <n ZIp.

Accordingly, we must reject Guiton's proposal to
approve ZIP financing for wood stoves. We make po comments regarding

- 24 -
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the potential benefits
within this particular
Direct Weatherigzation

. One issue of concern 40 many participan

definition of low income used %o deter

¢irect weatherization program. Cal/Neva recommends “hat 150%

OMB poverty level be used ng %he definition for eligibilisy. Bo%h

the stalf and PG&E suppor+ this recommendation and i% will be adopted.
For its outreach %arget group. PGEF seeks 40 revise the

definivion of elderly %o <hose over £0 years 0f age %o conform %0

Older Californians Ac%. Staff agreez with 4hic proposzal dut cugges

that vecause this revision would enl erly targe+t group,

arge the 2l¢
that the definition of elderly shounld h persons over age 60

: be
with income at or below 2004 of <he EFS delines. The s%taff's
position is well~taken and will be adopted.
Findings of Fact

1. BSignificant energy savings can be achieved through ZIP and
RCS which can reduce %the need for costly new energy supplies and
production facilities.

2. PGZE's 1983 ZIP anéd RCS programs 2re cost-effective to
progran participonts, the utility, and zoclevy.

3. The net societal denefiss of ZIP and RCS ju
extraordinary efforts to achieve concervasion by 4the utility and i4s
ratepayers.

4. Although the 198% ZI? ané RCS v hs 1eh noN=

7,
v

cosv—effective to nonparticipoting rat enaye A impacts
e

on such nonpar<ticipants are minimal.
5. It is appropriate for PGEZE to continue to of 5 212 as
uthorized by D.0265% and D.07891, a3 moldified or supplemented by
D.22972. D.93497, D.32-03-048, and D.22-11-019, without zubctantial
change in 1983 in order to provide program stability. minimize
stomer confusion, aid in program marketing, increaze overall
participation levels, and avoid unnecessary administrative costs.

- 25 =
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sdvertising pl
uplecommurlcstion tac? aqd enploye
eagonable.
7. PGEE's po, s ractors under %the ZIP program have

°ntiaﬁly veyond the 15 workdays limis
the established stand:

2. PG¥E’z inspections
been delayed unbﬂtanulally bey
workdays for payment of contra

nany cases

©. PGEE has nnde progress
provlems in procp ging ZI? loans
contract Plans and dbudge for ¢
payments, including vse of an on=line coaputer
are reasonable.

"0. The ZIP program measures specified in D.0265% and D.93891
are approvriate and should continue %0 he financed.

1. It is no% appropriate vo extend ZIIP eligibility 4o any b///
additional conservation nmeasureg, although new 20dels of existing
meazures may be conciidered.

12. T i3 nov appropriate or ncoceszary a4 4
PGEE to offer a weatherization crediss or subsidy
or in adéi%ion %to *the currens 7IP progranm.
be proposed in 4he nex® annurl reviecw of ZIP.
2. Por ratemaking purposes PGER'sc estimate of 180.000 dwe
to be weatherized in 198% igc reasonadle. DPG&T should usge
to stimulate and satizly n larger demand for ZI2

PGZE should continue 4o make syecial outreach eSforss 4o
n adequate opportunity to participate in 7ZIP for target

elderly: the non-English speaking; those with low

incomes: renters: and owners of reantal properiy.

»

- 26 -




A.82-09-17, A.82~09-~18 ALJ/js* ALT/COM/1MG

15. It is reasopable to cefine low iacome customers for 212, .
including direct weatherization, as those with incomes which do not
exceed 150% of the poverty guidelines specified by OMB as adopted by
HES, without regard to whether such customers are "categorically
eligible” for other programs.

1l6. It is reasonable to define target ellerly customers as

those who are 60 years old or older with income at or below 200% of
the HHS guidelines.

17. PG&E's direct weatherization c¢omponent of ZIP is cost-
effective and will permit conservation measures to be provided. and
installed in the dwellings of low income homeowners at 20 COsSt +0
parcicipants.

18. It is reasonable for PGS&E to provide direct weatherization
sexvices throuéh contracts with community-based organizations, local
government, ané insulation contractors, and o use the services of a
gualified outside agency to help coordinate and manage +«his activity.

19. PG&E's budget and rate treatment for its 1983 direct
weatherization component of ZIP are reasonable anéd appropriate, and
will minimize costs to ratepayers.

20. PG&E's 1983 direct weatherization goal of 26,400 homes is
reasonable. PG&E should use its best efforts %o minimize the cost
per home weatherized.

21. t is appropriate‘for PGAE %0 insvect the direct
weatherization installations performed undey contract by community-
based organizations, local governments, ané insulation contractors.

22. It is reasoznable to limit the magnitude of the ZI?
subsidy by limiting PG&E's financing of ceiling insulation costs.
PG&E should be alloweéd to finance 10 more thag_qggégtz <oz,
installeé R=19 cellulose iasulation, and 52¢/£¢” for all other

— -t b - . = =

dniss with attics, beam
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ceilings, or £lat roofs.
only, and
where the
limist.

These limits are for financing purposes
should not exclude higher prices agreed to by the customer,
customer pays directly any amount above the financing

23. In lieu of the reporting reguirement specified in D.9289%1,
it is appropriate for PGLE to submit monthly reports to the
Commission on RCS and ZIP progress, including =he status of all

program expenses, and serve copiles on all parties.
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2%, For reporting target groun participation in ZIP, the forma:z
of PG&E's monthly report in each target group category is reasonabdle,
so long as results are not 3gsregated to show overall results in 2
way which count any participant more than once: i.e., a3 low income
elderly renter participant would be counted in each of <hose three
categories, but would be counted only once for aggregate purposes.

25. It is appropriate for ZIP credit standards o be consistens
with estadlished PC&E tariffs, so that a parvicipant who receives 2
10an must have been a PG&E customer of record for 12 nonths within
the past 2% monihs, with no shutoffs and/or no more than <hree L8.
hour notices for nonpaymens curing the most recent 12 months of zhat

26, To avoic overcollections or undercollect lons, it is
reasonable for CFA debt service rates %0 be ses uncer
quarterly advige lezzer ings as authorized in

27. For future projeet finane:l ngs for 2172, e its
best efforis to achieve as high a debi-to-equisty - e
for PCSC.

2B, It is reasonadble for PC&S %o finance any outstanding 8%
loans not converted to zero interess through PCSC, and %o recover all
acministrative and cdebt service costs associated wish those 8% loans
through CFA rates,

29. It is reasonadble for the CFA balancing aceounts to remain
on the books of PG&E, and for an amount egual %o the CFi revenues
received each month fronm customers, less franchise fees and

'Y

uncollectables, to be paid %0 PCSC in the following month.
20. t is reasonable and appropriate for PGLE <o receive a rate
of return on i{ts equity investmen:t in PCSC equal to PGLE's lase

authorized overall rate of return on rate base,
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37. Because it offers equivalent conservation prograns to its
ratepayers, it is reasonadle to exclude CPN from paying CFA and RCS
rates as a gas resale customer; similarly, because it will begin
offering an RCS prograzm under D.82-11-061, it is reasonadle to
exclude Southwest Gas Company from paying RCS rates as a gas resale
custoner,

22. PG&E's estimate of 102,400 RCS audite 1682, consisting
of 100,000 Class A audits and 2,400 MUD audics, reasonable,

23. PG&Z's cdecision to exclude Class 2 from its 1982 RCS
progran is reasonadle at this time, but should de subject to review
1T the CEC revises its RCS State Plan.

3L, PG&Z's 1982 RCS budget, staffing, progran design, and rates
are reasonable and appropriate.

235. It is appropriate and PG&S is encouraged to contract wish
outside organizations ¢0 provide RCS services,

Conclusions of Law

1. PG&E's ZIP and RCS programs are cost-effective overall
should bYe continued as authorized by D.926523 and D.93891, and
podilfied in the order bdelow.

2. PG&E has macde progress in stinulating customer
participation in ZIP and improvezents in processing loans and
payments.

3. $39,710,000 should be authorized as a reasonable level
expencitures for PG&E's 1983 ZIP consisting of $5,160,000 for
electric and $24,550,000 for gas.

“. $15,050,000 should be authorized as a reasonable level of
expencitures for PG&Z's 1983 RCS program consisting of $£11,880,000
for gas and $2,170,000 for electric.
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4,

5. Changes in the CFA expense rate bal ancxng account Lor all
classes 0f service, except as noted in this proceeclng Srom $0.00010
per xWh to $0.00007 per kwh and from $0.00203 per therm o $0.00349
per therm respectively are just and reasonable and saoculd be applied
on a uniform cents per kWh and per therm basis for rate gchedules
subject to the CFA rate.

6. Adjustments to the CFA debt szerviee rates should bhe made
using the quarterly advice letter procedure authorized in D.92497.

7. 1Increases in the RCS balancing account factors for all
classes of service, except as noted in this Geeision, for $0.00004
pexr kWh to $0.00006 per xwh and from $0.001320 per thexm to $0.00166
per therm respectively are just and reasonable and should be applied
on a uniform cents per kWh and per therm basis for rate schedules

~subject to the RCS rate.

8. PC&E’S %982 ZIP dircet weatherization program complics with
federal and btauc reguirements.

9. PG#E should be allowed to treat its direct weatherization
expenses as nceessary and ordinary business expenses as they are
incurred.

10. Low income customers should be defined for purpose of 12,
including direct weatherization, as those whose incomes do not exceed
150% of the poverty quidelines specified by the OME.

1l. Elderly customers for direct weatherization should be
defined as those who are 60 yecars old or older with income at or
below 200% of the EES guidelines.

12. 7The evidence indicates that ZID f£inancing limiss for

nscalled R-19 attic insulation of 48¢/‘t2 for cellulose, and
52¢/%% ‘or other materials installed in units with atties, beam
ceilings, or flat roofs, will impose rcaaonable limitations on
the cost to ratepayers of the 2IP subsidy.
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13. Credit standards for ZIP loans should be consistent with
filed PG&E tariffs.

14. CFA debt service rates should continue to be set by
gquarterly advice letter £iling as authorized by D.93497.

15. PFor ZIP financing PG&E should strive for a 90% to 10% debt~-
to-equity ratio for PCSC.
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16. Outstanding conservation 8% loan: should be coaverted to
zero interest through PCSC.

17. There should be no penalty on rate of return on the
investment Iin PCSC at this time.

18. PG&E should file periodic reports documenting the average
time which elapses bYetween receipt of certificates of perforzance and
mailing o0f checks to contractors. The report should also include the
average time elapsed between recelpt of certificates of performance
and inspection of completed work.

19. In order to avoid further cdelays in the implementation of

PG&E's 1983 ZIP and RCS programs, this order should be made effective
today.

ORZER

IT IS ORDERED that:
1. Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) shall continue %o
offer its ZIP, including a direct weatherization component, as
authorized in D,92653 and D.93891, and as modified By D.§2978,

D.93497, D.82-~02-048, and D.82-11-019. ?Program details shall remain
as outlinec¢ in the foregoing decisions except as follows:

a. PG&E shall conduet inspections of
installations performed by community-
based organizations, local
governments, and insuvlation
contractors as part of its direce
weatherization cozponent of 2IP.

PG&E 4is authorized to use the
services of a qualified outside
agency to help in the coordination
and management of the direct
weatherization component.

Low income customers are defined as
those with incomes which do not
exceed 1509 of the poverty
guicelines specified by the federal
OME, as adopted by the HHS, without
regard to whether such customers are
"categorically eligible™ for other

- 31 -
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types of assistance; elderly
customers with less than 200% of the
federal guidelines shall be treated
as low income for direct
weatherization purposes.

Elderly customers are defined as
those who are 60 years olé or
oléer.

PG&E shall use its best efforts to
minimize ¢osts per home weatherized
in the direct weatherization

component ¢f ZIP, and to weatherize

as many homes as possible with the
budget authorizeld by this
decision.

PG&E shall make monthly reports €0
the Commission on RCS ané ZIP
progress, including the status of
all program expenses, timing of
contractor payments, and a breakdown
of target group participation with
copies served on all parties of
recoréd to this proceedings.

A loan participant must have heen a
PG&E customer of recoré for 12
months, within the past 24 months,
with no shutoffs and/or no more than
three 48~hour notices for nonpayment

during the most rec¢cent 12 months of
that time.

PG&E shall revise its f£inancing

limits for installed R-19 ceiling
insulation, to limit financing o

48 cents per scuare £00t for cellulose
insulation, and 52 cents per square
£o0t for other insulation materials
installed in units with astics, bean
ceilings, or £lat zoofs.

2. PG&E shall use its best efforts to weatherize nore tThan
180,000 dwelling units through 2I? in 1983.
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2. Adjustments to the CFA debt scrvice rate shall be nmade under
the guarterly advice letter filing proceduxe zuthorized in D.93497 and
not as part of annual ZIP cases. However, pending Commission action
on the first such advice letter, f£iled on Januvary 7, 1982, the debt
service portion of the current CPA rate shall coatinue in effect and
be applicable to all classes of services, except as noted in <his
proceeding or in PGSE's applications.
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4. PGLE is authorized to change CFA expense rate balancing
account factors for all classes of service, %0 $0.00007 per kWh and
$0.00349 per thern, respectively, on a uniform-cents-per-kWh and cents
per therm basis.

5. PG&E is authorized to offer its 1982 RCS program as proposed.

6. PG&T is authorized to inerease the RCS balancing aceount
factors for all classes of service, except as noted in this proceeding
or in PG&E's application, to $0.00006 per kWh and to $0.00166 per
therm, respectively, on a uniform cents-per-kwh and cents-per-thern
basis,

7. CPN, as a gas resale customer, it no: reguired to contribute
to CFA or RCS rates, and Southwest, as a gas resale customer, is not
required to contribute o RCS rates.

8. PG&E shall use its best efforts to achieve as igh a dedbi~to-
equity ratio as possible for PCSC in any future project financings for
ZIP.

9. PG&E is authorized to finance any outstanding €% loans which
are not converted to zero interest through PCSC, and to recover all

acministrative and debt service costs associated with those 8% loans
through CFA rates.

10. PG&E is authorized to carry the CFA balancing accounts on
its own DooOks, and to pay an amount equal to the CFA revenues received

from customers each month, less franchise fees and uncollectables, to
PCSC the following month.
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1l. PG&Z iz authorized to carn a rate of return on its equity
investment in PCSC cqual to PG&E's last authorized overall rate of
return on rate base.

12. PG&E shall £ile a report in this proceeding with the Enerzgy -
Conservation Branch on or before June 1, 1983, <documenting the
average clapsed time between receipt o0f certificates of performance
anéd mailing of checks to contractors for cach of the finance ceaters
or divisions processing ZIP loans. This report shall also include
the average elapsed time between the receipt of certificates of

»wformance and inspections of completed work Zor cach of the
divisions. PG&E shall include this same information in subseguent
periodic reports provided on ZIP to the staff of the Energy
Conservation Branch.

13. The adjustments to CrA and RCS balancing account Zactors
authorized today shall take effect a2t the time of PG&E's next Energy
Cost Adjustment Clause and Gas Cost Adjustment Clause rate
adjustment.

Thiz order is cffcctive *oday.
Q a ’v', o . ,
Dated APR < 1985 , at San Franciszco, California.

- ooNAZD M. GRIMES. JRe
£TOR CALVO
z?z.:séxm C. GREW

(ALD VIAL
DORAZD Conmissioners

~ -l
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"Direct weatherization” consists of free installation of
conservation measures in homes of low income customers. This element
has the potential for greatly increasing low income single family
hozmeowner participation in ZIP, It overcozmes the major obstacles
preventing low income single family homeowner froz participating in
ZIP. To implement the direct weatherization component, PG&E proposes
to negotiate with community bdbased organizati ns (C20s), local
governments, and insulation contractors 1o install ;be Big 6u
measures in single family homes owned by customeq;/who meet the
Commission's cdefinition of low income. /

C30s and local governments would bq/éble to submit bids to
perform direct weatherization services acco*d ng To their adilities.
Contracts would be awarded based upon cog} per dwelling unit to CB0s
with demonstrated adbility to perform services provided and other
factors. 1Imsulation contractors who afé RCS-listed could submis bdids
for the installation of all Big 6 meaé@res or by installation of
insulation an¢ one or more of the ovher five of the 3ig 6.

Other target groups in :hé ZI? outreach program include
senior citizens, minorities, non-Sleish speaking families, renters,
and landlord groups. Although their non-low income mexmbers are nos
eligible for direct weatheriza vion, these groups are ¢o be contacted,

informed of the advantages of ZIP loans, and encouraged to participace.

% The Big 6 comservation measures are ceiling 4nsulation, caulk.ng,

weatherstripping, duct wrap, low flow showerheads, and water heate
blankets.

o -6 -
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Proposed direct weatherization ¢ost estimates for 1983 are:
1982 Tscimated Direct Weatherization Costs®

Unics
Unit Per Total Cost
Material Costs Cost House Per House

Ceiling Insulation 16¢/sg.%¢. 1,000 sq.7%. $160
Water Heater Blanke: £10 10
Lowflow Showerhead
Duct Wraph*
Caulking
Weatherstripping 21
Minor Home Repair 65
Total

Installation Cosste
Ceiling Insulation 20¢/s¢.%¢. 1,000 sq.7<.

Big 6 installation ETLRER set of 5 itenms
Total

CBO Administrative Expenses

Labor $52,804
Equipmens 5,622
Transportation 6,814
Qverhead costs

5,706
Total 60,946 £80 units = $189/unis
Recap of Costs

Total Cost Per Fousehtss

Material $265
Installation cost 27&
CBO administrative coss 189

Total Ceost §728

Total 1983 Direct Weatherization Costs: £728/hone
$19,219,200 for 26,400 houses

*For illustrative purposes, these costs assume that all
direct weatherization services are provided by CEOs.

*##Most homes smaller than 1,600 square feet do not have a
duct system for heating.

##4(2 member ground crew) ($2,400/mo/crew) (12 mo.) (1.23 fringe
benefits) = $25,424; $35, 424 divided by 480 units = $T74/unit.

#E581982 estimates.
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The requested authorization for 1983 ZIP is $36,472,000.
states this is basec on 1987 and 1922 experience. Following 4s a2
breakdown of the 1982 estimated expenses:

1982 Administrative Costs “or ZIP

Budpet Itenm Coss

Labor $ 6,328,000
Advertising 1,422,000

Literature 128,000
Program Expenses:

Promotion $ 3,397,000

Support Activities 1,613,000

Manufacturer/Distridbution/
Dealer Activities 78,000

Direct Weatherization* 19,219,000

Program Measurement
and Evaluation 210,000

Data Processing Support 1,269,000
Sudbtotal, Program Expenses 25,986,000
Cverheads#*® 2,598,000

Total Administrative Expenses $26,472,000

*Includes $14,230,000 for materials and installation.
##Includes employee benefits and personal expenses.

PG&E estimates first year energy savings of 54.4 million kwh
and 29.6 million therms from the 1983 installations. For rates, PG&E
proposes to remove the present CFA rate from base rates and add the
proposed CFA rate to base rates for doth the EZlectric and Gas
Departments. For the Electric Department, the CFA rate would continue
to apply to all CPUC Jurisdictional sales excluding sales to the
Departsent of Water Resources and experimental Schedule A-20. For the
Gas Department, the CFA rate would continue to apply to all sales
excluding sales to Palo Alto and SoCal.

-8 -
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The present and proposed CFA rates are as follows:

Electric Depariment

Rate $/kWh 1983 Revenue $M
Present CFA Rate 0.00014 7,584
Proposed CFA Rate 0.00010 5,163%

Net Decrease in Base Rates 0.0000u 2,821

Gas Department

Rate &/Thern 1982 Revenue %M

Present CFA Rate 0.00290 20,786
Propesed CFA Rate 0.00482 U, 5488

Net Increase in Rase Rates 0.00192 13,762

*Revenue Requirement

PG&E proposed to perform 102,400 RCS audits in 1683,
consisting of 700,000 "Class A" audits of single~family dwellings,
and 2,400 Multi-Unit Dwelling (MUD) audits. PG&I's original proposal
also included 4,400 "Class 3" do-it=yoursell audits, but these were
dropped during the proceeding.

After revisions, PGLE stipulated to stalf's recomnended
1983 revenue requirement of $15.05 million., This includes
$12,659,000 41 1982 expenditures, $2,270,000 in the undercollected
account balance carried over frox 1982, and roughly $117,000 4in

allowances for franchise fees and uncollectibles. The dudget for
actual expenditures in 1682 is:
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. Budget Iten Cost
Labor $7,308,000
Literature 120,000
Advertising 350,000
Program Expenses:
Support Activities 1,252,000
Manufacturer/Distribution/
Dealer Activities 55,000
Program Measurement .
and Evaluation 130,000
Data Processing Suppers 296,000
Subtotal, Program Expenses 1,922,000
Overheads* 2,948,000
Total RCS Budget 12,659,000
#Includes employee benefits and personal expenses.
PG&E projects first year energy savings from the RCS and
MUD audits of 11.6 million kWh of electricity and 15.1 million therms
of ratural gas. These represent an increase from the 1982 first year
savings of 8.5 million kWh and 7.1 million thernzs.
The present and proposed RCS balancing account factors,
based on the $15.05 million 1982 revenue reguirenenst, are:

Electric Department
Rate $/%Wh
Present RCS Rate .00004
Proposed RCS Rate .00006
Net Increase in Base Rates .00002

Gas Depariment

Rate &/Therm
Present RCS Rate .00130

Proposed RCS Rate .00166
Net Increase in Base Rates .00036
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Stare
t since it=

question as to
the azount that should bde financed by 2IP. T stated thas

PG&E's revising target goals cownward by one-half brings iato question
the basis for the original request for 1982 funding. It states that
PG&E should (1) develop accurate data illustrating the ¢ost of the
program and actual meter reading savings that have resulted, (2)
analyze program areas for improvemen:, aad (3) de responsidle for
assuring participation by all segments of society, that ¢osts do not
escalate, that all ratepayers benefit, and that energy savings justif
the cost.

Specifi taff recommends thas:

1. PG&E reestadlish its 1983 goal a:
260,000 ZIP loans rather <han the
revised 182,000 and that $17,253,000
be the azount allowed for 19é3
acdninistration costs (260,000 x
$66.35 = £17,2532.000).

PG&E"s acdvertising expense bde
recduced Dy 30% (froz $1,522,000 <o
$9¢5,000) because ZIP has been well-
pudblicized during 1982 and can bde
effectively promoted with a much
lesser amount than reguested.

A monetary penalty be assessed for
fallure to supply <the Commission
and staflf with the data necessary to
properly monitor the program,

PG&E concentrate on the loan
processing system o achieve the
stafl~recommended goal of 1,000
loans per day. This would inelude
¢computerization of loan
processing.

PG4E institute a §0-10% debt=to=-
equity ratio for program funding.

PG&E maintain separate budgets and
accounting for the ZIP and RCS
programs.
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T.

ZIP an¢ RCS applications should
contain information about the bugges
anc activities of supplemen=al
conservalion programs authorized in
PC&Z's general racze case

ZIP and RCS applications continue
L0 be heard separately until 4t car
be shown that the programs are
running smoothly.

A credits program %o zmultisle and
single family renters or a 509
subsicy te multifamily landlords hHe
considered as an addisiena:l
incentive for this target marxet o
install weatherization measures.
PG4T develop statistics %o cdefine
the groups and repor:t levels of
participation for low incoze,
elderly, non-English speaking and
renter target groups. A primary
target group should be low incoze,
specified as 150% of the Unised
States Department of Healsh and
Fuman Services (EES) guidelines.

As authorized by D.82~11-019, $500
per unit be used as a guideline for
the Cireet weatheriza~zion progran,
Direet weatherization should be
Separaved Irox the ZIIP prograz so
that ezeh program can be evaluaced
Separately. ALl costs shall de
monitored for comparison wish
similar programs operated by other
utilities,

PGLE bDe required to monitor geter
reac cata for ZIP/RCS and direcs
weatherization participants in orcaer

that an accurate assessment be
made,

PG&E energy saving measurement data
subnitted to the Commission be
accompanied by workpapers %o enadle

dccurate caleulation of energy
savings.

The Commission consider adepting
pricing guidelines for the
installation of conservation
measures,
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15, Beecause of its failure to meet it
1682 Z1P goals, PGLE no- de allowed
Lo earn thne reguessted rate o return
on its ILnvestment in PCSC, the
subsiciary established %0 Tinance
ZI>?.

T0 achieve marxet penetration PGLE
be required to issue 260,000 2IpP
loans in 1683 and produce 1,000
certificates of performance per
day.

PGLE adhere %0 2 schedule of 14
working days, (15 working days for
civisions that individually process
payments) after receipt of 2
certificate of performance for
mailing of checks %o ¢contractors andg
that data processing be implemented
10 further speed contractor
payments.,

The ZIP program be continued wit

vhe possivility of instituting a
rebate prograzs July 1, 1982 if
indications are that 1987 goals will
not be attained.

A date for sunsetting the ZIP
progran not be set until the 19682
results are evaluated and a
deterzination made of <he remaining
marxet penelration.

For A4.82-06-18, the staff took exception %20 two of the
calculations of the undercollected balancing account balance. PGLE's
RCS spread sheets showed an undercollected halance of £206,729 a+
June 30, 1982 for <he gas department. Workpapers subdbmitted
Cctober 21, 1982 showed an uncdercollected balance of $272,673 at
June 30, 1982. Through Decezber 1982 PGLE estimated RCS expenses to
be $6,782,000. 1In the table which apportioned these expenses, the
amount apportionec was 87,300,000, Taxing these figures into
consicderation the estimated balancing account balance through

December 10, 1982 would be $2,270,627 rather %than the $2,773,536
contained in the application.
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With this acdjustment, PG4E stipulated with the staff that
the rate adjustment for funding the 1982 RCS program should be
$0.00006/kWh for electricity and $0.00766/therm for gas rather than
the $0.00006/kWh and $0.000171/thern requested,

Finally, the staff analyses accepted 2G&EZ's 1982 goal of
102,400 RCS audits (100,000 single family Class A and 2,400 multiple
unit cdwelling (MUD)) with the cost per audit for $98 for Class A and
£1,177 for MUD.

Ich

ICA supported continued funding of ZIg/(£:82—09-17) but took
exception to the staffl recommendation that thg/Commission establish
pricing guidelines for the entire program., XA argued that staffl

guidelines were improperly based on responses from on undeflinable
group of insulation contractors. It asserted that price guicelines

set floor prices which ultimately becomé/the going price. It also

argued that price guidelines could ri}se antitrust questions by taking

PG&E out of its traditional role o;/supplying energy. ICA stated thas
o}

price guidelines would diminish competition in the insulation
eontragtor marketplace, reduce ceptrac:or participation and frustrate
the Commission’'s conservation goals. ICA also stated that stalf
desires to estadblish levels of /financing are rezlly an attempt to
control prices in a marketplace not under the Commission's
Jurisdiction, nor its responsibility.

Finally, ICA objgpted t0 PG&E monitoring bid prices and
requiring that the customer obtain an additional bid when the first
is deemed excessive in 1 /ht of the range of bids for work xnown o
PG&E at the time.

South Bay

South Bay also objected to staff recommended finaneing
limits and the requirement that a customer Ye required to obdtain more
than one bid. It too argued that proposed ceilings would have severe
anticompetitive effects, would cause contractors to cease
participating or reduce participation in the program, and that there
are no overriding considerations to Justify the anticompetitive

- 14 -




A.B2-09-17, A.82-09-18 ALJ/rr

IV. Discussion

The rate adjustments requested by these applications are to
support PG&E's ZIP financing and RCS programs during 1983. The CFA
was authorized by D.92652 cdated January 28, 1981 and D.923891 dated
December 30, 1987. The RCS program was authorized by D.02891 and
modified by D.E2-02-048 dated Mareh 2, 1982, With the adoption of
these programs we recognized the importance of c¢onservation 4in the
resicdential sec¢tor through the ZIP and RCE programs. As we stated in
D.92861:

"Our decision to authorize implementatiég
of Phase I of 2IP in PG&Z's San Joaguin
Division uncderscored our commitment/ %o
utility=-provided zero interest
conservation financing as an iraginative
and cost-effective means to achieve
significant amounts of long-teps energy
savings in the residential segtor."

The evidence in this proceed¥ng is that PG&E's 1982 ZIP
program has been cost-effective to pa grazs participants, the utility

and socliety, and slightly noncost-effective %o nonparticipating

4
ratepayers., Its 1982 program should be similarly cost-effective,
The small bill increases for ratepayers whiceh resuls from ZIP are
more than offset by the overall benefits derived. Since we conclude
that the ZIP and RCS should con@énue through 19683, the issues %o be
resolved are the amounts necessary for PG&E to achieve its 1983 goals.
1982 Weatherization Goals

Most critical of the issues in determining overall 2IP
financing is the estimate of/ the nunber of units to be weatherized.
PG4E stated that it revised/ its estimates downward from 350,000 units
to 180,000, including direct weatherization, in order to present a
conservative estimate of customer demand. The estimate is dbased oxn
(1) a lower level of customer interest in the prograx in 1982 than
anticipated; (2) the general econozic¢ downturn which has reduced
customers' willingness to take advantage of even interest-free loans:
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(3) resistance by customers %o the requirement for installation of
all "Big 6" conservation measures in order to qualify for a loan; an¢
(8) an inability of contractors %o sign up as many loans as expected.

The staffl notes that the Commission adopted PG&E's
projected 1982 goal of 250,000 loans. With this application PG&E is
seeking more money %o achieve less.

The staff urges that we require 260,000 loans for 1083.
argues that program costs must be kept down 20 ensure that the
program remains cost-effective and that PG&E's goals must bde
realistic and attainable within lean dudgets if ratepayers are %o
receive a fair value for their

investment.
We agree with the stafl's assessment &7 the need for

realistic and attainadle goals if the program’ is t0 achieve the
desired results and make the program a success. Based on passe
results it appears, however, that the sa £f's recommendation thas
PG4E be required to achieve a total of 260,000 ZI? loans may
beunrealistic,

We will accept PGLE's estimate of 180,000 as a realistic
minizum nunder of units to be weatherized. We will expect PG&E to
undertake all reasonadble efforts/mo surpass this ninimum total. Any
number of units less than the 180,000 may have undesiradle
consequences on the overall ZIP program and future finmancing.

1983 RCS Program

This dec¢ision adoa;s the revised RCS program agreed
PG&E and the Conmmission st%:f. This program includes 102,400

RCS audits, 100,000 Clasi/A audits of single-family dwellings
2,400 MUD audits.
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We will not at presen%t require PG&E %0 provide Class B do-~
it-yourself audits to single~fanmily dwellings., We take notice %that
the California Energy Commission (CEC), which is California‘s
designated lead agency for RCS, has recently amended the RCS State
Plan to replace the requirezent that utilicies provicde Class 2 audits
with a utility option £0 provide these audits .5 The CEC reserved
the right to design a Class B audic which utilics night then de
required to perform, We note also 4that the’b =C stalfl report had
recommended these changes, noting a lack/of customer demand for
existing Class B audits.

PG&E should continue 2o consider changes in RCS audits,
inclu¢ing Class B audits, which md? reduce further the ¢ost 0 the
RCS program. Should the CEC inppbse new reguirezents on the
utilities, PG&E may file an a&#ice letter with this Commission

seeking authority %o revise Rés, including any necessary revision in
rates.

We will authorize 1982 RCS prograz costs of $12,659,000.
N4
We will also authorize $2,270,000 $0 eliminate the undereodllection 4in
RCS rates carried over £rom 1982. PG&E's t0tal RCS revernue,

J
ineluding allowances for franchise fees and uncollectidles, is £15.05
million. f

Zip Crecits and RCS fnstallations

Two propo;éls were presented in this proceeding, to add %o
ZI? programs includéd within the weatherization programs operated Dby
SoCal and Edison in‘southern California, First, staff has proposed
that PG4E be reguired to establish within ZIP the option for
participating ratepayers to receive for utilicy credits instead of a
loan. Second, CNAT referred to the proposal by the City of Santa
Monica to provide RCS services within its city limits, including

installation of several inexpensive weatherization devices, and
sought a similar program for PG&E.

5 CEC, Residential Conservation Service, Amending the State
Plan: Phase II , January 12, 1683,

- 21 -
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While both ©f these proposals have merit, we decline to
adopt them at this time. Instead, we expect © E;af‘ and PG&E to
monzto: the progress of the southern Caﬁzforn_aap*og amf I thoeé_zdc
prograq;-arc successful, we will consider initiation o~ns;mzlar f{*—‘
effortd in PGSE's service territory. The appropriate proceedzng
£or such cons;dera vion_is the next annval review of 2IP. ,;n~.£ d’anu_n~

= Voo e R SN y Tl e e At 4,

/- f 7 M:Z”' 7 -/ Lt o“'""" oy
“advertising erel ATli0 ytd  am /,/J/L:»:—azz Ytariried gLl s ﬁjj...u

For administrative expenses PG&E asks for $17 ,253,000 el
($36,472,000 if $19,219,000 for direct weatherization is added).
The only item questioned by the parties was che staff's challenge 7 4&:z;4‘_
to the $1,422,000 advertising budget. PG&E plans to build on its ZMQJ_/be
1982 program with new and innovative marketing methods such as an -
employee incentive and telecommunic;tion contact program. The /<~
staff recommendation to cut advertising is hased solely on the
1982 program results. It fails %0 consider the many problems
encountered in 1982 which caused the slow start. We believe that

PG&E's plans should be given an opportunity to succeed. We will
however expect the stated goals <o be achieved with the understandiz
that expenditures will be given close scrutiny on review.

Revised Financing Guidelines

The most controversial staff recommendation was that the
Commission refine further the limitations on authorized ZIP financing
per unit. Since the inception of utility financing efforts, we
have been aware that these programs coul £fect the price of
weatherization measures. In our decisions authorizing PG&Z's II2
program, we aave included bid monitoring and financing limitations.
These provisions have evolved, as PG&E and the Commission have
sought to develop effective, £flexible mechanisms for assuring the
cost-effectiveness of ZIP. In considering the present stafsf
recommendations, it is useful <o review briefly the history of
financing and bidding limitations in ZIP.
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In D.92653 (January 28, 198l) the Commission included
bidding reguirements and a f£inancing limit iz PGS&E's Phase I
demonstration ¢f ZIP. At least two bids were %0 be regquired, with
PGSE authorized to f£inance the lower of «wo bids, or one ¢f the
two lowexr of three bhids. Participants were to be allowed €0
choose any eligible contractor, and to pay any additional costs
above PG&E's financing limit. The decision also limited ZIP
financing for the six RCS~-requiring measures t0 the limit Zound
cost-effective by an RCS audit. Finally: Z2IP financing was
restricted to no more than $2,500 per residence unit.

D.92978 modified D.9265%/£o remove the multiple bidding
requirement. Instead, PGS&E was directed to monitor bid prices,
and to call for an additionallyid whenever the £irst bid or bids
were considered excessive. though the Commission found no
evidence that ZIP had promptéd untoward price ingreases, PG&E was
ordered "to monitor bid prices carefully o see whethexr any
further limiting conditions on ZIP financing need to be imposed.”
(D.92978 at mimeo p.4).//The Commission also ordered in pare:

PG&E's ZIP loan application shall iaclude 2 notice %o

the effect that, inasmuch as the applicant nmust repay

the loan amount in full, he is advised to obtain more

than one bid and that PG4E has the right to require an
additional bid before approving the loan.”

In D.92891 (December 20, 198l1), the Commission authorized
PG&E to expand ZIP system-wide. The Commission also ordered a
number of modifications in ZIP's design. The $3,500 financing
limit was refined to include a $1,000 limit on £inmancing for <he
Big 6 measures, and a $2,500 limit on the other ZIP? measures. The
Commission also regquired installation of all Big 6 measures as a
condition £or ZIP £inancing.

The history of ZIP, then, has included an ongoing effort
by the Commission to design financing limitations and nmonitoring
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In the decisions cited above, the Commission has established
financing guidelines in order to assure 2ZIP's cost-effectiveness
to the ratepayers as a whole, and particularly to the so-called
nonparticipating ratepayers. In D.92653 we found that ZI? was
cost-effective under all four of the Commission's tests of cost-~
effectiveness, including the nonparticipant test. In D.93891 (as
modified by D.82-03~-048, dated March 2, 1922) we guestioned the
continuing cost-effectiveness of three ZIP measures (£loor insulatiozn,
storm Oor thermal windows, and storm or thermal 4oors) €O non-
participants, but reaffirmed the cost-effectiveness of the program
as a whole under all four tests.

The record in this proceeding imdicates that the ZIP
program has become slightly nonéost-efﬁé;tive €0 nonparticipants.
This situation 2as resulted from chané;s in enexgy prices and in
PG&E's rate structure, and so may ept'be a permanent change. We
do not use this situation as a hasis for reducing our commitment
to 2IP, especially since overx lOdCOOO ratepayers have alreacy made
use o ZI?, or PG&E's predeces§or 8% ceiling insulation financing
program. Continuing 2IP, including the direct weatherization
element, will assure PG&E's gemaining residential customers an
eguitable oppeortunity to pagticipace as well. ZI? remains an
efiective program for reducing residential utility bills, and we
expect PG&E to continue it vigorously through its plaaned sunset
date of December 21, 1986{

In order to migimize any burdens on the residential
class as a whole, we will revise PG&E's £irancing guidelines +o
limit further the amounts which PG&E can £inance through ZIP. wWe
will establish a financing limit of 48¢/£:? for imstalled R~19
¢ellulose ceiling _insulation. 7For fiberglass, mineral wool, and
other approved ceiling insulation materials, which are consistently
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nore expensive to purchase, we will allow PGSE financing up *o

52¢/ft2. The higher limit applies also to materxials to insulate
£lat roofs and beam ceilings.

These £financing ceilings are roughly loc/ft2 above the

average prices presented on this record. These ceilings thus
allow contractors the opportunity to recover significant additional
costs, whether overhead, salesperseons' commissions or extraordinary
expenses. p

We emphasize that these prices aré/intended to be used
only as limits to PG&E-provided ZIP finaillng. They are in no way
intended to restrict the opportunity oﬁ/zznt:actors and customers
to bargain for other prices. 7The ceilings are intended only %o
limit the size of the ZIP subsidy td/be provided by PG&E and iss
ratepayers,

We will not attempt ip/ this decision to adopt new specific

financing limitations on thenf;ve remaining Big 6 measures, or *o
change the RCS~-based limit o

available financing of the so-calleéd
"second 6" items. Insteady/;e will continue to reguire PGSE to
demand a second bid for installation of these measures when the

first bid is excessive, ¥s previously determined in 0.92978.
4
Rate of Return /

With respect to staff's recommendation for an adjustment
downward of PG4E's rate of return on its iavestment iz PCSC, we do
not believe such an aéjustment is appropriate. The basis for stafs’
recommendation was the small number of loans made in 1982 ané
contractor complaints for slow processing of payments for ZIP work
performed. We agree that at the start of the program, performance ia
these two areas was indeed poor. However, the record shows that PGSE
is making progress in eliminating these problems. For example,
program prog¢essing foxr 1982 rose from an average of 550 applications
per day in October to 950 applications in December.
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the potential benefits of his products, dut decline o include them
within this particular progran.
Direct Weatherization

One Issue of concern to many participants was the

Cal/Neva recommends <hat 150% of
OM3 poverty level be used as the cefinition for eligibilisy.
the staff and 2G&Z support thi

his recommencation and it will be adopted.
LS outlreach target group, PG&T seeks 10 revise the
definition of elderly to those over 60 years of age to c¢onform to

For

Older Californians Act. 8§taff agrees with this proposal bdut
suggeststhat Decause this revision would enlarge thﬁféiderly target
group, that the definition of elderly should bg/xhgse persons over
age 60 with income at or below 200% of the ggs’guidelines. The

staff's position is well-taken and will bg/édopted.
Findings of Fae®

1. Significant energy saving%/can be achieved through ZI? and
RCS which can reduce the need for oO0stly new energy supplies and
production facgcilities,

2. PG&E's 1983 ZIP and/RCS programs are ¢ost-effective %0
progran participants, the ueﬁlity, and society.

2. The net societal benefits of ZIP and RCS justify
extraordinary efforts to achieve conservation by the utility and 4its
ratepayers. ///a

L. Although the /1983 ZIP and RCS programs are slightly non-
cost-effective to nonparticipating ratepayers, estimated rate impacts
on such nonparticipants are minimal.

5. It is appropriate for PG&E to continue to offer its ZTP as
authorized by D.92652 and D.92891, as modified or supplemented by
D.92978, D.93497, D.82-03-048, and D,.82-11-019, without substantial
change in 1982 in order to provide program stability, minimize
customer confusion, aid in program marketing, increase overall
participation levels, and avoid unnecessary administrative costs.

- 25 -
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6. PG&E has taken appropriate steps to stimulate high levels
of customer participation in ZIP, and its 1983 marketing and
advertising plans for the program, including the proposed
telecommunication contact and employee incentive plans, are
reasonabdle,.

T. PG&E's payzments to constractors under the ZIP progran have
in many cases been delayed substantially deyond the 15 workdays limit
of the estadlished standarc.

8. PG&T's iaspections under the ZIP progran have in many c¢ases
been delayec substantially deyond the estadlished standard of 15
workdays for paymeant of contractors.

9. PG&E has made progress toward elimfinating delays and
problems Iin processing ZIP loans and makidg payments to participating
contractors. Plans and budget for impnoved loan processing and
payments, Iinclucding use of an on-line/£2mpu:er systex by =id-1983,
are reasonabdle,

10. The ZIP prograz measure} specified in D.92653 and D.93891
are appropriate and should con:}gue to be financed.

17. It is not appropriate/to expend ZIP eligibility to any

additional conservation measuﬁés, although new models of existing
measures zay be considered.,’

12. It is not appropsga:e or necessary at this tize %o require
PG&E to offer a weatherization credits or subsidy program Iin lieu of
or in addition to the current ZIP? program. A credis progranm should
be proposed in the next’ annual review of ZIP.

13. For ratemaking purposes PGLE's estimate of 180,000 dwelling
units to de weatherized in 1983 is reasonable. PGLE should use its
best efforts to stimulate and satisfy a larger demand for ZIP
services in 19832.

4. PG&E should continue to make special outreach efforts to
assure an adequate opportunity to participate in ZIP for target
customers: the elderly; the non-English speaking: those with low
incomes; renters; and owners of rental properiy.

- 26 -
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3. Adjustments to the CFA debt service rate shall be made undex

the guarterly advice letter £iling procedure authorized in D.93497 and
not as part of annual ZIP cases. EHowever, pending Commission actioz
on the first such advice letter, £iled on Januaxy 7, 1983, the debt
service portion o0f the current CFA rate shall continue in effect and
be applicable to all classes of services, except as noted in this
proceeding or in PG&E's applications.




A.82=05-17, A.82-09=-18 ALJ/js* ALZ/COM/IMG

———————r————

11. PGSE is authorized to earn a rate of returr -2 its equity
investment in PCSC equal to PGSE's last authorized ov.zall rate of
eturn on rate bhbase.
12. PG&E shall file a report in this proceeding on ©or before
June 1, 19832, documenting the average elapsed time between receipt
of certificates of performance and mailing ofchecks <0 contractoss
for each 0£f the £inance centers or divisioﬁg processing ZIP loans.
This repoxrt shall also include the avexage elapsed time between the
receipt of certificates of performa§9e and inspections of completed
work £for each of the division. PG&E shall include this same
information in subsecuent :iodié/repo:ts orovided on ZIP %o the
staff of the Znexgy Conservation Branch.
This oxder is effect{:e coday.
pated APR 519683 , at San Francisco, Califorania.
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«~2ONASD M. GRIMES, JR.

Procident
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