ALJ/vdl *

| i
TCAE
BEPORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF 7HE STATZ OF

D -
Decision83 08 032 Avgust 3, 1983 'L{Dﬁ Qﬂ \n A

C ORVI!

In *he Matter of the Application of
Souvhern California Edison Company
for Approval of “he Demané
Subseription Service (DS3) Program.

Application 82-08-10
(Filed August 2, 1982;
azendad QOctober 2%, 1082)

In the Matter of the Application of
Soutnern California Edison Compan
for authority %o increase rates
charged by iz for electric service.

LSO LN L N L N N A

(See Decicion 82-12-055 “or appearances in Applicati

John R. Bury, David N. Barry III,
Richard ¥. Durant, and PFrani o.
poo--z. Atvorneys at Law, for
Southern Californiz Edison Company,
applicant.

Pamela A. Suzmers, for Coachella Va
Ascociatlion of Goveraments, inte
narty.

Preda Abbott, L
Comcission

~08-10 seexs ap 21l of 1ts Demand Suds
a forn of residential load nanagezent,
vice terrivory. Edison seeks only sapproval of the
A.82=08-10, a3 funding for <that pregram was requested
caze in A.61138. A.511358 was
uonsolldav;d wi 2=-08-10 for heﬂ*’*g.

i a ek

Bdizon oricinally reguested 1 of DSS in A.61133.

Zdison anticipated that a decision on the proposed D3S
program would be reached in A.82-C8-10 hefore
D.82-12-055 dated Decembher 13, 1282 in A.61133
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wesld b g . : ) Zewever,

A.82-08~10 was
¢elayed bdeca 1 czTponed at The regque

v ¢f Zéizen
until The 2 3 ied. D.82-12-055 (aT zimec page 128)
denied <hne \ Béizen and cur stall that expeadivures proposed
Zor DSS in p : cecision -
pending a dec:i L: ! decizion fur<her states vhav
pregran fundin _ 1, would be establiszhed in <sais
éecisicn. ‘

and the aneuns se< asi

Several exhibivs and persicns ¢F the recoerd fa A.61138 were
incerporated inte the recerd in A.82-C8-10 at The request 07 Zédison.
D.82-12-055 sz7ates shav i ncernisg DSS ralised by CaliZernia
Public Safevy Radic Asscceia 2RA), Qoward Uwilizy Rase
Nermalizaticn (TTURN), Prefessicral Community Managezmenst and Mustual
Zeousing Corperavions : Leisure Werld (Zeisure Werld),

Ceacrella Valley Assc nave eizher becoue
neCT or 28éress pregras ¢ 5 reviewed in
A.82~08-10.

Summary ¢f Decisi

We autherize Zdise
pregrazm. Tne existing expe:
sufficient ¢ devernine Tae c¢
custemer accepzance ¢f the large-scale 75,00 T »regran provesed
by 2disca. The zetal cest of thais new experizent is $6.867 millicn.
Punding during 1983 is e he ¢hzainea Lroz the comservazion and lead
maragemens contingency 2¢ ~ighed on July 12, 1683 in
Cemzmission Resol that account cozvalins $2,277,483% waica
is mere shan r 198% expendéitures. For 1984, funding
shall be tarcug astrivion allcwance zechraaisz.
2ublic Zearing

Public neariag ia A.82-08-10 was nelé in Los Angeles cn
Septenber 14, 1682 and in <she consclicdased proceeding oz Novezber 15,
16, and 17, 1982 in San Pranciscec. The consclidaved proceeding was
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submitved upon receipt of con ent briefs f£iled by Bdison and the
Commnission staf? on Decexher .O, 1082.

Bvidence was presented on bekhalf of Zdison, the Comzmission
3%ae, and CVAG. Exhidbit 1 is vhe response statement of CVAG
presented at +the initial hearing in which that organization opposed
+he original program. 3Ixhibist 5, received at the hearing on
November 15, 1982, is a letter from <the executlve cirecvor
stating *hat +the CTVAG Sxecusive Commissee had reexamined ivs p0sit
ané asked that i%s response statvement in Bxhid®it 1 be withdrawa.
CVAG supports +the reviged DSS program described iz the azended
application.

Leisure World filed a statement datved November 3, 168
which it expressed concern that the DSP progran cely woul d
become a mandatory vrogran similer ¢ riginally proposed.

Tssues raised by other parties in A.61138 not discussed
herein are oot vecause the D88 » og*au is changed froz a mandatory
o a voluntary prograz, and fs limited at this vize o a small
experinenvy.

Deseriptiorn of Zdison's
2ronosed Progran

The primary objective of the DSS »rogr
Bdison's residential peax xilowatt (¥W) load durin
0% sysven capacity shortages while providing re
ra%e incentive 40 reduce their uvilicy bills

e gl - W

the 75,000 unit prograz would allow approximately 150 zmegawatss (MW)
0 be reduced froz <the 2dison systen peak by the sunzmer oI 1985.

The DS3 gervice will be acvivated during the suzzmer nonths
of May through October. 3IZdison's residensial cusvomers who used an
average 0% 40 Zzilowasti-nours (kWz) 02 electricity ver day or zore

during at least three of %he six previous zumzer billing perliods, as
defined in <he %arif?, would qualify for <the »rogram. =dison
proposes 4o install 75,000 DSJ devices, which represenss
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approximately a 50% sasuration “he potential cusvonmers usi
kWh or zore per éay.

Zligible customers would be required <c su
or more helow a calculateld W level based on prior XWh

During an activation period, =dison will <ransait
comnunication sigral +o the DES device at the cusvtomer's residence.

A Customer Alert Device (CAD), which can Ye plugged into any
household outlet, will provide an audidle signal <o alert <he
customer 0f the peak capacity shorvage pexniod.

IZ <he cusvomer's kW demand a%t the 4ime of activavion
exceeds the sudserived level, 2 second audidle signal (approximately
vwo minutes long) will alert <he custozer to reduce eleg¢srical
usage. In the evenv %the customer's reductid ion %41l does not Brin
she %W demand %o (or below) <k subscr.bed level, <he D335 device will
automatically intversupt service. IZowever, service can de immediately
restored following “he appropriate reduction in electrical demand By
then manually resetting <the DSS device. IZ£ 20 one iz home at +4he
vime o0f DSS activation and the XW demand exceeds the subserided
level, the DSS device inverrupts service <emporarily until the end of
the activation periold when service 4s auvomavically restored.

The participating customer would receive S5 per summer
nonth £or each ¥W By which ¢the subseridhed demand level is below the
calevnlated %W demandé level, shown as a2 credis on <he customer Hill
during each sumzmer billing period regardless 0f activavion.

The DSS device will Ye a2 meter-adzpted, sellf-convtained
control module installed in the meter socker of tThe custozer's
electrical panel. The installation of <he device will not reguire
any additional wiring of 4he cuswtomer's electrical panel or
appiiances. It will have an adjustadle kW dezand level sevtin a

- el y

tamper indication lighv, and the capability of removte activavi
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Cenzervasion Braaca (ECE)
oproadeast communicaticn systen for

coenzrelling she - ! al The life exyectancy ¢
whe DSS and CAD devi - estimated 27 15 years by

nanufacturers. ITne quipmen- covered by a five-year warranty
Zrom Ttne maaufacsturer who will uncer coavract vo provide
zaintenance service on she racic ceaauanicaticn eguipment as well.

Deseripticn ¢of Zxiswiag
Zxnerizenzal Presran

Zdison nas vestel <ihe DST ccacers TWC suzners
Tarcugh a sa2ll experimenval prograz.
Test were proee“«ed in <whis preceeding as

eriginally
There were ac eleciricivy
icipated peakx demané Tor each

ace oixz

electricity ccasumprica was ; 3 at leass 4,500 xWna.
Cusvteners were ¢ifered cae cf < cemané subscripvion
levels, depending cn zheir X: The cusvomer could
subseribe <

®orz ¢f monTaly »ill reductions of $1.00, $1.50, or $2.00/xW
shreughowt vhe year, or $12.00, 318.00, or $24.00/zW/year. The 1 kW
iacensive was given for subscriving T¢ the zaximux demand level
allowed, anéd proporticnately greater inceatives were given for
gubseripricn levels Yelew The maxizun level.

Zéison vested Three incentive payzents La zhe

-5 -
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dison tested two duration periods, a "shortv duration”
hours per activation, and a2 "long duration” of 10 hours per
activation, which was reduced %0 8 hours yper activation alter
June 22, 1981. Zdison also azsigned cusitomers %o either 2 "low-
Zrequency” group with the potential Lor up to 30 activation days per
year or a "high~Zrequency” group with up 0 60 activavion days per
year. In actualisy, %he DSS devices were activated on oanly 8 <o 10
days during the suzmer o0f 1981, depending on the districe.

Zdizon zelected 300 o2 <he 2,000 DSS participants, called
the Treatment group, o have magnetic~tape recorders attached +o
their meters 40 record eznergy usage and DSS activation dafta. Iz
addition, 100 Z2dison customers who did not participate iz DSS dut who
agreed 4o allow Zdison +$0 attach recorders To their meters 10 record
energy consumption data were gelected ag a control group.

The DSS devices were activated on four %o six days in June
1081, depending on the district, *wo days ian July, and +wo days 4
Auvgust. On nonactivation days, some devices were acvivated
accidentally. While most nonactivation days saw livtle such
activity, on eight nonactivation days veitween June 1 and Sepltender 15
the devices were activated an average of at least <wo hours per
customer in at leag?t one of +the four digtricts.

2roblems also occurred inm achieving activation on
acvivation days. Although the reported experimental resulis rely
largely on verformance in the moderate zone, sSignificant activation
occurred iz that zone only on %he “wo activation days in August. Iz
addition, long duration customers in the very hot zone never
approached +the planned number of hours 0f activation. The devices
worTked best in the hot weather zone.

Zvidence of Avvlicant

Applicant presented evidence iz support of its proposed
nandatory systenwide program as part of its evidence in support of
its general rate case in A.61133. While the general concept of i4s
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PSS program proposed in A.82-08-10 remains <the sane 28
progran, +the current proposal is a wvoluntary vrog-am. The e
on DSS adduced in A.611%8 was incorporated in%o the record ia
A.82-08-10.

Because of the shift Zrom a mandatory ©o0 a voluntary
program, the size of +the program is no longer fixed. Zvidlence was
presented on the econonmic aspects and cost=effectiveness oL prograns
0f different sizes. The data presenved dy applicant included results
of the existing DSS experiment, a2 descripntion of the »roposed
progran, the need Zor the prograz, vtechanical and cost inforzavion
concerning the DSS and CAD devices, copies of <the %ariffs proposed %

e filed, schedules for implementation 0f DSS at differenv program
levels, and caleulations regarding vhe cost-eflfectiveness of DSS a%t
different progranm levels.

Zvidence of the S*aff

The svaff presented <the <testinmony of four witnesses.

. Witness Amaroli commented on the %echnical and functional aspects of
the DSS and CAD devices. A% a production level of 132,000 uni<ts,
Amaroli estimated that a unit consisting 02 2 DSS and a CAD device
car be made for 3157. A% a production level of 75,000 uzits, <he
average vendor's unit price would bYe approxizately $250. A% lower
program levels +the unit costs wovld he greater. Amaroli recommended
that Zdison he authorized 4o implement +the DSS prograzm at a level of

L

¢t least 75,000 units installed over a +two-year period. Amaroli
estimated That a program of <his recoamended size would produce 2
150 MW reduction in peak demand.

Witness Cavagnaro presented testizony in support of 2
slightly different plan. Ee recoumended that the 75,000-unit prograz
be slowed so that it would be implemented over a loznger period of
time. Cavagnaro also rec¢ommended greater discounts %0 participants

than proposed by Zdison, as he believes The program benefivs wil

- o
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exceed those estimated by Zdison. Cavagnaro addressed several ovher
aspects of the proposed progran.

Witness Mellvaiz also addressed the cost-effectiveness of
the proposeld program. The witness developed tables sizowing that av
niz estimated avoided cost of 3138/uW/year, the capacity bezefits
range from 3351 for v W average reduction %o $§3,370 for a 6 kW
average reduction. The witness recommended +That the conservation
progran be implemented now, even <hough 2dditional capacivty aay nov
be necessary for Zdison's service territory beitween now and 1985.

The witness also recommended that the prograx not be delayed beyond
1085, because of the risk of capaciiy shortages alter 1985. MelIlvain
deemed the incentive of 330/xW/year %0 de reasonadle and did not
reconmend escalation of that incentive. The witness's overall
reconzmendations were that prograzm operating and zainvenance CosTs
reduced; that the program revenue reguirezents shouvld reflect ¢
lower costs; and the project should be Lzplemented withk 75,000
participants and shouléd be spread over 2 three-year period, as
recozmended by Zdison.

re

Witness Zenjazin presented an analysis of 4the effect 02 2
two~year delay in implementation of the prograzm on the o8t~
elfectiveness o the program. According to <he witness, Zdison will
have ninimal need for or bYenefit froz the additionall capacivy which
DSS would provide before 1086. According <o %the witness, a Two-year
delay would increase <he ne+t benefits 02 DS <o nonparticipant
Toughly 30%, wivthout materially changiang the societal benefist/coct
ratio.

The Issues

The issues presented in this proceeling are:
1« Would the propozed program provide <he
predicved loaé reduction?

2. Is participation of 75,000 custonmers
obtainabdle”
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. 3. Iz the proposed loald reduction needed?

4. Would the proposed program be cost-
effective?

5. Waat shoulld be the size ¢F the prograx?

6. ZHow saould <ne calculated denmand be
deternined?

7. Wrhat should he <he level 0f incentives?

8. Wha%t will bYe the program cosve ané aow <
they bYe recovered in raves?

Would the Proposed Progran Provide
the Predicted Toad Reduction?

Zdison projects that the 75,000 unit prograzm wo
peax load reductions of at least 150 MW, or 2 kW per ingt
device. 3Zdison's marketing goal iz 40 obtain an average subseriptior
level of § kW, which is 50% of the average calculated dezaznéd for
vhose customers eligibdle For DSS. Attaizzent of the marketing goal
would result in peak load reductions of 3.5 kW per device, or 262.5
MW systemwile.

s

The significance 02 leserzmining likely load reductions is
twofold. Pirs%, the lozad reduction per cusvozer bears a direcet
relationship to the cost-effectiveness o0f the provosed program.
Second, an assesszment of to%al load reduction is needed tTo allow
incorporation into the utility resource plan axnd deferral o2 other
capacity commivments replaced by vhe program.

Ddison's minimum goal o0f a 2 ZW loald reductior
parvicipant i3 based on resulis of the 1987 experizent.
perforned a statistical aralysis intendeld 4o convrol £
in demographic characteristics between the
groups. The resuliting estinmates of deman
acvivation periods in each month, based on
treataent and coantrol customers, are saowz in Qable 1. Thke average
reductions are weighted by the zunmber o2 potential DSS parvicipanis
in each zone.
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TA3LE 1

STIMATED AVERAGEZ DEMAND REDUCTION DURING ACTIVARION 2ERIODS
(kW)
Long-Duration Grouv Moderate Verr Zo0t Average

i st

June 2.6 0.6 1.7
July ‘ 1.5 0.8
August 2.7 0.3

Short~Duration

June 2.8 0.3 0.3 1.
July 1.8 0.2 0.4 Q.
August 3.4 0.7 0.0 1.

As Tadle 1 shows, +the demand difZferencez exhibited in the
noderate zone are much greater than these iz <the hot and very hot
zones. Zour~by-nour data indicate, in Zact, vzat a significant
demand difference persists throughout the night in the moderate
zone. The differences in %the demand of control and treatment groups
were generally found 40 e statistically significant only in the
noderate zone.

that,
the potential of zuch greater ecozomic savings Y0 the customer and
with an aggressive marketing plan, a 2 ZW ozn-peak averazge reduction
per customer can be reasonadly expected.

Prom the resul<ts in Table 4, Zdiscn concludes that, wit
-
4

We see geveral prodblems with Zdison's use oL the cited
experimental results o predict an average systemwide load reduction
0L 2 kW per customer.

Pirst, customers who signed up for +the DSS program exhibit
what Edison calls selection bias. As the most obvious example of
selection biag, customerz who are conservation-coanscious, or thoce
who know that “heir on~peak usage will be low, are more likely <o
sign up for DSS than are o%ther customers. Yev Zdison atiridutes all
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differences in demand between <treat control customers, even
that which persists throughout <he the nodera%te zone, solely
%0 parvicipation in <h izer iz not a%t all c¢lear whavt
ic cause (participation in DSS or lower demand) and what iz eZfect
lower demand or parvicipation in DSS). The validisy of Zdison's
stavistical analysis in evaluating differences due %0 demographric
caaracteristics was not challenged by s+vafs. IFowever, such an
analysis cannot capture +o%tally *he effect 0f selection dHias.

Another concera we have iz that Zdison averages the
experizental results for <“he three tested weather zones and further
applies these results 46 <the "mild" and "super hot" zones. The
weighted averages rely heavily on the larger demand differences shown
in the aoderate zone, even though significant DSS device activatiozn
occurred there only on the Ywo activation days in August. Two days”’
data in one weather zone &0 10t 3eem %0 us 4o yrovide sulficient
substantiation upon whick ¢o base program expansion.

Importantly, vhe study 4id novt evaluate differences between
~he new homes evaluated in <the experiment and older homes. Yo
information {5 in <the record avout comparahility of elecsricity
demanéd patterns iz new and old homes. A fairly obvious, common sense
observation is that +there nay bYe significant differences in demand
patterns between o0lé and new residences due ¢0 such factors ag hoze
construction characteristics and the education and income levels of
occupants. ZEdison witness 3ales indicated +that one o0Ff the reasons
vhat Edison originally planned DSS %o bYe avplied only 40 new
residences was that customers in new residences would Ye more likely
to talk %o Edison ahout load nanagemens.

Stalf witness Mellvain recognizes +that 4he experimental
results "appear T0 e Yoo wealk %0 stand alone as support for the
future programs; therefore staff has not relied only oz them for its
analysis or recommendations.” (2xhidit ¢, p. 5.) Zowever, stafs
does not provide any other bdasis for 45 belief that a reasonabdle
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un load reduction 4o consider in evaluating cost~effectiveness
W per device. Absent any evidence other %than %the experiment
resulds, we cannot conclude that <the asserted load reducetion of 2 xVW
per DSS customer i3 like-y. ince thiszs assuzmeld load reduction s axn
invegral part of <the cosv-effectiveness analysis of 4he proposed
Drogran expansion, the c¢credidbility of <the analysis is seriously iz
question.

Edison asserts that fts marzeting goal of an average
subseription level of S W would resuld in peaz load reductions of
5.5 %W per device. In Exhibit 12, Tdison presents an analysis of
hourly load data of certain convtrol customers in support of Shis
conclusion. tafl witnesses also relied upon %this exhidis in %heir
evaluation of prograz cost-eifectiveness 12 a2 3.5 xW load reduction
ig achieved. Zowever, close examination giaows that this exhidbis
containg assumptions about sudscrintion levels which are nore
svringent than the average 5 W claimed. Further, Zdison assumes
vhat each customer individually would reduce its aetval peax deman
by a niaizuzm of 2 kW, regardless of now <the actual observed peax
demand for that custonmer compares 40 the calculaved demand level, due
0 behavioral changes resulting froz pariticipation in DSS. 3
zarred by the selection bias problexm already discussed.

Achievadbilis Zéison's marketing goal depends on what
witness Bales descrides "not unrealistie” subscript‘

e &t o e

use of <whe exyerimental results as support for tzis assun

Tare is no evidence in %he record in Ting that “these subsc:
levels are any more likely +than any “umber o< less optin
scenarios. We therefore conclude %That there

vhe record vo fiad that <The proposed program

predicted load reduction.
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Is Participation of 75,000
Cus%omers Obtainadle?

Zdison estimates that 50% of +he approximately 154,000
eligible residential customers would participate in the DSS program.
The sign-up rave achieved afflects sign-up costs and capacity
savings.' 2dison believes this zign-up rate can de achieved,
notwithstanding the availability of Zdison's air-conditioning c¢ycling
(ACC) prograz as an alternative choice Yo approxizmately 50,000 of <z
potential DSS customers.

Edison has cited survey resul<is and varticipation in ovher
load management programs as supporst for i4s assuzmed 50% sigz-up
rate. Zowever, the dulk of this evidence does no%t support Zdisen's
assuzmption as strongly as clained.

Edigon notes that it achieved a 60% penetration rate - ci
sign-ups for ea&h 10 in=house custoner visits - in %he DSS
experizental program, even though participants received gyearly
incentives 0% oanly 312 %o 824 per kW of demand reduction and were
informed +thast their service could be inverrupted up 4o 60 times per
summer and for up T0 10 hours per Iinverruption.

2dison's wivness was ¢ross-examined conceraing <he
testimony 0f Zdison's vice president Myers in A.61138, whick

indicated that <the company had found it necessary to maze five

elepnone calls in order 40 obtain each sign-up for the experizenval
PSS program. The witness differentiated Yetween “elephone calls and
the on-site cusvtomer contact adlressed iz the Tinal results, noting
that each region 0L the service verritory aad set up visits

differently. Some had sent out levtters Lo eligidle customers; soze
J

had simply called on customers without advance novification. Tk
witness did not xzow the number 02 contacted custonmers who declined
in-house interviews. Iacking +hiszs inforzation, the record regar
the experimental DSS progran is not particularly helpful, except ¢
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imply an upper limis of 60% Lfor customer participation bdased on in-
houce customer visits.

Zdison's witness testified 4hat Zdison has achieved good
penetration rates with other load managezent prograns in the super
hot zone. In Eexmet, the company achieved T0-98% sign-up rates Zor
its ACC prograzm in 1981. XNo evidence was presented regarding
retention 0f <These customers during the teszting progran.

2éison also presented information concerning vtwo recexnt
surveys i+ aas conducved. One survey of 200 larger residential
customers in the mild/moderate and 1o+ zones that 14% of
the customers surveyed would definisely participate in the D85
progran and %aat 31% would prodbably participate. This survey 4id nov
present customers wita the option of par<ticination iz other load
managenent prograzs such as ACC.

Zéison states that a second survey of approximately 400
customers in the Palzm Springs area who would ¢ualily for DSS
indicavtes that T4% would par<sicipate ia a load mazagezent prograx
such 28 2SS, 4L given the opportunity. Eowever, a reading of the
survey procedure and results, contained in an appendix vo the
application, reveals a somewha+t different picture. The interviewer

N

explained <o the customer that the survey regarded a2 zew progran

-y

Zéison may offer in <the future:

"Custozers would Ye asked 4o voluntaril

limit +he use 0% some houserold ecuipment on some
weekdays during periods ¢f peax use in order %0
share <the avaliladble electricivty. In retusn,
participaving custozers would receive a2 discount
on their electric bills. Based on wiat I have
t01d you, now interested would you be in
particinating iu a Prog-af LiZe waiz?’" (Zzphasi
added.)

2 the respondents, T4% 32id they would be either
"definitely interested” or "probadly interesved." TVery litile
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information was given 40 +he custonmer regarding what parvicipation
would entall. The response could be applied %0 DSS or %o o+ther load
management vrograns such as ACC.

Zdison argues that, even i ‘here were subsvanvial
rejection 02 DST in the hotter zones iz favor of ACC, there would
8%ill Ye advout 100,000 custozers in <he moderate/zild zones eligidle
for DSS but not for the ACC program. As <whe z=all brief poiants ouv,
in the marketing research survey 02 povential DSS customers descrided
above, only about 50% of +the customers conitacted in +he moderate/miléd
zones indicaved thavt threy either "definitely"™ or "prodadbly" would
participate in the DSS prograz. Thus, aay substantial inroads in DSS
participation due t0 <the ACC prograrm in +the ho%vter areas could
seriously impalir Zdison's ability vo obtain 75,000 2S8 participants.

talf discusses a weakness concerzing the surveys of
ective participants which might be <ermed the Wisconsin
Syndronme. vaf? wivtness Weiss, in A.61138, <vectified witha
reference %0 an experience affecting vhe Wisconsia Zlectric 2ower
Company iz which 2 marketing survey was conducted and marzess
expertise employed Lo vest cusvomer attivudes adout an electr
neaver load zanagement device. As 2 result 02 thavt survey,
approxizmately 150,000 devices were ob%ained; nowever, oxly 50% or 55%
02 the devices were digtriduted.

The staff drief svtates that reliance on +he surveys
conducted Tor Zdison would not necessarily »roduce results similar %0
vhose experienced by the Wisconsin Zlectric Power Cozpany.
Nevertheless, <the s%alf states that Weiss's testimony underscores an

obvious tTruism: <thav what people say <they will do - or say “they zay
he willing t0 4o at some future “ime - is not necessarily a reliable
indication of what they in fact do. Thre staf? argued +“hat tke
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similarity between the types of devices, and <helir purpose so JTar as
curtaliling custozmer dexand, appears obvious.

In suz, <he evidence on customer participation rates for
DS3 is inconclusive. Eowever, %the indications are that a 50% sign=-up
rate may bve opvimistic. ZEdison choulld use the further
experimentation approved <oday 4o gather zore definitive information
on the acceptance of a systenwide progran aad on the effect of
overlap of <the DSS and ACC load zanagezment prograns.
Is the ?ronosed Load Reduction Needed?

The DSS program is designed %0 reduce summer peax load

alvernative 40 acguiring additional caypacivy.
it has ample capacity to meev expected peax load

requirezents through 1985, dut that £+ zust curtall i¥s peak load
requirenents alter that period <throughr load maznagement 400ls or _
acguire additional peakxing capacivy %tarough construction or purchase.

The DSS program is designed 0 replace approximately 150 Mw
of sunmer peak load. TUnder the implementation schelule proposed By
Zdisozn and our stalf, the DSS prograzm would be Zully in place by +he
end of 1985. The DSS program is not a large element in Eldison's
resource plan.

Stals limived ivs detalled review of Zdison's loads and
resources ag they relate to the need for +he pronosed DSS program 0
the period through 1985. Staff agreed withk
adequate reserve margins through 1985. S<aZf

Zdison <hat there will dYe
< notes that Zdison's
development of capacity payments <o small »ower produgers assumes
capacity purchases through 1985, bdut the need for a comdustion
turbine installation in 1986.

Zdison's demand Zorecast and resource plarn <hrough 1992 are
contained in Zxhidit 11. They show reserve margins between 17.5% and
20.1% in the 1986 €0 1992 period. While these reserve margins do not
indicate whether there i3 a neeld Lor peaking capacity o iaprove
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systen operations, they do show that sufficieny capacity will likely
ist t0 meet system needs threugh 1992, whether or not 150 MW o2

demand reduction is obtained SIrom DSS.

We take official notice of <he June 2, 198% deciszion of <he
California Znergy Resources Conservation and Development Commission
(CEC) in Docket Number 82-IMR-1. In that decicion, %he CEC adopis
i%s swaff's recommendation that experimentation be c¢ontinued for sone
Pacific Gas & Zlectric Company (2G&2) load nmanagement prograns rather
than large-scale izplementation at this time, based partly on
expected large reserve marg_ns duriag <the next tven years. Since the
w0 utilities' systems are inverconnected, <the expecteld excess
capacity in the 2G&T systexz gives us further confidence +that reliacce
on DSS is not needed in the near future.
Wwould +the Proposed Program he
Cost~ELfective? .

Cost=effectiveness data were presented »y 3ales (Zxhidivs 2
nd 3) for Zdison; and by Cavagnaro (Exhidvit 18), MeIlvain
(Exhivits 7 and 19), and Benjazmin (Exhidit 10) for gtafs

Wk =

Two differences in costs between Zdison's and svall's
estirates are discussed in MeIlvain's Exhidis 7 2% page 0. Tk
first difference, concerning +“he one~tize costs for testing of DSS
devices, was agreed o by Zdison anéd is reflected in Zdison’s revised
cost-effectiveness caleulations in Zxhivit 7.

The second difference, a reducstion 0f 337.50 per cusvozer
in estizated customer contact costs nmade by MeIlvain (Sxhivis 7
page 10), relates %0 <the fact cha%t when customers who live in <2

aln

*

e

ho%, very no%t, and super hot clizmaete zones 0f <the Zdison service
territory are contacted, +“hey would be gilvern <the choice of

participation ir either the company's D83 or ACC program, since

customers would be eligible Zor hoth programs. Accordingly, MeIlvain
recommended “hat part of the contact cost Ye allocaved fron
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DSS to ACC. In maxing that recommendation, staff witness assumed
that the ACC prograz would receive #ull funding in A.61138. Z2dison
doeg not reflect this proposed reducvtion projected progran
¢costs Iin Zxhidit 3.

Another difference between Edison's and svalfl’'s cos
effectiveness caleulations lies 4 avoided cost assumptions.
Zdison maintains that, over their expected 15-year life, <he DSS
devices will resuld in <he Zdison sy em avoiding costs of
8108/%W/year, on a levelized dasis. This iz <he payment which Zdison
had also proposed %o nake %0 cogenerators and small power producers
who agree to provide firm capacity t¢ +the 2dison systen for 15 years
veginning in 1984. taff witness Cavagnaro believes that the DSS

prograzn costs should be compared $0 the capacity cost oI a cozbustion

turbine which he places at $138/x«W/year. Witness McIlvain also uses
the full cosv 0f 2 combustion turdine in ril

Table 2 conpares <tre ¢os8t-elfecw?l
by Bdison in Exhinit 3 and by st2fl witness
Zdigon concludes that DSS is cosv-effective
except +the nonparticivant's; svall results show <the arog.an a3 ¢ost-
effective %0 the uvilivy, the participant, <the nonparticinant, axnd
society.

<
i~

Table 2

eness 0f DSS Using Zdison and S+taf? Ts<vimates

Svase

Capacity Savings (zW/year)
T+ility/Society Perspective

Benefit/Cost .58 2. 76
Benefi%t=Cost 3324 87 $98¢9.

Nonparticipant Perspecitive

Benefit/Co .88 0.c2 - -
Benefit-Cos% -$121.84 =8131.00 $383.87 3694 .51

Parvicipant Persyective
Zenefit-Cost $496.71 $1,120.4S 3447.61 $1,190.03
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As se%t forth in 3422 witness Cavagnaro's 2xhibi< 18, a
digscount 02 $7/XW for reductions adove %the 2 W ninimunm level would
increase %he yearly incentive payzents 40 $186 per device at the 5 W
reduction level. This would decreage <the bYenefliv-cost differential
showzn in Table 2 for the noapar<ticipent <o 3497.12 and increase +h
benefit-cocy differential for %“he participant to $1,387.60.

©af? witness Bexjamin compared Iizplementation of D38 L
1084 or 4n 19086 with construction 02 2 gas turbize in 1986. =e
concluded +ha%, compared %o *the comdbustion <turdine opition, D35S would
show the following advantages if implemented by 1984 or 1986:
1084 1686

£44/Cost 1.71 1.80
% Benefit/Coss  1.28 1.42
We agree with Zdison that the actual saviags to ratepayers
skhould be used in evaluating the cost—elfectiveness of any resource
addivion, including DSS. The cuestion of what +the savings are has
been hotly contested in other proceedings. While we have rejecved
Zdison's method of caleulating avoided capacity costs fn D.82-12-120
and 20w use the cost 02 a gas turdine asz 2 proxy for payaents to
cogenerators and szmall power producers, we have invitved fuvture
£ilings o refine the concept. We novte that Zdison now provides
capacisty payments of 3113/xW/year to cogenerziors and szall power
producers signing 15-year contracts with operation dDeginning iz 1984,
based on its esvimate 0 +the full cozt o2 2 gas vurdine.
We notve that +the tovtal incentive payments used by Zdison
and staf? in <their evaluation of the cosv-eZfectiveness of the 2 W
reduction scenario are the nizinum possidle. Tke incentive dayzents
for Edison's "marketing goal” scenario are sizilarly understated.
Thus, the reported costs to nonparticipants are also underestizased.
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Another assumption critical %o cost-ellectiveness
calculations is the capacity response ratio (CRR). The CRR measures
the anount of generation capaciity which c¢an e avoided a3 a result of
each W of load reduction achieved Zrom DSS and is based on changes
in the systenm 1oss~0f-1load prodbability. Zdison and svall assune.
“hat a2 load reduction o0f 2 kW per DSS customer will occur oz 211
sunmer afternoons due 4o hehavioral changes, regardless of DRES
activation statug. This results in a CRR of 0.87, which is larger
than would be obtained 4L an assumption oL load reduction only on
control days were made. This assumption should be reexamined iz <the
second experiment auvthorized by this decision.

As discussed previously, %“he unresolved Lszszues of
realizadle load reduction per device and custozer participavion ravtes
undernine any cost-effectiveness calculavtions for the systenwide
progran. We conclude that it is not possidle av This time Po
deternine whether or not the »roposed sysvexwide 2SS program would be

cost=effective.

W s e vt

There i3 no precise information in the record regarding the
cost—esfectiveness 02 the experimental progran autiaorized %oday. The
primary objecvive of continved experimentation is Yo obtain more
accurate information 40 allow 2 more credidle evaluation of

systenwide program cost-effectiveness. Zxperinents are seldom cost-
effective by themselves. This case is 11

kely to be no exception.

-t e

What Should 3e +the Size
0L the Program?

The proposed DSS program calls for 75,000 new devices ©o be
purchased and installed prior to <The suzmmer season of 1985. At the
reguest of <the stall, BEdison provided in Exhidids 11, 14, and 17 unit
and program costs for programs coasisting of 3,000, 8,000, or 25,000
units installed by 1984 and programs of 75,000 units to be installed

— deie o)

by 1985 or 1986. The estimated program costs and revenue
Tequirements for the years 198% and 1984 for each prograz 23 shown in
Zxhidit 17 are as follows:
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Prograxz Size Costs Reverue Reguirements
lopLezentasion (8000) (5000)
DSS Devices Cells Date 1083 1984 1083 1084

7,000 24 1084 4,296 2,501 4,340 2,527
3,000 16 1984 4,052 2,383 4,093 2,407
8,000 192 1084 8,379 10,872 9,475 10,983
25,000 - 1084 3,943 8,604 1,972 4,211
75,000 - 1985 2,272 21,225 1,714 7,750
75,000 - 1086 4,036 10,765 2,014 £,92%

The halance ¢of the costs Zor portions of the 75,000 unit
prograns Iinstalled after 1984, and of the revenue requirenments for
both the 25,000 uvnit program znd <he 75,000 unit prograzm due to rate
base vreataent and on-going ope*ation end maintenarnce ¢osts are a0t
shown. 7cwev,., “otal equipment and fnstallation cos%s of +the 75,000
unit program can bHe estimated 2%t 326.5 million. No incentive
payments are included, since they would be recovered wivhin <the
residential customer class through rate design. Por %he 75,000 uzmis
program, incentive payments would be iz the range of S4.5 million %o
811.25 million per year, depending on the demanéd levels <o which
participants subsceride.

Zéison urged that its proposal *o fastall 75,000 units will
take advantage oL vthe ecozomies oX scale asuoc‘ated witz <The purchase
o the DSS and CAD devices. TUnit costs 0f +hese devices dinminish
when large scale manufacture +taxes place. A%t the 75,000 unit progran
level <%he dev.ces 22y be purchased at an approximate cost of $218 per
unit as a low did; at <he 10,000 unit progran lLevel <the devices would
cost approximately 8550 per unit. Zdison argued +that the fnacreased
cos?t would have 2 substantial negative inpact on the ¢ost-
effectiveness of the DSS program. In addition, Zdison poiznss ous
that its commitzment 0 reduce 150 MW from ivs systexm peak lo2d is
predicated upon the installation of 75,000 devices by 1985.




A.82-08~10, A.51138 AaZJ/veél ~

Stars
devices. ass

Amarcli

Cavab»arc
achieve the 150 ~iea in

of 50,000 devices by

Cemeissica should rely upca Amar

Tarcugh larger p"chases
A2 indicaved ia The

a3 *avcr 2 new DS3
own drazavically as th
Despi:e wnasinen

2e588
8 g0

conclude,

We cenvizue T¢ delieve
he uzed T inpreve systen cperasi
new generation facilities
nave been genercus in our
experizenss, and nave alleowed
faverable resulvs. In D.82-12-055
expenses for Bdiscn ¢f $11,456,000
33,589,000 in eguipzent c¢osS3
4w

We are ncvT w‘l‘ .g,

That the DSS conce
Zdisca to inprove
gecticns, and perfoern r‘g
Bdicon should report DS3
rocutine load zanagez
e based upoa these

av

resul

supperted

2 peaw lead
Cavagn
cli's
TC deteraize

- I
svalf :"‘n

Test progras.

suppers

ALT-VC

Zéison's purchase ¢f 75,000
vhat it may be possidle ¢
in 1088
iacny
analy is of
regrazn
none ¢ <the s3%a2fs
3enjania stTressed
red iacreases.
2 and tThe zva’

believed
with izssallation
wac That tze
econcuies 02 scale
size.

arc's Test

ooy
T i
nunber ¢f devices or
by Zdise

icewhere,

.

That <he informa:ion

what load management can and chould

ca and w¢ defer <he censsrucsticn of

wWe
de range ¢? lcad managemest
£ the experimentz ylelced
, we appreved lcad nmanagemens
in 1983 ancd included an addisioznal
soa's rase bvase.
$26.5 zillien &n
ca=geing Lzacensive
vo the 75,000 unisc DS
We o bvelieve

cot—aflfeesive ¢ d¢ 3C.

e { am
sy oy W

d -
-

su’vy.
as »art ¢f izs

gposal o expaad DSE sheuwld




A.82-08-10, A.61138 ALJ/val
. Decign 0f a Turther DSS Experinen<
AT staff's reques’, Zdison has pregented inforaation
regarding costs of 2 3,000 unit experizment and aa 3,000 uni<

experinent. The larger experiaent would test the following Lfour
variables:

2. Tour Zconomic Incentive Ievel

8%, $5, or 37 per monthr for each W by which
*he subserihed lemand is below nn caleulated
level dased on paszt energy usage, and a
demand-and-ener charge °‘m"a* to <k
originally filed »rogram and <ariff design.

T™wo kWn Usage Levels = low: 800 kWr %o
T,200 ZWa, aac 2-ga: greaver <than 1,2000 kWh
per aonth.

Pour Weather Zones - Mild/Moderate, Zo%
Tess Zoz, anad aupe- Zo%. (Zédison nas
rec’assifi 43 weather zones £0 %tha?
are now four zo*es {nstend o' cive.)

d. 8Six Activa**on Stratezies - 15 or 30

This exper*ment 1 des-gn woeld T separate "cells”
0f control variable comdinations (4 iacen%i usage Levels x 4
weather zones x 6 activation strategies 10 statistically
validate the findings of thiz experizent, 3~
be necessary <0 have 40 customers in each "cell." Alszo, Zdison
assumes that 2 control group of 240 non-DSS customers would be used
Zor compa*a*‘vn purposes.

es %hat i+t would

otk “the DSS customers and the control group would have
load-research recording devices installed oz their electric xmeters
record usage levels during <the experizent period. Thus, 7,920
recording devices would be neelded. The <o%tal cosv of <vhis experinent
would be about 320.3 zillion plus incentive payments.
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atvion for a 3,000 éevice
ative levels (S3/zw
ané 85/¥W) ané per summer,
with up T¢ 3ix ! weasther zones

-3 ' { - . .

: \7 wae same as in

be only 15 "eell
pregran (2 ince % 2 usage levels x &
activasicn s
cugTomers per cel
recorcing cevices weulé be needed.
1

36.4 mil
2eas weather

Sing over 1,200
£ usage per zmeasth. Thus, The experimens

weuld inclucde 3,000 D32 devices ané & eesT would be 36.867 2illicn.

ia svafl witness Cavagnare's prepared
receznenéed vazv, if an exyerimenta
ve linived <¢ cre incentive level ; ! with usage greaser
vhazn 1,200 Wn per menvh. : naT Tnere is no need
To vest all six activavicn siravtegles prepesced by Ediscn
larger experizent.

We agree with Cavagrare shas sessing
high usage cusvomers. Further, we agree wish Zdaise
shculd cccur in 2ll feour weather zones.

Sefore evaluating 3ne ovher Iwe experizeatal varizbles
enuzerated above, one oTher element o4 the progran desigr must de
discussed. Tails is the zeshod by waleh the Caleulated Demand iz

P

cbtained. DSS participanis must agree ¢ subseribe ¢ a demand lavel
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W or more velow she Calculaved Demand.
ased on the amount »7 which the subseriptio
aleculiated Demand.

centive payzent IS
zevel is delow <he

Zdison proposed +hat the cusvozer's Caleculated Demand de
loaé Zaevor
pd

b7 applying a2 constant
J APPLTLLE
average summer dally ¥

0L 25% %o <he

usage. taf? witzess Cavagnaro
al peax Loadsz nmay not colincide
son's sysvex peaxz. Therefore, Cevagnaro proposed an

-
L4

the individuval residen<

-

0 tre Caleulated Depand 6 accovat for lack of
ence hetween The individual resiie

- bt

systen peak dexand. Zdiseon accerts the

princinle; however, ZTdison believes *th
ifFigult for Zéison %o administer.

nvial peax demands and <he
<288's posivion in
at %she stall proposal woull be

A customer's Caleulated Demand is 2z Zunction 0f <he

custozer's pricr averzge summer {ally use and the Load facvor.

Zdigon's proposed formula is as follows:

Calevlated W = Average Suzmner Dally ¥Wa = Average Daily ¥Wn
Demend Loat ractor (25%) X &

Daily Zours (24)

(The Calculated Demand will be rounded %0 the neares®
whole number.)
walf proposed reducing vhe Calculated Demand hy either o
Cepending on the level of <the Calculavted Demand. TFor example,
would reduce the Caleoulated Demand 07 a 40-kWa-per-day customer by
ne ¥ Zrom seven zW %0 six ¥W. An 80-zWh-a-dzy customer’s
Caleulated Demand would e reduced by *wo W Sr-om 14 %o 12 kW.
Zdison concurs wivth stafl's reason Zor lowering the Calculated
Demanéd, %that is, %0 account for <The noncoincidence of residlensial
demand peak with sysvten peax demand. Zowever, Zdison believes that
vhe reduction of the Calculated Demand can be azccomplished zmore
éirectly by sinmply increasing the load Zazetor. Such an adjusted load
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utilization factor of
suggested by
gvafs and would he eagier £
Zéison's proposal %o apply 2 asion factor of 29% %o
20dify its customer Calculated Demand forzmula to account for the

roncoincident systen and residential peaks igs reasonable and ghouléd
be adopved.

Waat Inecentive Levels Shouléd he Tes%ed?

Zdison proposeld a constant 35/xW/month for the six sumnmer
mentas (8$30/kW/year) incentive payment for each kW of demand reduced
Yelow The customer's Calculated Demand. Zdison derived i
85/4W/zonth for the cix summer zonsas af+ter considering +he followin
Zour facvors:

. Short-term emergency power purchases fron
California Power 2001 (324/%W/gear).
Incentive paynents under Schedule
T0U-8-I %o invterruptidle industrial customer
(836/xW/year). )
. Zdison's cost-effectiveness calceulations.
. The markevtadility of <he DSS prograz.
dison chose the 35/¥W/zonth (830/uW/year) value
azount of ingentive which i+t believes =0zt closely =avehe

lerd
A 4
henefis

which will 2e derived from the DSS progranm whil

3 bl
offering 2 sufficient dbenefit 4o customers 4o en<ice
varticipation.

Staff proposed that the level of izncen<tive be increazed for
the incremenval
C
v

customer wi

2

W of demand reduction. S<2fl suggests that for a

—

h a Calculated Demand of 7 W, +he Lirst 2 xW below %z
&

- - L)

Caleulated Demand should de wvalued at 35/%W/month and all incremen<al
XW of reduction should be valued at $7/xW/zonsh. A larger customer
with a Calceulated Demand of, for exanmple, 15 xW would receive 2
$5/kW/a0nth incentive payment for the Lirst Sour LW and %hen receive

L T2 )

a 37/%#/zonth payment for any further demand reduction.
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Although Edison bYelieveg that i4ts recommended level of
incentive payment is appropriate and consistent with the value of
capacity from o%ther sources as stated above, Zdison believes thav,
with the nmodifications to calculating vhe Calculated Demand ouslined
above, the avoided capacity coatridution dy a participating DSS

stvomer will resuld in a greater value %0 Edison. Also, Zédison
recognized that <the expectation oFf demand reduction hy a custoner
subscridbing to the lower lLevels of service is greater 4han <he
expectation of demand reduction for a customer sudbseriding vo higher
levels. Therefore, Zdison accepted %he principle “na%t sta?l's
graduated payzmeant schedule would resuly in 2 closer aligament of the
economic Iincentive o the expecvtation of demand reduction.

Zdison, nowever, believes that the application of +iis
Tarilf ldesign must be consistent with “he otizer DSS progran
Qvjectives oZ:

1. Minimizing the revenue tranafer recguirenme

by considering the impact on the
~nonparticiypants.

ry )

Providing equity in level of service versus
econonic incentive to customers at all
consunption levels.

2roviding a %tarifs

gn vzat is
administrats ve_y s%

5 J-delv o-ward and readil

nderstood by ¢ residenvial customers 30 as
t0 enhance <he .a* 18 suecess

dison acceprted the <Two-tiered tar;ff design as proyoseld vy

d -~
Cavagnaro. ZIZdison provided 2 mastrix approach for <he Commission's

consideration which it staves satigfies the above ohjectives as
Lollows:

ée
by
e

2
S
d-
v
e
L4

esi
&4

-
b3
-

L
<
-~
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Edison's Revised DSS

Caleulated Demar Apply 35/%W %o: Anoly ST7/eW 4o:

6 through W below all rexaining
dezand W down to the
subsceription lLevel.

Through helow all remairzing
caleulated dezand XW down +to <re
subscrintion Level.

firat & LW below all remaining
caleunlated demand W down +o the
subscrintion level.

first 5 LW below all Temainin
caleulaved demand W down ,o *“e
subseription level.

Lirat 6 kW below all remaining
calculated dezand ¥W down 4o the
gubscription lLevel.

through firs. 7 ZW below emaininag
ted demand ‘
iption level.

through below all remalining
demand %W Zdowa to the
subscription level.

through : helow all remaining
dezand XW down %o *:
subseription level.

through Lirzt 10 W below all remaining
calculated demand ZW down to %the
subseription level.
irst 11 XW below all remaining
aleunlated demand W down %o the
subgerintion level.

L
¢

Through Lirst 12 XW below
caleulated demand

through 42 firgt 13 XW below all remainin
caleulated demand W down %0 <%he
subseription level.
- 28 -
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conzalined

Tner inceavive
graduated $5/87
¢ 35/%W, regarcéle
instrucs chson, with

gehedul w T . Tae vadle. Zéiszo
zay dezermine wnether This schedule saculé de 2 ¢consztant amount for
each x¥W ¢f demand recducel beleow The Calculavted Demand or a graduavted
zatrix cemparable tc the cane provided.

Tne earlier D88 proposal filed

ceaplevely cifferent rate design. The la
cesceridbed by Edzscn ls¢c weulé have .
whan use ¢2 2 Calculased Demand ané iaceanvive payments for dexand
subseriprions delew The Caleulated Dezmand, separate éexmand and energy

charges would be used. Tne customers would pay o set price for each
KW of cemand subseridbed for dur
er

ing a2 23S acvtivasicz 3 riag
all ovher pericds vthe cussomer could nave any lcac level wivhous
addivional paymenss. In rezurn for the demand charge, customers
would receive energy av a lower price sthazn shat charged ¢iler
residential cus<tcemers.

- -

disccunt iacentive payzments aAcw propesed. A demanté-ani-energy

would charge cusvonmers directly for the dexmané they sudseride se
during ceatrol pericds waich is when the cests ¢f zeeting cusvozer

- ¥

Sucz an approach z2as soeze concepsual advantages over

demands are aighest. This nore accurately zodels the ¢esvs ¢4
cperaziag a uvilis : a narrowly Sccuselé price
signal. TPurther, \ i 2llow easy adjustzent ¢f
demané cubseriprica woemer's lead increases or
decreages due TC changes i Tors as housezold size or

-t e

- 20 -
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appliaace zix. wivh
guch a cemand-and-enersgy

pregras approvaed teday.

The accempanying cisceunt
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Conclusion

our denial of systemwide expansion of Edison's
DSS program should not be construed as a weakening of our
past support f£or Edison's load management efforts. We
continue to view lozad marnagement as a viadble alternative ¢o
generation capacity expansion. However, we are not willing
to approve relatively large expenditures Lor load management
programs whose ability to reduce system loads in a cost~
effective manner is not Xnown. We expect the utilities
to design effective experiments and 40 perforam rigorous
analysis of the experimental restlis before we permit
large~scale expansion ¢f programs such as DSS.

The quality of the record in this proceeding is
inadequate, for a variety Of reasons discussed in this
decision, toO support program expansion at this time.
However, we do believe that the DSS concept is promising

enough to warrant fuxther s+tudy, and we approve funds
to do so.

The apparent adequacy of generation capacity in
California at least Zor the zemainder of the decade allows
time for careful exploration of load management options.

We expect ouxr staff and Edison to use this time to determine

the most cost-effective ways in which load management can
be implemented.




Findings of Fact

1. The proposed DSS tariff is 2 voluntary tariff
available to all Edison residential customers who coasumed 40
or more kWh per day during three of +the prior six summer billing
moaths of May <through October.

2. The proposed DSS program provides Edison’s

residential ratepayers with an option to reduce their summer
electric bills.

3. The existing DSS experiment is limited to customers
residing in newly constructed single family homes.

4. In the existing DSS experiment, Zdison estimated
the customers' anticipated peak demand based on the appliance
mix, not on past usage.
S. In the existing experiment, DSS customers were
chosen on a volunteer basis and control customers were chosen
on a random basis incdependently of their willingness %o participate
in DSS.

6. The DSS device has not been tested in Edison's miléd
and super hot weather zones.

7. Problems occurred in achieving DSS device activation
during activatiozn periods in the summer of 1931.

8. Differences in demand characterisztics exhibiteld by
the treatment and control customers were generally statistically
significant only in the moderate weather zone.

9. Differences in demand characteristics exhibited
by the treatment and ¢ontzol customers cannot be astitributed
solely to participation in the 0SS experinment.

L0. In the existing DSS experiment, 60% of customers
who had in-house interviews agreed +to participate in the
experiment.

1l. Ina a survey of laxge resideantial customers in the
nmild/moderate and hot weather zones, 44% of the customexs surveyed

. indicated that they would either definitely or probably partici-
pate in the DSS program.
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12. In a survey of potential DSS customers in the
Paln Springs area, 74% of the customers surveyed indicated that they
were cither definitely or probably interested in participating in
some load management program.

12. The survey results do not reliably iadicate the level
oL participation in a large-scale DSS program.

14. Edison's resource plan 1ncludes sufficient generation
capacity to meet cystem needs through 1992, whether or not DSS is
implemented.

15. Zwvidence in thisz record regarding +the existing DSS
experiment is not sufficieat to determine the load reduction,
customer acceptance, or ¢ost-effectiveness of the systemwide
expansion »roposed by Zdison.

16. Further experimen<tation with a second installation
of DS8S devices can yield useful and more reliable information
regarding load reduction, customer acceptance, and cost-effectiveness
of a systemwide DSS p:ogram and should be authorized.

17. A util ion factor of 29% accounts for the lack
of coingcidence of res;dentxal peak demanéd and systen peak demand
as well as the load factor of participating customers.

12. The modified method provosed by Edison 0f determinin
Calculated Demand is reasonable and should be adopted.

1. A second DSS experinment costing a total of 56,267,000
for 19832 and 1984 as ceseribed herein is reasozable and should be
avthorized.

20. The ninimum charge 0% $2 against base rates adonted
in D.32=12-055 shouwld also apply to Edison's DSS schedule.

2l. Funding o0f 1923 expenses for the second DSS experi-
ment through the contingeancy fund established in Resolution Z2-1969
is reasonable and should be auvthorized.

22. TFunding of 1984 expenses for the second DSS experi-
ment through the attrition allowance procedure adopted in
D.22-12-055 is reasonable and should be authorized.
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22. Zdéison is operatiag its load-control radic egquip-
ment on an FCC-assigned f£reguency and in accorxdance with FCC
ules and regulations.

b
24. The staff proposal o devote 5% of the 1983 DSS

Progzan budget to the iavestigation of nonxadio-controlled DSS
egulpment is not reasonable.
Conclusions o Law

1. 32dison should bhe autzorxized to implement the DSS
experiment as described in %ais decision.

2. The 1983 and 1984 revenue zecuirement of $6,867,000
for the DSS experiment should be recovered in base rates in tie
manner descxibed

DSS experimental progress and
¢ 0f itz routine loaéd management

4. The FCC, not +his Commission, assigns radio fre-
gquencies ané promulgates rules and regulations for the operation
0f radio-controlled equipment.

5. D.82~12-055 in A.61122 should he made final.

§. This oxéex should be made eflective today %0 permit
Zdison to mees the time constraints for »rocurement 0L «h
necessary eguizment for timely implementation ©0f <the DSS experiment.

ORDER
IT IS ORDERED +that:

1. Southera California Edison Company (Edison) is
authorized to uadertake the Demand Subscription Sexvice (DSS)
experiment a5 specifically se:t forth is decision.

2. Zdison may recover Program reveaue reguire-
ment set for+sh in this decision in base rates in the attrition
adqjusiment proceeding authorized in D.82-12-055.
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Decision 82~12-055 is macde f£inal.

This oxdexr 1s effective today.

Datea AUG 31983

, @t San Francisco,

California.

LEOKAZD M. GRIMES, JR.
President
VICTUR CALVQ
PRISCILIA C. CREW
DONALD VIAL
WILLIAM T. ZAGLZY
Cox=mizzioners

1 CEPTITY THAT TEYS DECISION
Bh5 hr i by SESISTO!
,.ﬁ--.l A-’.q;'l.‘:'- e 17 - tims AL/ E
COMMISSICIERS T0oAY. .
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In the Matter of the Application of

Southern California diso“ Comna:y Application 22-08-10
Zor App*ova- % “he Demand (PLled August 2. 1982;
Subseri n Service (DSS) Prograx. amendad Octoder 21, 1982)

In $he Masser of tﬁérhnnl‘ ion of

Southern California Zdiz Co*oa“v ol 61 38
for authority <o iz rease *atew ' ! 1621)
charged by i% for elecgtric service.

, .
"//M//’JJ J»\/ /y
(See Decision 82-12-055 Zor appearances r-ﬁ£61 38.) Y

Joha R. 3ury, David Y. 3arry 11;4/

Richard X. Du-auv, anéd Frank J.

” ~—w
Coole wvorneys av Law,” Zor
Scutﬁ..n California Zdigon Company,

applican<.

Pazela A. Suﬂme-s, ’o,/Coache la Val;ey
AZSS0cCiaTion o Governments, interested
Party.

Treda AbbOT tiorney av Zaw, Zor %the
conm ~""~on svass

Procedural Backeround

Southern Calis in Application
(A.) 82-08=10 szeeks aIB:éQal ' on Sesvice
(DSS), a form of res idential load managesent, 2or implementation
throughout Ii4s oervice territory. Edicon seeks only approval of <the
PSS program in A.82-08-10, 28 funding Lor that program was requested
in 1435 1983 <%est year general raste case in A.61138. A.61133 was
reopened and consolidated with A.82-08-10 Zor hearing.

Zdison o*‘g_“a”y requested appyroval of DSS in A.61138.
Sdizon anticipated that a decision on the merivs of The proposed D88

rogram woulé be reached in A.82-08-10 bhefore the issuaace oF

D.82-12~055 dated Decend 13, 1982 in A.611 38 and that funding




