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83 12 061 Decision ________ __ DEC 2 0 1983 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STAIE OF CAL1FORNIA 

In the matter of the Application of ) 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY ) 
for authority to include a ) 
Conservation Cost Adjustment (CCA) ) 
component in its effective rates in ) 
order to continue its Residential ) 
Conservation Service (RCS) Program. ) 

Application 83-09-23 
(Filed Septemoer 12, 1983) 

------------------------------------------) ) 
And Related Matters. ) 

) 
Application 83-09-26 

(Filed September 12, 1983·) 

-------------------------------------) 
Frederick E. John, Thomas D. Clarke, and 

Jeffrey E. Jackson, Attorneys at Law, 
for Southern California Gas Company, 
applicant. 

Peter W. Hanschen and Merek E. Lipson, 
Attorneys at Law, for Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company; C. Hatden Ames, Attorney 
at Law, for Chickering --Gregory; Edward 
Duncan, for himself; John W. Witt and 
S~even A. McKinelx, Attorneys at Law, 
for city of San Diego; Kenneth Egel, for 
City of Santa Monica; and Skip Daum, for 
Insulation Contractors Association; 
interested parties. 

James S. Rood, Attorney at Law, for the 
Commission staff. 

o PIN ION -------

I, 'I 

By these consolidated applications Southern California Gas 
Company (SoCal) seeks to adjust downward the Conservation Cost 
Adjustment (CCA) component in its effective rates to fund its '98~ 
Residential Conservation Services (RCS) program (Application 
(A.) 83-09-23) and to increase its CCA component to continue its 
Weatherization Financing and Credits Program (WFCP) (A-83-09-2~). 
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Background 
The National Energy Conservation Policy Act (NECPA) sets 

out the requirements for utilities to carry out the state's 
Residential Energy Conservation Plan. The United States Department 
of Energy (DOE) issued rules to establish the state's RCS 
requirements. The purpose of the ReS program is to encourage the 
adoption of energy conserving practices and installation of energy 
conservation measures in existing dwellings by the utilities' 
residential customers. 

The DOE prescribed the contents of the state's RCS plan. 
The Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission (CEC) 
was designated by the Governor as this state~s agency for development 
and implementation of the California RCS State Plan (State Plan). 
The State Plan was approved by DOE on December 29, 1980 and 
implemented systemwide by SoCal on July 1, 1981. 

Funding for 1981 RCS program was taken from general 
~ conservation funds authorized in D.92497 dated December 5,1980. 

D.82-02-135 dated February 17, 1982 authorized SoCal $12 million to 
fund the 1982 RCS program through a balancing account. D.82-12-106 
dated December 22, 1982 authorized an additional $3.9 million for 
1983 RCS operations. 

SoCal's WFCP was authorized by D.82-02-135 dated 
February 17, 1982 with all costs recovered through a CCA mechanism. 
The WFCP program is scheduled to continue through Decemb~r 31, 1986 
unless amended or reSCinded by this Commission. For 1982 SoCal 
financed 18,176 loans and issued 2,622 rebates expending 
$25,805,000. D.82-12-048 dated December 8,1982 approved a program 
budget of $50,564,000 for 1983. SoCal estimates 1983 expenses at 
$60,189,000. 

A duly noticed hearing was held November 7 and 8, 1983 at 
Los Angeles. The case was submitted on oral argument. Closing 
statements were made by SoCal, the staff, and Edward Duncan, an 
interested party, on his own behalf. 
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AEPlication 83-09-023 
SoCal is requesting authorization to include $S~029,OOO in 

its rates to cover its 1984 CCA RCS program costs. This amount would 
be recovered through the CCA and includes an estimated overcollection 
in the CCA balancing account of $2,047,000 as of December 31, 1983. 
SoCal states approval of its request will result in an annual rate 
decrease of $7.838 million, a decrease of apprOXimately 0.150 cents 
per therm for the affected classes. 

In addition to the rate adjustment, SoCal requests that (1) 
the tariff sheets reflecting the requested changes be made effective 
as of January 1, 1984, (2) a finding be made that it has attained its 
goals for its RCS program to date, (3) a finding be made that program 
expenses to date have been reasonable, and (4) approval of its plans 
to terminate the RCS program after responding to requests for audits 
generated by a final RCS notice mailed in 1984. 
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Revenue Reguirement 
Deliniation of the 1984 revenue requirement attached to the 

application is as follows: 

RCS Program Estimated Year 1984 
Revenue Reguirement 

Item 

Advertising 

($000) 

Marketing & Communication 
Labor, Rent, etc. 
Class E Audits 
Printed Material 
Research 

Computer Analysis/Data Processing 
Audits & Consumer Affairs 
Santa Monica Program 

Total Costs 
Balancing Account 12/31/83 

Subtotal 
F & U @ 1.668% 

Total Revenue Requirement 
Less Revenue @ Present Rates 
Excess Revenue 

(Red Figure) 

Expense 
$ 500 

1 ,341 
1,175 

926 
35 

719 
2,833 

500 
$ 8,029 

(2,047) 
5,982 

100 
$ 6,082 

($13,920) 
($7,838) 

The total revenue requested is $6.082 million to cover 
thi~d year RCS costs, including an estimated overcollection in the 
CCA balancing account of $2.047 million as of December 31,1983. The 
staff concludes that the request is reasonable and recommends it be 
approved. 

Cost Per Audit 
The cost estimates for 1984 are based on SoCal's simplified 

Class A audit, its Class B audit, and the 1984 expenses associated 
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1 / 
with the Santa Monica RCS program.-

SoCAl st.!l.tes its simplified Cl.s.ss A audit uses a Core-

O . 12/ 1" f f h .(:. d . ptlona - 1st 0 measures or t e purpose o. recommen lng 

installation devices. The core measures are evaluated without 

physical measurements or computer analysis. The optional measures 

are evaluated through SoCal's Class B audit at the customer's 

request. The objective of the si~?lified Class A audit is to 

reduce the amount of time required to conduct the audit and thus 

reduce costs. 

SoCal began to implement the Class B or do-it-yourself 

audit i~ 1983. The Class B audit was certified by the CEC 

April 19, 1983 and has been offered to all single family customers 

since ~~y, 1983. 

17 in the Santa Monica ReS program, Santa Monica has contractea 
with SoCal-and Southern California Edison to perform audits 
throughout the City of Santa Monica for a period of 14 months. 
The City will perform audits and install conservation measur~s 
in residences at no cost of the resident. The Santa Monica 
program was approved by the GEC on June 29. 1983. This 
Commission approved the contract by D.83-11-064 on November 23~ 
1983. 

The core-optional audit was developed by SoCal after 
D.82-12-106 and the CEC adoption of Phase II ~~endments in the 
State Plan. The core measures are caulkinR~ ignition svstems~ 
clock ~heremostats, wall and floor insulation, ceiling and 
attic insulation, water heater insulation~ low-flow showerheads 
and duct and pipe insulation. Optional measures included are 
not in all instances cost-effective. 
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The application states that as of June 1, 1983, SoCal has 

performed 35,924 Class A audits ane projects an additional 40.000 

by December 31, 1983. I: anticipates 36,000 Class B audits will be 

performed by December 3i, 1983. In its Application 83-09-23, SoCal 

Gas reportec an average cost per audit of $13i as of June, 1983. 

but projected a reduction to $98 by the years end. At this time, 

we will accept SoCal's projected cost per audit. However, we will 

require the company to report its actual 1983 cost per audit to our 

Energy Conservation Branch by Janua:ry.3..1, 1984. Any costs in 

excess of S100 per audit shall be assignee to shareholders in the 

next CCA application. . ..... 

Goals for 1984 ~re 95,000 simplified Class A, 61,750 

Class B and ii ,500 Santa Monica audits. 
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CCA Rates 

So Cal proposes to decrease its rates :0 all retail 

customers. ~xcept electric utility generation and ammonia producers 

on a unifo~ 0.150 cent per-therm basis in conformance with the 

rate design adopted in D.82-02-135. The proposed CCA calculation 

rate is as follows: 

CCA RATE 

Incr~ental Decrease 

!1 $ 7 .838 - 5.027. 665 M !h.e rm s -

Persent Rate 

Cents Per Therm 

(0.150) 

0.267 

Proposed Rate 0.117 

Tcr.mination of RCS 

The application states that NECPA requires final notices 

a.bout the availability of an RCSaudit to be transmitted to 

customers before January 1. 1985. SoCal states it plans to provide 

full information on the program and the benefits offered by a 

mailing to every eligible customer. It plans to terminate the 

p=ogram as soon as responses to the fin~l notice are processed. 

Actually. the NECPA regulations are unclear. They 

require eo.ch utility to inform each residcntialcus~omcr of the 

?ro8ra~ every two years before January 1. i98S. It is unclear 
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whether this is a permissive or m~ndatory deadline. However, DOE 

is planning to come Out with a more concise interpretation of NECPA 

regulations, which are ~nticipated to allow termination of the RCS 

program. 

!~ appears that by the end of 1984 SoCalts RCS progra~ 

will have servec its purpose. Staff agrees, stating that the WFCP 

accomplishes most of what ReS is designed to accomplish. Further, 

many households have been weatherized without participating in the 

Res program. 

SoCalts termination proposal appears reasonable and 

should be adopted. After December 1984, SoCal, through its general 

conservation program funding, should provide a generic or a do-it

yourself audit, for customers who request an audit. 
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Staff 

With regard to the proposed budget and rates, the staff 

s:~tes So cal should be a~thorized to collect the requested amount 

~t ~hc requested rate. Staff s~pPortS its position by accepting 

the projec~ed 1983 cost per audit. Staff also points out that the 

198~ cost per audit should be s~bstantially less in 1983 and that 

th~ goal of audits to be performed is reasonable. 

A?plieation 83-09-26 

By t:his application SoCal requests e.uthori ty to iner,ease 

the CCA co~?onent in its effectiv~ rat~s by 0.343 cents per-therm 

to provide increased annual reven~es of $17.873 million
11 

to 

cover the third year of its WFCP. All costs of the WFCP are 

recovered tbrough the CCA mechanism. The requested amount reflects 

~n estimated undercollection in the CCA of $1~.253 million as of 

December 31, 1983 and results in 'an increase of less than 1%. 

In .ad'dition to the revenue increase, SoCal requests (1) 

thClt the changes be made eff~ctive as of January 1. 1984, (2) OJ. 

finding that SoCal has attained its WFCP goals. (3) approval of 

several proposed changes, (4) any ,approved changes be implemented 

90 days after the decision's effective date, and (5) a finding that 

WFCP expenses to date have been reasonable. 

Derivation of the additional $17.873 million revenue 

requirement is as follows: 

3/ The initial application requested $18.462 million which was 
reduced at the public hearing to reflect SoCal's reduced 1984 
We? budget. 

-7-



A.83-09-23 et al. ALJ/md 

Weatherization Financing 
and Credits Program 
Estimated rea~ 198~ 

Revenue RetUi~ement 
($000 

Incentives 
Loans 

Item 

Interest Diffe~ential 
Bad Debt 
Ar~ears on Principal 
Return on E~uity 
Income Taxes 

Rebates - Single Family 
Multi-Family 

Low Income Structural Repairs 
Subtotal 

Other Costs 
Advertising 
Marketing and Communications 
Account Administration & Inspections 
Low Income Program Administration 

Subtotal 
Total Costs 

Balancing Account - 12/31/83 
Subtotal 

Franchise Fees & Uncollectible 
Expense @ 1.668% 

Total Revenue Requirement 
Less Revenue at Present Rates 
Additional Revenue Requirement 

CCA Rates 

.. 
Incremental Increase: 

M$17,873 - 5,207,655 Mth 
Present Rate 
Proposed Rate 

Expenses. 
Debt 

Service* Other 

$1,319 
6,001 

223 

$7,543 

$7,543 

$ 

1,092 
1,196 

17 ,333 
1 ,838 
2,' 00 

$23,559 

679 
8,637 

12,928 
3,520 

$25-,764 
$49,323 

14,253 
$63,576 

1,060 
64,636 

(46,763) 
$17,873 

Cents Per Therm 

0.343 
0.897 
1.24 

* These expenses are not included in Revenue Requirement, but 
are shown for information purposes. This procedure was 
approved by D.82-02-135 (2/17/83). 
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The application states the objective of the WFCP is to 
encourage SoCal's single and multifamily residential customers to 
install cost-effective energy conservation measures. 

The WFCP offers customers a choice of either low interest 
financing or cash rebates for installation of 11 weatherization 
measures. These financial incentives are to motivate customers to 
install a variety of available energy conservation measures. SoCal 
states that to date there has been a high level of customer 
response. From September 1, 1952, through June 30, 1983, 27,452 
loans and 55,144 rebates were issued. Prior to September 1, 1982 
205,174 LCF loans were made. Currently there are 5,427 loans and 
16,098 rebates in process. With the high customer interest to date 
SoCal expects that the momentum shown during the first year of 
operation will continue through 1984. 

SoCal states that the contractor and Do-It-Yourself (DIY) 
Retailer involvement in the WFCP also has been very favorable with 

4It 1,071 licensed contractors and 735 retailers participating as of 
June 30, 1983. 

The WFCP incentives provided to qualified residential 
customers are: 

Basic Improvements 
1. Attic Insulation 
2. Weather Stripping 
3. Caulking 
4. Water Heater Insulation Blankets 
5. Low-flow Showerheads 
6. Duct Wrap 

Supplemental Improvements 
1. Wall Insulation 
2. Floor Insulation 
3. Set-back Thermostat 
4. Pipe Insulation 
5. Intermittent Ignition Device 

The Supplemental Improvements are eligible for incentives 
only after installation of the BasiC Improvements required for 
qualification for cash rebates or low interest financing. 
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Proposed Modific~tions 

SoCal proposes ~he following modifications to its WFC? 

program in 1984: 

First, the elimination of the RCS audit requirement to 

qualify for rebates or financing for floor insulation, wall 

insulation, intermittent ignition devices (XIDs). clock 

thermostats, and pipe insulation. SOCal Gas It alleges that the 

installation of these measures has been negatively impacted by the 

RCS audi~ requirement as ev~denccd .?y.~~c WFCP results. It states 

the requirement of an RCS audit is not always understood by the 

customer even though it is expl~ined on all WFCP application forms. 

Approximately one-fifth of the applications requesting rebates for 

one or more of the supplemental improvements are rejected because 

an audit recommending the item or items as being cost-effective has 

not been performed. It alleges that the audit requirement has also 

hindered contractor activity, interfering with the ability of the 

contractor to offer customers the necessary incentives eo promote 

the installation of supplemental improvements at the time they make 

their sales calls. 

Elimination of the audit requirement for wall insulation 

is consis~ent with AB 2158 (Hayden) which as of 1/1/84 eliminates 

the audit requirement for all wall insulations and, in electrically 
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heated hom~s, floor insulation for tax credit eligibility Excm?ting 

the four remaining "supplemental measures" from the RCS audit 

requirement would result in conflict with the CEC tax credit 

program for conservation. 

The RCS audit requirement should remain to comport with 

tax rebate requirements. Conflicting eligibility requirements 

can result in confusion already being experienced by the public. 

as well as abuses of customers by contractors. Audits will still 

be required by the CEC for tax rebate eligibility for these 

measures. Thus, SoCal Gas would have·to perform the audit prior to 

~ installation as long as-current tax rebate eligibility require-

tt ments are in place. regardless of the WFCP audit requirements. 

In addition. So~~l Gas wou~d be responsible for informing 

the public of program changes ~nd the differing program eligibility 

requirements. This would result in increased advertising/media 

costs. 

Finally, the cost effectiveness of these measures is 

often ques~ionable and therefore should be evaluated on a case-by-

case basis. (For example. the cost of set-back thermostats for 

multi-family devices are twice the marginal cost of natural gas 

(D.82-02-135. ? 61). In addition. staff is recommending phasing 

out lID's from the program due to the declining cost-effectiveness 

of this device. And as previously noted. AE 2158 does not exempt 

floor insulation in gas heated homes from the RCS audit requirement 

for tax rebate eligibility since it is not. in all cases. a cost

effective measure.) 
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Second, SoCal proposes to tighten the credit requirements 
to qualify for WFCP financing. The current requirement is that the 
applicant be a customer for 12 months with no shut-offs for 10 months 
prior to applying for a WFCP loan. 

SoCal proposes that to qualify for WFCP financing the 
following conditions be met: 

1. An applicant must have been a SoCal customer 
at the installation address for a minimum of 
12 :nonths. 

2. Within the last 12 months, the applicant must 
not have received two nnotices of 
termination" of gas service or one "urgent" 
notice. SoCal's experience with WFCP loans 
has shown that customers who have received 
these notices are more likely to default on 
their loans. 

3. The applicant must not be in arrears on an 
.existing energy conservation loan from 
SoCal. 

4. For those owners of rental property applying 
for financing whose residences are all 
electric or are outside SoCal service 
territory, an outside credit check will be 
performed. 

SoCal states that implementation of the proposed 
restrictions would have eliminated approximately 94% of the accounts 
which have been written off and would have improved program results 
with lower costs. 

The staff recommends adoption of SoCal's proposal stating 
that it would lessen the burden on ratepayers while not reducing 
program participation. The staff also recommends that all applicants 
who are rejected for the financing program for credit reasons be 
informed that they are eligible for rebates and may be eligible for 
the low income participation portion of WFCP. No party took a 
position on this staff proposal. 
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SoCal also proposes that minimum installation requirements 
tor WFCP measures be estaclished to qualify for program recates. 
This moaification would result :i.n standards being set for all WFCP 
measures similar to the minimum square footage requirements which are 
currently required for attic insulation and would assure the 
participating customer enough energy savings to make the measures 
cost-effective. The minimum standards as proposed both by SoCal and 
the staff are as follows: 

Measure 
Attic Insulation 
Wall Insulation 
Floor Insulation 
Duct Wrap 
Caulking/Weather-

stripping 
Pipe Insulation 

Single Family 
600 sq. ft. 
400 sq. ft. 
600 sq. ft. 

25 lin. ft. 

20 lin.ft. 
S lin.ft. 

Multifamily 
400 sq. ft. 
300 sq. ft. 
400 sq. ft. 

20 lin.ft. 

20 lin.ft. 
5 lin.ft. 

The R-value requirements for attic insulation would include 
installing a minimum of R-11, insulating up to at least R-19, and not 
exceeding R-26, as follows: 

Existing Insulation 
RO-7 
R8-15 
R-16+ 

Limit on Max. Addition 
R-19 
R-" a 

Excluding pipe insulation, the minimum standards for single
family residences are consistent with those of Southern California 
Edison. 

Staff states that caulking and weatherstripping should be 
counted as one measure for purposes of the minimum standards so that 
any combination of caulking/weatherstripping that is 20 lineal feet 
or greater would qualify for the rebate. 
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1983 Goals 
SoCa1 proposes to change its 1983 WFCP goals as follows: 

Goals Filed 
and Adopted 

Measure A.82-09-19 Revision 

Attic Insulation 
Weatherstripping/Caulking 
Water Heater Blanket 
Low-flow Showerhead 
Duct Wrap 
Wall Insulation 
Floor Insulation 
Set-back !her~ostat 
Pipe Insulation 
lID 

91,000 
20,800 
55,250 
75,940 

6,100 
1,300 

950 
12,100 
1 ,150 
3,800 

91,000 
26,802 
77,892 

168,930 
5,698 

551 
281 
900 

67 
101 

These figures include both Single and multifamily 
installations. The revised goals are based on recorded data through 
June 1983 and estimated installations through December 1983. SoCa1 
states that the revision to the 1983 goals is cased on a market 
research study made to determine the impact of the so-called "Big 
Three n requirements contained in D.83-03-039. the staff stated that 
the 1983 mOdified goals are reasonacle and should oe approved. 

1984 Goals 
For 1984 SoCal has proposed the following WFCP 

conservation goals: 

Measures 
Attic Insulation 
Weatherstripping/Caulking 
Water Heater Blankets 
Low-flow Showerheads 
Duct Wrap 
Wall Insulation 
Floor Insulation 
Set-oack Thermostats 
Pipe Insulation 
lID 

- , 3 -

Utility Proposed 
1984 Goals 

75,530 
20,800 
55,250 
75,940 

5,526 
637 
288 

4,840 
73 

342 



A.83-09-23 et ale ALJ/md 

1984 Budget 
The p~oposed 1984 WFCP budget is as follows: 

1984 W'FCP Budget 

Incentives 
Loans 
C~edits 

Single-family 
Multifamily 
Single-family LIPP 
Multifamily LIP? 

St~uctural Repairs 
Single-family 
Multifamily 

Subtotal 
Othe~ Costs 

Advertising 

($000) 

Marketing & Communication 
Acct. Adm. & Inspections 
Low Income P~ogram Adm. 

Subtotal 
Total 

$ 2,288 

15,503 
1 ,144 
1,830 

694 

840 
1%260 

$23,559 

$ 679 
8,637 

12,928 
~l520 

$25 z764 
$49,323 

The staff states that SoCa1's p~oposed 1984 goals are 
~easonab1e. SoCa1 states, and the staff concurs, that the reduction 
in the attic insulation goal from the 1983 goal is because the attic 
insulation market is app~oaching saturation. We will approve SoCal's 
p~oposed 1984 goals. We will also adopt SoCal Gas' proposed 1984 
budget as reasonable. We will also increase this budget by $300,000 
to cove~ the cost of the staff p~oposal for modification of the LIPP 
program. This will result in a LIPP administrative budget discussed 
later in this decision of $3.820 million and a total WFCP budget of 
$49.623 million. 
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Financing Limits 
So Cal recommended a uniform financing limit of 6~ cents 

per square foot for attic insulation. It also proposed a total 
financing limit of $2,500 for tbe five supplemental measures and that 
individual maximum dollar limits be established for each of these 
measures. The limits proposed for other measures are: 

Measure 

Wall Insulation 
Floor Insulation 
Set-back Thermostat 

Heating/Cooling 
Heating only 

Pipe Insulation 
IDD 

Maximum Financed 
Amount ($) 

1.00 per sq.ft. 
o .75· per sq. ft. 

200.00 
150.00 

2.00 per 1in.ft. 
300.00 

The staff has recommended the following financing limits: 
Measure All Other Approved 

Attic Insu1ati1n Cellulose Insulation Material 

Thermal Resistance Level 
R-11 
R-19 

Floor Insulation 
R-11 or more 

Wall Insulation 
R-1' or more 

40 
48 

(Cents per sq.ft.) 

~4 
52 

50 (For all approved materials) 

80 (For all approved materials) 
The staff recommendation for attic insulation is consistent 

with the limits set for Pacific Gas and Electric Company in D.83-0~-O'5 
dated April 6, 1983 and D.83-09-020. 

The staff witness testified that it is possible that the 
proposed financing limits will affect SoCal's ability to achieve its 
198~ goals. The staff stated its recommendations are for controlling 
program costs and were not to indicate or dictate the market price 
for installed measures. The staff also endorsed the concept of 
having the Commission adopt a mechanism for adjusting financing 
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levels if such adjustments are found to be appropriate. We conolude 

that financing limits should be adopted for the purpose of 
controlling costs. Because no specific mechanism for adjusting 
financing levels was introduced, SoCal should submit its 
recommendation for consideration. The staff reoommendation for 
financing limits for floor and wall insulation and attio insulation 
is reasonable. SoCalts recommendation for finanoing limits for set
back thermostats, pipe insulation, and IDDs are also reasonable. 

Rebates 
Rebate amounts were the only items of controversy consuming 

most of the hearing time. For rebates, SoCal is proposing the 

following: 
Single Family 

$302 
Measure 

Attic Insulation 
weatherstriPping/Calking 
Weather Heater Blanket 
Low-flow Showerhead 
Duct Wrap 
Wall Insulation 
Floor Insulation 
Set-baok Thermostat 
pipe Insulation 
IDD 

19 
8 

21 
106 
145 
128 

36 
9 

68 

Multifamily 
$136 

9 
5 

21 
85 
72 
64 
18 
9 

68· 

The staff reoommended that the rebate amount for 
showerheads in multifamily units be changed from $21 to $15 or the 
cost of the measure, whichever is less. The staff recommendation is 
intended to bring the rebate amount more in line with the cost of the 
measure and to prevent any abuse of the program whiCh may occur if 
owners of large multifamily complexes buy large quantities of 
inexpensive low-flow showerheads, install them, and receive a $21 
rebate and thereby make a profit at the expense of ratepayers. 

The City of Santa Monica witness expressed concern over the 

staff recommendation for a reduction in the rebate amount. The 
witness stated the proposal would reduce revenues to Santa Monica 
under its oontract with SoCal and Southern California Edison to 
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provide RCS serviees by $63~252 over the life of the contract. The 

witness requested that Santa Monica be reimbursed the $63,252 from 

the RCS program ~ccount. SoCal Gas states it would like to see the 

Santa Monica program proceed without further delay. 

We agree. The Santa Monica Plan was 2 years in 

development and negotiation. The funding agreement between the 

City, SCE and SoCal Gas was reviewed and approved by the CPUC on 

an Ex-P3rte basis in D.S3-11-064, issued November 22, 1983. roo 
avoid adversely impacting t~e imple~e~~ation of the Santa Monica 

RCS program, the rebate amount for showcrheads shoulc remain at the 

$21 level, which was in effect during the development and 

negotiation of the program. Any contract negotiated he=eafcer 

should be based on the revised rebate amount. 

Otherwise, staff's proposal to reduce the rebate amount 

for showerheads to $15, or the cost of the measure whichever is 

less, in multi-family installations is reasonable. 

The staff alsorecommendec ~hat rebate amounts for all 

measures be limi~ed so ~hat rebate.applicants will receive the 

sum of the maximum authorized rebate fo~ the measures installed or 

the sum of the cost of the measur~s installed, whichever is less. 
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This recommendation is intended to prevent possible abuses where 

CUS1:omers~ cont=ac:ors. or owners of multi-family builcings could 

attempt to obtain rebates in excess of the price paid fo=, the 

measures installed. We believe the staff proposal, though well 

intentioned, is complicated an..:! would be difficult to implement and 

explain to customers. The proposal for minimum installation 

standards should be sufficient to prevent abuses in the program. 

Low :ncome Partici2ation Program 

SoCal's existing Low Inc~~e.~articipation Program (LIP?) 

currently includes eligibility requirements for participation. 

Staff proposes SoCal's eligibility criteria for LIPP be modified to 

include: 

1. Elderly people - defined ~s those 60 and older 
with incomes at 200% or less of federal proverty 
guidelines. -

2. Disabled people with income at 200% or less of 
federal proverty guidelines. 
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Staff's proposal is consistent with those guidelines 

established in D.83-05-015 for Pacific Gas & Electric Company. 

Staff has proposed that disability can be verified either 

by a Center for Independent Living or by a physician. The staff~s 

proposals for qualifying for LIPP are reasonable. Disability 

should be verified by a physician or a Center for Independent 

Living as a pe=manent disability. SoCal should advise the 

Commission in an advice letter by March 31. 1984 of the standards 

for disa~led people which it will use for inclusion in the LIPP 

program. 

The staff has also recommended that the LIP? program be 

modified to make available an additional $200 per unit for furnace 

air handling modifications. The staff stated that contractors ~4ve 

info=med the staff that many furnaces in southern California draw 

air from outside the building both for circulation and for 

combustion. Staff states that heating cold outside air only once 

is a very inefficient way to operate a forced air furnace and that 

this practice substantially increase gas bills. The staff notes 

that such a design is contrary to the historical Feceral Housing 

Ad~inistration (FP~) standards ancl quality (energy efficient) 

construction practices. Staff also points out that FHA requires. 

and quality construction ?racticcs recommend that the air to be 

heated be drawn from within the building. 
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S~~f: proposes ~hat $300,000 be added to the LIPP 

structural repa~r b~dg~t to perform these mocifications. This will 

increas~ t~e additional 1984 revenue r~quirement to $18,;73 

million. No other parties took a position on this case. Staff's 

proposal is reasonable. We do not contem?late adding additional 

measures to this program. 

Other Staff Proposals 

So~~l provides rebates ancl.loans for intermittent 

ignition devices (lIDs). Staf~ ha~ p~oyosed that these rebates and 

lo~ns be terminated as of July 1985. St~ff states that since July 

'97S~ all new :urn~ces in California have been required ~ have 

built-in !IDs. Therefore, as of July. 1985. any furnace not having 

an !:D will be at least sev;en years old. Staff stoltes trot the installation I 

of an lID is very unlikely to be cost-effective in the reduced lifespan of the t 
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furnace. The staff recommendation to terminate rebates and ,loans for 
lID's as of July 1985 is reasonable. SoCal will be instructed to 
remove ~his measure from WFCP effective July 1. 1985· 

The staff recommends that 100% of all do-it-yourself jobs 
either rebated or financed by SoCal must be inspected. Staff has 
also recommended that if the measures are contractor-installed and if 
the contractor achieves a 90% pass rate on inspections then the 
inspection rate for that contractor can be dropped to '20% of all jobs 
performed. All assumptions regarding energy savings and cost 
effectiveness apply only if the measure is in place and is properly 
installed. The staff proposal is reasonable. 

Finally, the staff has recommended th~t all measures except 
for wall insulation installed as a result of both the rebate and loan 
po!"tions of \\"'FCP should continue to have, a 3-ye3or product warranty ~ 
and a 1-yoar labor warranty as set forth in D.82-02-135- The staff 

~ also recommends that a 3-yea!" product and labor warranty be re~uired 
4t on the installation of wall insulation. The staff witness 3tated 

that this labor warranty on wall insulation is necessary because of 
the difficulty of the installation and'the potential problems that 
may occur as a result. This recomm~ndation is reasonable. 

Discussion 
SoCal s'tates that the WFCP has been a success to date. 

Eased on therm savings per measure from its 1980 Residential 
Conditional Demand Analysis, the annual savings for the measures 
installed for ~he period January 1 through June 30, 1983 are 
6,568,962 therms. The total measures' installed where loan and rebate 

payments have issued are as follows: 
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TOTAL CONSERVATION MEASURES INSTALLED 

Sept-Dec· Jan-June Sept, 1982-
1982 1983 June z 198~ 

Attic Insulation 225,262** 39,739 265,001** 
Weathe~ st~ipping 

Caulking 316 6,348 6,664 
Water Heate~ Blanket 1,062 25,903 26,965 
Low-flow Showerhead 585 30,316 30,901 
Duct W~ap 55 1,704 1,759 
Wall Insulation 15 192 207 
Floo~ Insulation 1 S2 53 
Set-back The~mostat 5 309 314 
Pipe Insulation 0 20 20 
IID Ret~ofit 0 48 48 
Building Envelope Repair 0 505 505 

• Implementation of the multifamily phase in December 1982 
necessitated a system change in the method of counting 
measu~es installed. The result is an adjustment of 
previously ~epo~ted data fo~ 1982 

** This includes 205,174 attic insulation measures installed and 
financed through the LCF Prog~am p~1or to September 1, 1982. 

To maXimize further pa~ticipation SoCal's plans include the 
following p~og~ams: 

,. Direct Sales - This is a self-supporting 
program designed to offer energy conservation 
products to customers. It includes 
contractor-installed products and custome~
installed p~oducts. 

2. Low Income Pa~ticipation Plans (LIPP) - This 
prog~am is designed to achieve maximum 
participation by low and fixed income 
customers. Eligible custome~s' homes a~e 
weatherized free of charge oy participating 
direct weathe~ization installers. Cash 
rebates are paid di~ectly to the installers 
rather than the customers. 
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3. Independent Contractors - Speoial promotional 
support has been developed to aid independent 
contraotors. This inoludes a special 
emphasis on the previously difficult 
multifamily dwelling market. 

4. DO-it-yourself Retailers (DIY) - SoCal 
provides promotional support to DIY retailers 
in the form of point-or-purchase displays and 
materials, consumer information literature, 
speoial promotions, and cooperative 
advertising. Speoial efforts are to be made 
to involve owners of multifamily units in the 
DIY aspect of WFCP. 

5. Conservation Industry Communications -
Industry members engaged in the sale and/or 
installation of home weatherization 
improvements are to be made aware of the WFCP 
and the requirements for partiCipation 
through mailers, notioes in trade 
publications, group meetings and numerous one
on-one disoussions. 

6. Advertising Support - Television and 
newspaper advertising to create an awareness 
of the WFCP This inoludes advertising in 
various Spanish language media. 

7. Consumer Information Support - Consumer 
information literature that has been 
developed is to be distributed through 
SoCal's payment offices, at publiC 
presentations made by SoCal personnel, 
participating oontractors, manufacturers, 
distributors, and retailers. The literature 
contains information on available 
conservation measures and the various ways 
oustomers can partioipate in the WFCP. 

As noted above, SoCal's RCS program began in 1980 and the 
WFCP program in 1982. The results to date have been most 
encouraging. As reported by SoCal the total conservation measures 
installed where loan and rebate payments have issued, the program is 
working well. 
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Based on the info~mation p~esented in this proceeding and 
the staff's analysis of the applications, we believe the requested 
funding for the two p~og~ams should be g~anted. SoCal has well 
planned support programs for both the RCS and the WFCP. The saving 
effected should reduce participating ratepayers' bills and also 
provide long term benefits to society. 

The p~ogram changes authorized should be implemented 
without delay. The requested March 31, 1984 implementation date is . 
unusually long considering the fact that the WFCP has been part of 
SoCal's conservation program for over two years. Accordingly, the 
changes authorized should be implemented no later than February 15 
1984. 

Because the rates should go into effect on January 1, 1984, 
this order will be made effective today. 
Findings of Fact 

1. The State RCS plan was approved by the United States DOE on 
e December 29, 1980 and implemented systemwide by SoCal on July 1, 1981.' 

2. RCS funding for 1981 was taken from general conservation 
funds authorized by D.92497. 

3. SoCal was authorized $12 million for the 1982 RCS program 
by D.82-02-13S to be recovered through a CCA mechanism. 

4. During 1982 SoCal financed 18,176 loans and issued 2,622 
rebates expending $25,805,000 in its WFCP. 

S. The WFCP budget for 1983 as approved by D.82-12-048 was 
$50,564,000. 1983 expenditures are estimated at $60,189,000. 

6. As of December 31,1983 the RCS CCA balancing account will 
have an estimated overcollection of $2,047,000. 

7. SoCal requests authority to include $6,082,000 in its rates 
to cover 1984 RCS program costs. 

8. SoCal's request results in an annual revenue decrease of 
$7.838 million, a decrease of approximately 0.150 cents per therm fo~ 
the affected classes. The proposed new rate Of $.00'17 per therm is 
necessary to support the 1984 RCS program. 
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9.. l'b.e 1984 cost estimates arc ba.sed on performing 

simplified Class A and Class B audits and expenses associaceo with 

:hc City of ~~ta Monica RCS plan. 

10.. Performance of the simplified Class A and Class B audit 

will reduce the 1984 estimated audit cost below the $100 limit 

established in D.S2-12-106, and will be substantially less than the 

1983 cost per ~udit. 

1'. SoCal proposes to reduce rates of all retail customers 

except electric utility gen~ration~nd ,ammonia producers by a 

uniform 0.150 cent per-therm. 

12. SoCal's ReS p,rogram expenses to date arc reasonable. 

SoCal's 1984 proposed expenditures of $8.029.000 are necessary to 

continue the ReS ?rogram and are reasonable. 

14. In 1984 SoCal should submit to the Commission ~ts 

proposal for terminating the RCS program along with its plans for 

providing conservation services to residential customers after 

te=oination of the ReS program. 

15. SoCal requests authority,to increase the CCA component in 

its ra"Ces "oy 0 .343 cents per-therm for all C\.lS tomers except 

electric generation, cogeneration, and ammonia producers to provide 

increased annual revenues by $1i.873 million to f~nd its 1984 

'WFCP. 
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16. The $17.373 million should be increased by $300~OOO to 

cove: the cost of che staff proposal for modification of LIP? 

forced air furnaces for a total increase of $18.173 million .. 

i7. SoCal should be authorized to eliminate the requirement 

that a RCS audit be performed in order for a customer to receive 

financing or a rebate for wall insulation. 

18. SoCal should be authorized to modify its WFCP credit 

requirements ss discussed herein. SOCal should inform all 

applicants rejected for fin~ncing due to credit reasons that they 

may be eligible for participation in other parts of the WFCP 

program. 

19. SoCal's proposed minimum installation requirements for 

all WFCP measures are reasonable. Minimum installation 

requirements should apply to both: financing and rebates. 

20. SoCal's modified 1983 goals for WFCP are reasonable. 

21 SoCal's WFCP expenses to date are reasonable. 

22. SoCal's proposed 1984 goals for WFCP are reasonable. 

23. Staff's proposed financing limits of 50 cents per sq.ft. 

for floor insulation and 80 cents per sq. ft. for wall insulation 

are reasonable. The staff's proposed financing limit for attic 

insulation is reasonable. 
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24. !he financing limiis for set-back thermostats, pipe 

insulation and lIDs as discussed here arc reasonable. To the 

extent these financing limits affect SoCal's ability to achieve ies 

stated 1983 goals. SoCal should inform the Commission in its 

program reports. 

25. Staff proposal to reduce the re~ate amount for 

showerheads to $15 or purchase ?ricc, whichever is less in multi

family installations is reasonable. The proposal to limit rebate 

amounts to the lesser of rebate or actual cost of the measure . . 

installed for the remaining WFCP r.easures is not reasonable • 

26. Staff proposal to modify the eligibility rcquiremenes for 

participation in the LIFF ?rogram for elderly and disabled people 

is reasonable. 

27. Staff proposal to terminate the rebate and loan programs 

:or lIDs effective July 1. 1985 is reasonable. 

28. Staff proposal to require inspection on all do-it

yourself jobs which are either rebated or financed is reasonable. 

Staff rccommenda:ion that if measures are cont~actor-installec and 

the contractor achieves a 90% pass rate on inspections p then the 

inspection rate for that contractor can be reduced to 20% of jobs 

performed is reasonable. 
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29· Staff recommendation that all measures except wall 
insulation should continue to have a three-year product warranty and 
a one-year labor warranty is reasonable. 

30. Statf recommendation that a three-year product and labor 
warranty be ~e~uired on wall insulation installations is reasonable. 

31. The return on com~on equity as authorized in SoCal's last 
general rate case should be applied in the computation of the WPCP 
revenue :-equirement conSistent with the provisions of'D.82-02-135. 

32. The changes in rates and charBes authorized by this 
decision are justified and are just and reasonable. 
Conclusions of Law 

1. The increase in ra~ec and charges authorized by this 
decision is just and reasonable: the present rates an~ charges, 
insofal" as they differ fro!!: tl:lose authori,zed in this decision, are 
for the future unjust and unreasonable. 

2. SoCal should be authorized to make the changes to its RCS 
~~d WFCP progra: as outlined in this decision and under the terms and 
considerations provided. 

3· $8.029,000 should be au.thorized as a reasonable' level of 
SoCal's 1984 expenditures for cont{nuation of its RCS program. 

4. An adjustment in SoCal's RCS CCA component to its rates 
from 0.267 cents per therm to 0.117 cents per therm is just and 
reaso!'lable. 

5· $49,623.000 should be authorized as a reasonable level of 
SoCal's 1984 expenditures for continuation of its WFCP program with 
appropriate adjustments to the WFCPCCA rate component. 

6. CCA balancing account entries incurred in 1984 will be 
subject ~o review by the staff at the next revision date. 

7. SoCal, bears ~he burden of proof to explain and show the 
reason~bleness of all incurred expenses; failure to meet this burden 
of proof will re~ult in disallowance of the unjustified expense. 
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S. SoCal should be required to file a report with OU= Energy 

Conservation Branch by Janu~ry 31. 1984 stating its actual 1983 

costs per audit. Any costs in excess of $100 per audit shall be 

disallowed in the next CCA application. 
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IT IS ORDERED that: 
i. On or after the effective date of this order Southern 

Califo~nia Gas Company is autho~1zed to file revised rate schedules 
in compliance with this decision and concurrently to cancel presently 
effective schedules. Such filing shall comply with the provisions of 
General Order 96-A. The effective date of the revised tariffs shall 
be 5 days after filing but not before January 1, 1984. 

2. The RCS and WFGP programs shall fully comply with the 

findings of fact set forth above. 
3. All Program changes ordered here shall be implemented by 

February 15, 1984 and reported to the Commission stafr by that date. 
This order is effective today. 
Dated December 20, 1983, at Son FranCiSCO, California. 

" 

: , 
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with the Santa Monica RCS p~og~am.' 
SoCal states its simplified Class A audit uses a Co~e

Optiona12 list of measures fo~ the pu~pose of ~ecommending 
installation devices. The co~e measures are evaluated without 
physical measu~ements o~ oompute~ analysis. The optional measures 
a~e evaluated through SoCal's Class B audit at th~ustome~'s 
request. The objeotive of the simplified Class~ audit is to reduoe 
the amount of time required to oonduot the au~tand thus reduce 

costs. i 
SoCal begar. to implement the Cl 5S B o~ do-it-yourself 

/ audit in 1983. The Class B audit was c~tified by the CEC April 19, 
I 1983 and has been offered to all sin

1
gle family oustomers since 

May 1983. 
The application states t~t as of June 1, 1983, SoC~l has 

pe~formed 35,924 Class A audits a~ projects an additional 40,000 by 
December 3', 1983. It antioipa tis 36,000 Class B audits will be 
performed by Decembe~ 31, 1983~ Goals for 1984 are 95,000 simplified 
Class A, 61,750 Class B, and ;11,500 Santa Monica audits. The average 
cost per audit !or 1983 is e timated at $97.83 in oompliance with the 
$100 limit established in D.82-12-106. 

1 In the Santa Monica RCS p~ogram, Santa Monioa has contracted with 
SoCal and Southern Ca~fornia Edison to perform audits th~oughout the 
City of Santa Monica for a period of 14 months. The City will 
perform audits and i9stall oonservation measures in residences at no 
cost to the residen~ The Santa Monica program was approved by the 
CEC on June 29, 1983. This Commission approved the contract by 
D.83-11-064 on Nov~ber 22, 1983. 

2 The core-optiona1 audit was developed by SoCal after D.82-12-106 
and the CEC adoption of Phase II amendments in the State Plan. The 
core measures are caulking, ignition systems, clock thermostats, wall 
and floor insulation, ceiling and attio insulation, water heater 
insulation, low-flow showerheads and duot and pipe insulation. 
Optional measures included are not in all instanoes cost-effective. 
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CCA Rates 
SoCal proposes to decrease its rates to all retail 

customers, except electric utility generation and ammonia producers 
on a uniform 0.150 cents per-therm basis in conformance with the rate 
design adopted in D.82-02-135. The proposed CCA calculation rate is 
as follows: 

CCA RATE 

Incremental Decrease 
M $7.838 + 5,207,665 

Present Rate 
Proposed Rate 

Termination of RCS 

/L.~ Therm 

rms = (0.150) 
0.267 

0.117 

The application states rat NECPA requires final notices 
about the availability of an RC~Udit to be transmitted to customers 
before January 1, 1955. SOCalptates it plans to provide full 
information on the program ana/the benefits offered by a mailing to 
every eligible customer .. Itfilans to terminate the programs as soon 
as responses to the final ~tice are processed. 

It appears that/bY the end of 1984 SoCal's RCS program will 
have served its purpose./ Staff agrees, stating that the WFCP 
accomplishes most of wh~t RCS is designed to accomplish. Further, 

I 
many households have been weatherized without participating in the 
ReS program and, as p6inted out by the staff, federal regulations do 

I 
not contemplate contfnuing the program indefinitely. 

I 

SoCal's termination proposal appears reasonable and should 
; 

be adopted. Afte~ December 1984, for customers who request an audit, 
SoCal, through i tis general conservation program funding, should 
provide a generiC or a do-it-yourself audit. 
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Staff 
With regard to the proposed budget and rates, the staff 

states SoCal should be authorized to collect the requested amount at 
the requested rate. Staff supports its position by pOinting out that 
the proposed cost per audit for 1984 is substantially less than in 
1983 and that the goal of audits to be performed in 1984 is 
reasonable. 
A2plication 83-09-26 • 

By this application SoCal reqUest~~hority to increase 
the CCA component in its effective rates b,y 0.343 cents per therm to 

p~ovide increased annual revenues Of~$)J1.873 million3 to cover the 
thi!"d year of its WFCP. All costs oythe WFCP are recovered through 
the CCA mechanism. The requested ~ount reflects an estimated 
undercollection in the CCA of $1jt253 million as of December 31, 1983 
and results in an increase of less than 1%. 

In addition to the r/venue increase, SoCal requests 
(1) that the changes be ma~~~ffective as of January 1, 1984, (2) a 
finding that SoCal has att¥ned its WFCP goals, (3) approval of 
several proposed Changes,j(4) any approved changes be implemented 90 
days after the decision' sf effecti ve date, and (5) a finding that WFCP 
expenses to date have bien reasonable. 

j 

Derivation of the additional $17.873 million revenue 
I 

requirement is as fol~ows: 

, 

/ 
/ 

I 
/ 

/ 
I 

3 The initial application requested $18.462 million which was 
reduced at the public hearing to reflect SoCal's reduced 1984 WFCP 
budget. 
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~posed Modifications 
To improve its WFCP program in 1984, SoCal proposes the 

following moaifications: 
First, the elimination of the RCS audit re~uirement to 

/' 

qualify for rebates or financing for floor insulati~n, wall 
insulation, intermittent ignition devices (IIDS),~lOCk thermostats, 
and pipe insulation. It alleges that the inst~tiatlon of these 

/ 
measures has been negatively impacted by the/RCS audit requirement as 
evidenced by the WFCP results. It states ~e requirement of an RCS 
audit is not always understood by the cus~mer even though it is 
explained on all WFCP application forms~ Approximately one-fifth of 
the applications requesting rebates for one or more of the 

I 
supplemental improvements are rejected because an audit recommending 
the item or items as being cost-effe{tive has not been performed. It 
alleges that the audit re~uiremen';has also hindered contractor 
activity, interfering with the ability of the contractor to offer 
customers the necessary incenti~s to promote the installation of 
supplemental improvements at 7'e time they make their sales calls. 
The lag time created by the ~eed for the RCS audit and the 
interference that this may ~use with closing a sale has led 
contractors to not incorpo~te the five supplemental improvements as 
part of their sales packa~. SoCal states that in most instances ReS 
audits are a formality aJthey relate to these supplemental 

I 
improvements. For exam~le, in fourth quarter 1982 clock thermostats 
and lIDs were found to fe cost-effective 100% of the time and wall 
insulation was found to be cost-effective 99.2% of the time. SoCal 

/ 

concludes that the requirement of an RCS audit prior to installation , 
of these measures appears to cause needless expense and delay in 
performing installations. 

The staff supports SoCal's proposal pointing out that its 
elimination would result in greater market penetration for the items 
in question. No other party took a position on this proposal. 
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p~ovide RCS se~vices ~y $63,252 over the life of the contract. The 
witness requested ~hat Santa Monica ~e reim~ursed the $63,252 from 
the RCS progra~ account. On c~oss-examination the witness stated to 
the effect that the contract p~ovides fo~ reimbu~sement at the 
cur~ent rate autho~ized by this Commission at the time the ~ebate is 
paid. It is not within the scope of this p~oceeding to conside~ the 
modifications to its cont~act as requested by Santa Monica. Santa 
Monica should be paid the re~ate established for the WFCP prog~am. 

/ 

Staff's p~oposal to ~educe the ~ebate amoun~fo~ 
/ 

showerheacs to $15 in multi-family installations i;;~easona~le. The 
p~oposal to limit re~ates to the cost of the meaZu~e would appea~ to 
int~oduce unwa~~anted complexities into the ~e~ate p~ogra~, since the 
adopted reduction will solve most p~o~lems. ~ 

The staff also recom~ended that re'oate amounts fo~ all 
measu~es ~e limited so that re~ate apPlic~ts will ~eceive the lesse~ 
of the $um of the maximum authorized reb~e for the measures 
installed o~ the sum of the costs of tnt measu~es installed, 
whichever is less. This recommendati~ is intended to prevent 
possible abuses whe~e custome~s, con'~acto~s, o~ owners of 
multifamily buildings could attemp~to obtain rebates in excess of 
the p~ice paid fo~ the measu~cs i~talled. We believe the staff 

I 
p~oposal, though well intentiOnjd, is complicated and would be 
difficult to implement and explain to custome~s. The proposal fo~ 
minimum installation standa~d~ should be sufficient to p~event abuses 
in the program. ~ 

Low Income Participation Program 
I 

SoCal's existing low income participation program 
( 

(LIPP) currently includes eligibility requirements for 
participation. Staff proposes SoCal's eligibility criteria 
for LIFF be modified to include: 

1. Elderly people - defined as those 60 and 
older with incomes at 200% or less of federal 
poverty guidelines. 

2. Disabled people with incomes at 200% or less 
of federal pove~ty guidelines. 
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Staff's proposal is consistent with those guidelines 
established in D-83-04-015 for Pacific Gas & Electric Company. 

Staff has proposed that disability can be verified either 
by a Center for Independent Living or by a physician. The staff's 
proposals for qualifying for LIPP are reasonable. Disability should 
be verified by a physician or a Center for Independent Living as a 
permanent disability. SoCal should advise the Commission in an 
advice letter by March 31, 1984 of the standards for disabled people 
which it will use for inclusion in the LIPP program. 

The staff has also recommended that the LIPP program be 
modified to make available an additional $200 per unit fo~furnace 
air handling modifications. The staff stated that co~ctors have 

,/ 
i:lformed the staff that many furnaces in Souther~C"alifornia draw air 
from outside the building both for circulation and for combustion. 
Staff states that heating cold outside air o~ once is a very 
inefficient way to operate a forced air fu~ce and that this 
practice substantially increases gas bily(. Tbe staff notes that the 
Federal Housing Administration (FHA) re!quires that air to be heated 

/ 
be drawn from within the building. Staff proposes that $300,000 be 
added to the LIPP structural repai!budget to perform these 
modifications. This will increa~ the additional 1984 revenue 
requirement to $18.173 million.;, No other parties took a position on 
this case. Staff's proposal ~ reasonable. 

I 
Other Staff P~opos~s 
SoCal prOVides~eates and loans for intermittent lIDs. 

Staff has proposed that t ese rebates and loans be terminated as of 
July 1985. Staff states that since July 1978 all new furnaces in 

I 
California have been r~,Q.uired to have built-in lIDs. Therefore, as 
of July 1985 any furnace not having an lID will be at least seven 
years old. Staff states that the installation of an lID 1s very 
unlikely to be cost-effective in the reduced lifespan of the 
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9. The 1984 cost estimates are based on performing simplified 
Class A and Class B auaits ana expenses associated with the City of 
Santa Monica RCS plan. 

10. Performance of the simplified Class A and Class B auait 
will reduce the 1984 estimated audit cost below the $100 limit 
established in D.82-12-106, and will be substantially less than the 
1983 eost per audit. 

11. SoCal proposes to reduce rates of all retail customers 
except electric utility generation and ammonia producers by a uniform 
0.150 cents per thermo ~ 

r .... •· 

12. SoCal's proposal to terminate the RCS ~~n in December 1984 
is reasonacle. The WFCP accomplishes most o~wbat the RCS program 

intended. / 
13. SoCal's RCS program expenses tojdate are reasonable. 

SoCal's 1984 proposed expenditures of $&(029,000 are necessary to 
/ 

continue the RCS program and are re~s~able. 
4t 14. In 1984 SoCal should suom~ to the Commission its plans for 

providing conservation services to~esidential customers after 
termination of the RCS program. / 

15. SoCal requests authorilty to increase the CCA component in 
its rates by 0.343 cents per t~rm for all customers except electriC 
generation, cogeneration, and~ammonia producers to provide increased 
annual revenues by $17.873 million to fund its 1984 WFC~. 

/ 
16. The $17.873 millj,lon should be increased by $300,000 to 

cover the cost of the statf propos"al for modifica t10n of LIFF forced 
air furnaces for a total~nerease of $18.173 million. 

I 
I 

17. SoCal should o'e authorized to eliminate the requirement 
that a RCS audit be per,formed in order for a customer to receive 
financing or a rebat;/for floor insulation, wall insulation, lIDs 
clock thermostats, and pipe insulation. 

,8. SoCal should be authorized to modify its WFCP credit 
requirements as discussed herein. SoCal should inform all applicants 
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rejected for financing due to credit reasons that they may be 
eligible for participation in other parts of the WFCP program. 

19. SoCalts proposed minimum installation requirements for all 
WFCP measures are reasonable. Minimum installation requirements 
should apply to both financing and rebates. ~ 

20. SoCal's modified 1983 goals for WFCP are~asonable. 
21. SoCal's WFCP expenses to date are reas~nable. 

/ 
22. SoCal's proposed 1984 goals for WFC~re reasonable. 
2~. Staff's proposed financing limits ~ 50 cents per sq. ft. 

for floor insulation and 80 cents per sq.f~ for wall insulation are 
/ 

reasonable. The stafr's proposed financ~ng limit for attic 
insulation is reasonable. ;' 

24. The financing limits for se~ack thermostats, pipe 
insulation and lIDs as discussed he'ljl are reasonable. To the extent 
these financing limits affect SoCa~'s ability to achieve its stated 
1983 goals, SoCal should inform t;f~ Commission in its pr?sram reports. 

25. Staff proposal to reduCe the rebate amount for showerheads 
to $15 in multifamily installations is reasonable. The proposal to 
limit rebate amounts to the )6st of the measure installed is not 
reasona'ble. With the except:ion of showerheads in multifamily 
installation, SoCal's rebatie recommendations are reasonable. 

26. Staff proposal io modify the eligibility requirements for ,. 
participation in the LIP? program for elderly and disabled people is 

I 
reasonable. : 

l 

27. Staff proposal to terminate the rebate and loan program for 
I 

lIDs effective July 1; 1985 is reasona'ble. 
28. Stafr prop~sal to require inspection on all do-it-yourself 

! 
jobs which are eith~r rebated or financed is reasonable. Staff 

l 
I 

recommendation that if measures are contractor-installed and the 
contractor achieves a 90% pass rate on inspections, then the 
inspection rate for that contractor can be reduced to 20% of jobs 
performed is reasonacle. 
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29. Staff recommendation that all measures except wall 
insulation should continue to have a three-year product warranty and 
a one-year labor warranty is reasonable. 

30. Staff recommendation that a three-year product and labor 
warranty be required on wall insulation installations is reasonable. 

/' 
31. The return on common equity as authorized in SoCal's last 

general rate case should. be applied in the C'6mputation of the SFCP 
/ 

revenue requirement consistent with the pt"ovisions of D.82-02-135. 
j 

32. The changes in rates and charges authorized by this , 
decision are justified and are just and reasonable. 
Conclusions of Law / 

1. The increase in rates and/chargeS authorized by this 
/ 

decision is just and reasonable; ,t''he present rates and charges, 
insofar as they differ from thos~ authorized in this decision, are 

J 

for the future unjust and unre~sonable. 
2. SoCal should be auth'orized to make the changes to its RCS 

)' 

and WFCP program as outlined.rin this decision and under the terms and 
considerations provided. " 

," 

3. $8,029,000 shoul~ be authorized as a reasonable level of 
SoCal's 1984 expenditures,' for continuation of its RCS program. 

4. An adjustment in SoCal's RCS CCA component to its rates 
from 0.267 cents per th~rm to 0.117 cents per therm is just and 

.' 
reasonable. 

5. $49,623,000/should be authorized as a reasonable level of 
SoCal's 1984 expendi~ures for continuation of its WFCP program with 

, 
appropriate adjustments to the WFCP CCA rate component. , 

6. CCA balancing account entries incurred in 1984 will be 
.' 

subject to review ~y the staff at the next revision date. 
7. SoCal bears the burden of proof to explain and show the 

reasonableness of all incurred expenses; failure to meet this burden 
"-

of proof will result in disallowance of the unjustified expense. 
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1/ 
with the Santa Monica RCS program.-

... 

SoCal states its simplified Class A audit uses a Core-

2/ l' f f h f di Optional- 1St 0 measures or t e purpose 0 recommen ng 

installation devices. The core measures are evaluated without 

physical measurements or computer analysis. The optional measures 

are evaluated through SoCal's Class B audit at the customer's 

request. The objective of the simplified Cl&~ audit is to 
/ 

reduce the amount of time reqUiredZO co duct the audit and thus 

reduce eosts. 

Socal began to implem~ the Class B or do-it-yourself 

audit in 1983. The Class B audit was certified by the CEC 

April 19. 1983 and has 7een ~fered to all single family eustomers 

since May. 1983. 

17 In the santa Monica RCS program. santa Monlca has contracted 
- with SoCal and S~thern California Edison to perform audits 

throu$hout the dity of Santa Monica for a period of 14 months. 
The Clty will ,erform audits and install conservation measures 
in residences/at no cost of the resident. ~he Santa Monica 
program was approved by the eEC on June 29, 1983. This 
Commission approved the contract by D.83-11-064 on November 23. 
1983. / 

2/ The core-pptional audit was developed by SOCal after 
D.82-12~J06 and the CEC adoption of Phase II amendments in the 
State PIan. The core measures are caulking. ignition systems. 
cloek theremostats. wall and floor insulation, ceiling and 
attic/insulation. water heater insulation. low-flow showerheads 
and duct and pipe insulation. Optional measures included are 
not in all instances eost-effective. . 
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The application states ~hat as of June 1, 1983, SoCal has 

performed 35,924 Class A audits and projec~s an additional 40,000 

by December 31.1983. It anticipates 36,000 Class B: audits will be 

p'erformed by December 31, 1983. In its Application 83-09-23, SoCal 

Gas reported an average cost per audit of $131 as of June, 1983, 

'bu~ proj ected a reduction to $98 by the years end .. /A~ this time. 
","'-' 

we will accept SoCal's projected cost per audi~; However, we will 
/ 

require the company to report its actual 19~3 cost per audit to our 

Energy Conservation Branch by JanUary~'984. Any costs in 

excess of $100 per audit shall ze as igned to shareholders in the 

nex~ CCA application. 

Goals for 1984 are 95,000 simplified Class A, 61,750 

Class B and 11,500 Santa Mo~a audits. 

/ 
, , 

/ 

/ 
I' 

/ 
/ 
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CCA Rates 

SoCal proposes to decrease its rates to all retail 

----customers. except electric utility generation a~mmonia producers 

on a uniform 0.150 cent per-therm basis in c~formance with the 
. / 

rate design adopted in D.S2-02-13S.7he proposed CCA calculation 

rate is as follows: 

Incremental Decrease 

Persent Rate 

Proposed 

Terminatio of RCS 

CCA ;RATE 

M Therms -

Cents Per Therm 

(0.150) 

0.267 

0.117 

The appli/ation states that NECPA requires final notices 

about the availabi(ity of an RCS audit to be transmitted to 

customers befOr~January 1. 1985. SoCal states it plans to provide 

full informati~ on the program and the benefits offered by a 

mailing to ev/ry eligible customer. It plans to terminate the 
I 

program as soon as responses to the final notice are processed. 
I 

Actually. the NECPA regulations are unclear. They' 

require each utility to inform each residential customer of the 

program every two years before January 1. 1985. It is unclear 
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whether this is a permissive or mandatory deadline. However. DOE 

is planning to come out with a more concise interpretation of NECPA 

regulations. which are anticipated to allow termination of the RCS 

program. 

It: appears that by the end of 1984 SoCal' s Res program 

will have served its purpose. Staff agrees, stating that the···WFCP 
./ 

accomplishes most: of what ReS is designed to accomplis~Further. 
/' 

:::Yp::::::~ldS have been weatherized wit~~~iCiPating in the 

SoCal's termination proposal ap~ears reasonable and 
/ 

should be adopted. After Oeeember ~84, SoCal. through its general 

conservation program funding, should provide a generiC or a do-it-
/ 

yourself audit, for customers woo request an audit. 

/ 
I 
i 
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Staff 

Wieh regard to the proposed budget and rates, the staff 

states So Cal should be authorized to collect the requested amount 

at the requested rate. Staff supports its position by accepting 

the projected 1983 cose per audit. Staff also points out that the 

1984 cost per audit should be substantially less 1n'1983 and ehat 
/' 

/ 

the goal of audits eo be performed is reasonab~e. 

Applicaeion 83-09-26 ~ 
By this application soca~uests authoriey to incr~ase 

/ 
ehe CCA component in its effec,tive rates by 0.343 cents per-therm 

to provide increased annua~venues of $17.873 million
3
! to 

/ 
cover the third year of/its WFCP. All costs of the WFCP are 

/. recovered through the CCA mechanism. The requested amount refleces 

an estimated unde~lleceion in ehe CCA of $14.253 million as of 
/ 

December 31, 1r3 and resules in an increase of less ehan 1 X. 
In;addieion to ehe revenue increase, SoCal requests (1) 

thae ehe ch!ngeS be made effective as of January 1, 1984, (2) a 
\ 

finding thae SoCal has aeeained ies WFCP goals, (3) approval of 

several proposed changes, (4) any approved changes be implemented 

90 days after the decision's effective daee, and (5) a finding tbae 

WFCP expenses to date have been reasonable. 

Derivation of the addieional $17.873 million revenue 

requirement is as follows: 

3/ The inieial applicaeion requeseed $18.462 million which was 
reduced at the public hearing eo reflece SoCal's reduced 1984 
WFCI> budgee. 
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Proposed Modifieations 

Soc&l proposes the following modifications to its We? 

program in 1984: 

First. the elimination of the RCS audit requirement to 

qualify for rebates or financing for floor insulation. wall 

insulation. intermittent ignition devices (lIDs). clock 

thermostats. and pipe insulation. Socal Gas It alleges that the 
/' 

installation of these measures has been negatively impacted by the 
/' 

RCS auait requirement as evidenced by th;yWFCP results. It states 

the requirement of an RCS audit is no~lways understood by the 
/ 

customer even though it is eXPla/ea on all 'WFCP application forms. 

Approximately one-fifth of the~pplications requesting rebates for 

one or more of the suppleme~l improvements are rejected because 

an audit recommending ~he~em or items as being cost-effective has 

not been performed. I~llegeS that the audit requirement has also 

hindered contractor ~iVity. interfering with the ability of the 

contractor to Offe/customers the necessary incentives to promote 

the installation~f supplemental improvements at the time they make 

their sales cal~. 
Elimination of the audit requirement for wall insulation 

) 

is consistent with AB 2158 (Hayden) which as of 1/1/84 eliminates 

the audit requirement f~r all wall insulations and. in electrically 
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heated homes. floor insulation for tax credit eligibility Exempting 

the four remaining "supplemental measures" from the RCS a'U.dit 

req'U.irement would res'U.lt in conflict with the CEC tax credit 

program for conservation. 

The RCS audit require=ent sho'U.ld remain to ~omport with 
~ ... .;'" . 

tax rebate requirements. Conflicting eligibilit~equirements 

can result in confusion already being exp~ed by the public. 
/' 

as well as abuses of customers by contractors. Audits will still 
/ be req'U.ired by the CEC for tax rebate eligibility for these / . 

measures. Thus. SoCal Gas wo,uld have to perform the audit prior to 

installation as long as c~ent tax rebate eligibility require

ments are in place. re~dless of the WFCP audit requirements. 

In addit~~ SoCal Gas would be responsible for informing 
/ 

the public of pr~ram changes and the differing program eligibility 

reqUirements.~is would result in increased advertising/media 

costs. / 

/Finally. the cost effectiveness of these measures is 
/ 

often ~uestionable and therefore should be evaluated on a case-by-
/ 

case basis. (For example. the cost of set-back thermostats for 
, 

multi-family devices are ~wice the marginal cost of nat'U.ral gas 

(D.82-02-135. p. 61). In addition. staff is recommending phasing 

out IID's from the program d'U.e to the declining cost-effectiveness 

of this device. And as previously noted. AB 2158 does not exempt 

floor insulation in gas heated homes from the RCS audit requirement 

for tax rebate eligibility since it is not. in all cases. a cost

effective measure.) 
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provide RCS services by $63.252 over the life of the contract. The 

witness requested that Santa Monica be reimbursed the $63,252 from 

the RCS program account. SoCal Gas states it would like to see the 

Santa Monica program proceed without further delay. 

~e agree. The Santa Monica Plan was 2 years in 

development and negotiation. The funding agreement~~tween the 

City. SCE and SoCal Gas was reviewed and app~o~ by the CPUC on 
. /' 

an Ex-Parte basis in D.83-11-064, l.SSu7NOvember 22, 1983. To 

avoid adversely impacting the implementation of the Santa ~!onica 

ReS program, the rebate amount f~howerheadS should remain at the 

$21 level, which was in effec~ring the development and 

negotiation of the program~ Any contract negotiated hereafter 
/ 

should be based on the ~vised rebate amount. 
/ 

Othe?rwie, taff's proposal to reduce the rebate amount 

for showerheads to $15, or the cost of the measure whichever is 

less, in multi- amily installations is reasonable. 

The;(taff also recommended that rebate amounts for all 

measures beliimited so that rebate applicants will receive the 

sum of t~maximum authorized rebate for the measures installed or 
L 

the S'IlXll of the cost of the measures installed, whichever is less'. 
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This recommenda~ion is intended to prevent possible abuses where 

customers, contractors, or owners of multi-family buildings could 

attempt to obtain rebates in excess of the price paid for, the 

measures installed. We believe the staff proposal, though well 

intentioned.. is complicated and would be diffic~toTimplement and 

explain to customers. The proposal for minimum installation 

standards should be sufficient to preve~ses in the program. 

Low Income Participation ~am 
SoCal's existing Low~~ome Participation Program (LIPP) 

currently includes eligibilLty requirements for participation. 

Staff proposes SoC4l's el~bility criteria for LIPP be modified to 

/
/ 

include: 
I 

1. Elderly people - defined as those 60 and older 
with incomes at 200% or less of federal proverty 
guidelines. 

/ 
2. Dis,abled people with income at 200% or less of 

! . 

federal proverty guidelines. 
I 

/ 
,I 

/ 
/ 
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Staff's proposal is consistent with those guidelines 

established in D.83-05-015 for Pacific Gas & Electric Company. 

Staff has proposed that disability can be verified either 

by a Center for Independent Living or by a physician. The staff's 

proposals for qualifying for LIPP are reasonable., Disability 

should be verified by a physician or a Cent~r,"for Independent 
/"" 

Living as a permanent disabili~. SoC&l/should advise the 
/ 

Commission in an advice letter by March 31, 1984 of the standards 

for disabled people which it will~e for inclusion in the tIPF 

program. ~ 
The staff has also recommended that the LIPP program be 

/ 
modified to make availab'le an additional $200 per unit for furnace 

I air handling modific&tions. The staff stated that contractors have 
. I 
~nformed the stafJ:that many furnaces in southern California draw 

air from outsid~~he building both for circulation and for 

combustion. ~aff states that heating cold outside air only once 

is a very inefficient way to operate a forced air furnace and that 

this pract~e substantially increase gas bills. The staff notes 
, 

that such 'a design is contrary to the historical Federal Housing 

Administration (FHA) standards and quality (energy efficient) 

construction practices. Staff also points out that FHA requires. 

and quality construction practiees recommend that the air to be 

heated be drawn from within the building. 
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Staff proposes that $300~OOO be added to the tIPP 

structural repair budget to perform these modifications. This will 

increase the additional 1984 revenue requirement to $18~173 

million. No other parties took a position on this case. StaffYs 

proposal is reasonable. We do not contemplate adding additional 

measures to this program. ../ 

Other Staff Proposals ~ 
SoCal provides rebates an~ns for intermittent 

ignition devices (lIDs). Staff has proposed that these rebates and 
/ 

loans be terminated as of Ju~985. Staff states that since July 

1978~ all new furnaces in Ca1ifornia. have been required to have 

built-in lIDs. Therefor~as of July. 198>. any furnace not having 

an lID will be at lea~seven years old. Staff states that the 

installation of an ~ID is very unlikely to be cost-effective in the 
/ 

reduced lifespan of the 

I 
/ 
! 
i 
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furnace. The staff recommendation to terminate rebates and loans for 
lID's as of July 1985 is reasonaole. SoCal will be instructed to 
remove this measure from WFCP effective July 1, 1985. 

The staff recommends that 100% of all do-it-yourself jobs 
either rebated or financed by SoCal must be inspected. Staff has 
also recommended that if the measures are contractor-installed and if 
tbe contractor achieves a 90% pass rate on inspections then the 
inspection rate for that contractor can be dropped to 20% of all jobs 
performed. All assumptions regarding energy sa~in~s and cost 
effecti veness apply only if the measure is in,--P~lace and is properly 
installed. the staff proposal is reasonab-re". 

"/ Finally, the staff has recom,mended that all measures except 
"," 

for wall insulation installed as a ~esult of both the rebate and loan 
portions of SFCP should continue~ have a 3-year product warranty 
and a 1-year labor warranty as~et forth in D.82-02-135. The staff 

/ 
also recommends that a 3-ye~r product and labor warranty be required 

/ 
on the installation of wal~ insulation. The staff witness stated 
that this labor warran~on wall insulation is necessary because of 
the difficulty of t~n:tallation and the potential problems that 
may occur as a resu)t. This recommendation is reasonable. 

Discuss:fon , 
SoCal/states that the WFCP has been a success to date. 

Based on therm/savings'per measure from its 1980 Residential 
/ 

Conditional D~mand AnalYSiS, the annual savings for the measures 
I 

installed for the period January' through June 30, 1983 are 
6,568,962 therms. The total measu~es installed where loan and rebate 
payments have issued are as follows: 
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9. The 1984 cost estimates are based on performing 

simplified Class A and Class B audits and expenses associated with 

the City of Santa Monica RCS plan. 

10. Performance of the simplified Class A and Class B audit 

will reduce the 1984 estimated audit cost belo~'the $100 limit 
/ .. , 

established in D.82-12-106. and will b~substantially less than the 

1983 cost per audit. ~ 
11. SOCal proposes to reduce rates of all retail customers 

except electric utility ge~tion and ammonia producers by a 
/ 

uniform 0.150 cent pe5?therm. 

12. SoCal's RCS program expenses to date are reasonable. 
/ 

Socal's 1984 proposed expenditures of $8~029,000 are necessary to 
/ 

continue the RCS program and are reasonable. 

14. In'1984 So Cal should submit to the Commission its 

proposal for terminating the RCS program along with its plans for 

providing conservation services to residential customers after 

termination of the RCS program. 

15. SoCal requests authority to increase the CCA component in 

its rates by 0.343 cents per-therm for all customers except 

electric generation, cogeneration, and ammonia producers to provide 

increased annual revenues by $17.8'73 million to' fund its 1984 

WCP. 
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16. !he $17.873 million should be increased by $300.000 t~ 

cover the cost of the staff proposal for modification of LIPP 

forced air furnaces for a total increase of $18.173 million. 

17. SoCal should be authorized to eliminate the requirement 

that & RCS audit be performed in order for a customer to receive 

financing or a rebate for wall insulation. //'" 

18. SoCal should be authorized to modify i~WFCP credit 
.,/ 

requirements as discussed herein. SoCal shou~d inform all 

applicants rejected for financing d~~edit reasons that they 

may be eligible for particiPat/ion. i other parts of the WFCP 

program .. 

'9. SoCal's proposed mtriimum installation requirements for 

all WFCP meaSures are re~~ble. Minimum installation 

requirements should appl~ to both financing and rebates. 

20.. SoCal's mOd~ied 1983 goals for WFCP are reasonable .. 
/ 

21 SoCal's WCP expenses to date are reasonable .. 

22.. SoCal'~roposed 1984 goals for WFCP are reasonable. 

23. Stafrts proposed financing limits of SO cents per sq.ft. 

for floor in~lation and 80 cents per sq. ft. for wall insulation 
/ 

are reasonable.. The staff's proposed financing limit for attie 
I 

insulatio~ is reasonable .. 

I , 
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24. The financing 1imiis for set-back thermostats. pipe 

insulation and IIDs as discussed here are reasonable. To the 

extent these financing limits affect Socal's ability to achieve its 

stated 1983 goals. SoCal should info~ the Commission in its 
.. r'-~ 

program reports. ~ 
25. Staff proposal to reduce the rebate amount for 

showerheads to $15 or purchase pric~ichever is less in multi

family installations is reasona~~ The proposal to limit rebate 
/ 

amounts to the le~ser of r~~te or actual cost of the measure 

installed for the remaining WFCP measures is not reasonable. 
/ 

26. Staff proP~1 to modify the eligibility requirements for 

participation in the LIP? program for elderly and disabled people 

is reasonable. ~ 
27. Staf~roposal to terminate the rebate and loan programs 

for lIDs eff~tive July 1. 1985 is reasonable. 

28. staff proposal to require inspection on all do-it

yours"l~lol>S wh1eh ar" "ith"r rel>ated or finaneed is reasonal>l". 

Staff recommendation that if measures are contractor-installed and 

the contractor achieves a 90% pass rate on inspections. then the 

inspection rate for that eontraetor ean be reduced to 20% of jobs 

performed is reasonable. 
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29. S~aff recommenda~1on that all measures except wall 

insulation should continue to have a three-year product warranty 

and a one-year labor warranty is reasonable. 

30. Staff recommendation that a three-year product and labor 

warranty be required on wall insulation inst.all8."tions is 

reasonable. 

31. The return on common e~u!ty as authorized in SOCal's last 

general rate case should be app{ied in the computation of the SFCP 

revenue requirement consistent with the provisions of D.8:2-02-135-• 
.. ,,.~ 

32. The changes in rates and charges authorized by this , 
decision are jUsti~~~ and are just and reasonable. 

/ 
Conclusions of Law 

/ 
1. The i~crease in rates and charges authorized by this 

I 
decision is j~st and reasonable; the present rates and charges. 

/ 
infofar a~/they differ from those authorized in this deCision, are 

.. 

for the future unjust and unreasonable. 

2'. Socal should be authorized to make the changes to its ReS 

and WFC? program as outlined in this decision and under the terms 

and considerations provided. 

3. $8.029.000 should be authorized as a reasonable level of 

SoCal's 1984 expenditures for continuation of its RCS program. 
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8. SoCal should be required to file a report with.our Energy 

Conservation Branch by January 31.1984 stating its actual 1983 

costs per audit. Any costs in excess of $100 per audit shall be 

disallowed in the next CCA application. 
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J' 

o R D E R 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. On or after the effective date of this o~der Southe~n 

California Gas Company is authorized to file revised rate schedules 
in compliance with this decision and concurrently-to cancel presently 
effective schedules. Such filing shall c~mplY' with the provisions of 
Gerleral Order 96-A. The effective date/of the revised tariffs shall 

" .'" 
be 5 days after filing but not befo~e January 1, 1984. 

/ 
2. The RCS and WFCP prog~a~s shall fully comply with the 

.. ' 
firl.dings of fact set forth ab.ove. 

3. All Program chang~~ ordered here shall be implemented by 
" 

February 15, 1984 and ~eported to the Commission staff by that date. 
l 

This order is effective today. 
Dated DEC 20 1983 ,at San Francsico, California. 

" 
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