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Phone: (415) 703-1862
Subject:  Errata Testimony Related to Changes in Benefits
Please provide the following information as it becomes available but no later than March 20, 2009.  Please note that we are asking for an expedited response due to our upcoming early April 2009 testimony due date.  If you are unable to provide the information by the date requested, please provide a written explanation to the DRA project coordinator by March 18, 2009 as to why the response date cannot be met and your best estimate of when the information can be provided.  If you have any questions regarding this data request, please call the originator at the above phone number.  Please also indicate the name of the person answering each of DRA’s questions.  In each and every response to the data request question(s), please provide cross-references to the testimony, workpapers, and a hardcopy of any supporting material.  Fully explain any calculations, assumptions inherent in the calculations, and any other assumptions supporting your response.
Background:  On March 6, 2009, Southern California Gas Company (“SoCalGas”) filed Errata to A.08-09-023 for approval of Advanced Metering Infrastructure.   
 
Request 1:  In the description column on the 2-page summary in the March 6, 2009 Errata associated with Meter Reading it states, “SoCalGas assumes absent AMI, there will be a conversion to a full-time meter reading workforce by 2016 therefore there would be no part-time benefits to record for the period of 2016 through 2034.” 
a.   Please provide SoCalGas’ rationale for this assumption.

b.  The meter reading benefits are stated in Table III-10 (March 6 Errata) as $757.5 M and $19.9 M, O&M and capital, respectively.  Please re-compute these Meter Reading benefits assuming that the current meter reading workforce mix of approximately 90% Part-Time and 10% Full-Time would be maintained through 2034 absent AMI.

c.  Please state the PVRR associated with the $777.4 million meter reading benefit as shown in Table III-10 ($774.4 M = $757.5 M [capital] + $19.9 M [O&M]) over the period 2009-2034.
d.  Please compute the PVRR associated with the Meter Reading benefits through 2034 assuming that the current meter reading workforce mix of approximately 90% Part-Time and 10% Full-Time would be maintained through 2034 absent AMI. 

Request 2:  Table III-10 in the March 6, 2009 Errata show operational benefits from Customer Service Field of $298.5 million, while Table III-2 in the March 6, 2009 Errata show benefits from Customer Service Field of $307.0 million, and  the 2-page summary for the Errata shows $308.9 million.  Please fully explain these discrepancies.

Request 3:  Table III-10 in the March 6, 2009 Errata show capital operational benefits from Customer Billing Services of $53.9 million, while the 2-page summary for the Errata shows $56.5 million.  Please fully explain this discrepancy. 

Request 4:  Table VII-8 in September 29, 2008 testimony shows a Terminal Value benefit of $251.6 million; Table II-3 shows a PVRR for Terminal Value of $26.6 million.  The corresponding values in the March 6 Errata are $249.9 million and $26.4 million, respectively.  The change in the PVRR associated with the Terminal Value, based on comparing the September 29 and March 6 versions of Table II-3, is ($0.2 million).  In contrast, the 2-page Summary of March 6, 2009 Errata shows a change in the Terminal Value of ($253 million), and a PVRR Impact of ($29.0 million).  

a.  Please reconcile the information on Terminal Value shown in tables II-3 and VII-8 with the information in the Summary of March 6, 2009 Errata.

b. In its Summary of March 6, 2009 Errata, SoCalGas states that it “erroneously double counted the terminal value benefit”.   Please provide a version of Table II-3 (as filed, September 29 version), changed only by the correction of this double-counting error.
Request 5:  The change in present value (PVRR) of Benefits appears inconsistent with direction of change in individual components. As indicated in the following table (extracted mostly from Table III-10), 3 benefits components changed significantly, all 3 changes were increases.   Yet the PV of benefits decreased by 0.5% (per Table II-10).
Please explain the apparent contradiction between the increases in Benefits listed in Table III-10 and the decrease in the PVRR of operational benefits (from $888.6 million in Table II-3, September 29 version, to $883.3 million, in Table II-3, March 6, 2009 Errata).
	
	
	As Filed
	
	
	
	March 6 Errata
	
	
	% Chg

	
	
	O&M
	Cap.
	Total
	
	O&M
	Cap.
	Total
	
	

	Meter reading
	757.6
	19.9
	777.5
	
	757.5

	19.9
	777.4
	
	0.0%

	Offset
	
	44.7
	141.2
	185.9
	
	53.2
	141.2
	194.4
	
	4.6%

	CSF
	
	270.5
	0
	270.5
	
	298.5
	0
	298.5
	
	10.4%

	Cus Biling SVcs
	65.8
	50.6
	116.4
	
	66
	53.9
	119.9
	
	3.0%

	CCC
	
	4.8
	0
	4.8
	
	4.8
	0
	4.8
	
	0.0%

	Facilities
	
	0
	15
	15
	
	0
	15
	15
	
	0.0%

	Safety
	
	1.4
	0
	1.4
	
	1.4
	0
	1.4
	
	0.0%

	HR
	
	6.1
	0
	6.1
	
	6.1
	0
	6.1
	
	0.0%

	Gas T&D
	
	13.9
	40
	53.9
	
	13.9
	40
	53.9
	
	0.0%

	Subt. Benefits
	1164.8
	266.7
	1431.5
	
	1201.4
	270
	1471.4
	
	2.8%

	Theft
	
	2.4
	0
	2.4
	
	2.4
	0
	2.4
	
	0.0%

	Total OP Bens
	1167.2
	266.7
	1433.9
	
	1203.8
	270
	1473.8
	
	2.8%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Present Value OP Benefits
	
	888.6
	
	
	
	883.3
	
	-0.6%


Request 6:  The first item under “Deployment” cost in the “Summary of March 6 Errata” shows an “as filed” cost of $35.1 million, and an “errata” cost of $25.3 million.   The change is shown as ($22.1) million.  Consistent with the data shown, it appears that the change should be ($9.8) million.   Please confirm, and provide a corrected version, or explain this discrepancy.

�Bob, you might want to make this number black so that the reader focuses only on the three benefits you cite in your question. 





