TURN DATA REQUEST DR-05 A.08-09-023

SOCALGAS RESPONSE

DATE RECEIVED: 2/27/09

DATE RESPONDED: March 17, 2009


Question 1:
Please provide previous all internal company studies, memos, and other communication within the company over the last eight years concerning the ability to obtain operational cost savings in meter reading expenses from moving its meter reading labor force from full time employees to part time employees. 

SoCalGas Response 1:

The SoCalGas meter reading workforce has been comprised primarily of part-time meter readers for more than eight years.  Over the past eight years, SoCalGas has not found cause to conduct studies to identify operational cost savings achievable by moving from a full-time to part-time meter reading workforce.  SoCalGas has investigated the costs associated with moving from a part-time to a full-time meter reading workforce.  The results of a 2004 study of this nature are shown below.
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Response Prepared by:  Mark L Serrano

Question 2:
Please provide all studies or internal company reports that support SoCalGas’ assumption (as contained in workpapers used to support Chapter III) that it will convert all part time meter readers to full time meter readers in 2016.

SoCalGas Response 2:

The SoCalGas labor unions have attempted to negotiate changes to the labor contract that would cause SoCalGas to revert back to a full-time meter reading workforce.  (The analysis attached in response to Question #1 was prepared prior to the 2005 union contract negotiations.)  SoCalGas and its labor unions agreed to create 100 full-time meter reader positions to replace some of the part-time meter reader workforce. 

Response Prepared by:  Mark L Serrano

Question 3:
Please confirm or deny that the labor costs contained in SoCalGas’ AMI business case analysis exclude labor overheads (i.e., PBOP, medical, etc.). If labor overheads were included please report where those overheads are contained in the applications workpapers and explain how they were derived and whether they are the same labor overheads authorized in SoCalGas’ TY 2008 general rate case. 

a. If labor overheads were not included in the AMI business case analysis please provide the overhead loaders (as a percentage) for both part time employees (PTE) and full time employees (FTE) in 2008 dollars (as authorized in D. 08-07-046) for 

i. Medical expenses, 

ii. Retirement expenses, 

iii. Pension expenses, 

iv. PBOP (Post Retirement Benefits Other than Pensions), and 

v. Other labor loaders (broken out by type). 

SoCalGas Response 3:

The labor costs presented in Chapter III of SoCalGas’ AMI testimony and the associated workpapers do not include labor overheads.  The overall SoCalGas’ AMI business case analysis presented in Chapter II – Mr. Fong’s testimony contain labor overheads.  Chapter VII – Mr. Foster’s testimony identifies the overhead factors that are applied to labor and non-labor costs.  SoCalGas did not use the labor overhead rates authorized in the TY 2008 GRC.  Overhead rates were estimated using 2007 actuals.  See Chapter VII, Prepared Direct Testimony of Michael Foster, pp. VII-5 to VII-6.  Also refer to Attachment MF-1 in Mr. Foster’s testimony for the derivation of the overheads.  

Response Prepared by:  Ed Fong. Michael Foster

Question 4:
Please provide a description of the employee benefits provided by SoCalGas for each of the employee categories used in the AMI business case analysis. 

SoCalGas Response 4:

SoCalGas provides the following employee benefits to its represented and non-represented employee groups:

Benefits for Full-Time, Management, Associate and Union Employees (unless otherwise noted) -

Health & Welfare Benefits:

· Medical

· Dental

· Vision

· Employee Assistance Program

· Short-Term Disability

· Long-Term Disability

· Sick Leave

· Vacation

· Vacation Buy/Sell

· Holidays

· Basic Life Insurance

· Group Universal Life Insurance (Employee-Paid)
· Basic Accidental Death & Dismemberment (Non-represented Employees only)
· Supplemental Accidental Death & Dismemberment (Employee-Paid)
· Business Travel Accident 

· Health Care Flexible Spending Account

· Dependent Day Care Flexible Spending Account

· Transportation Flexible Spending Account

· Long Term Care (Employee-Paid)
· Educational Reimbursement Program

Retirement Benefits:

· Retirement Savings Plan

· Pension Plan

· Postretirement Health

Response to Question 4 (Continued)

Benefits for Part-Time, Represented and Non-Represented Employees (unless otherwise noted) -

Health & Welfare Benefits:

· Medical*

· Dental**

· Vision**

· Employee Assistance Program

· Business Travel Accident 

Retirement Benefits (assumes > 1,000 hours worked):

· Retirement Savings Plan

· Pension Plan

* Eligibility requirements were modified effective March 1, 2009 pursuant to new collective bargaining agreement

**Effective March 1, 2009 pursuant to new collective bargaining agreement. 

Response Prepared by:  David Sarkaria

Question 5:
Please provide a table that reconciles the forecast of field service orders (broken out by order type) contained in the AMI business case analysis (workpapers supporting Chapter III) with the forecast of field service orders contained in a) SoCalGas’ TY 2008 GRC application and b) the settlement authorized in D. 08-07-046. Further, if SoCalGas used different assumptions in the AMI business case for such data as a) field time minutes per order, drive time, or other assumptions please report the differences and explain why they are different and how each individual assumption was derived. 

a. Finally, where SoCalGas makes an assumption that AMI will avoid only a percentage of certain field order types, provide that percentage and a description of how that percentage was derived. 

SoCalGas Response 5:

SoCalGas used the forecasted orders provided in TY 2008 GRC application as the basis for forecasting AMI orders.  AMI orders include Change of Account – Not Entered, Change of Account – Read Only (Close orders “matched” with On Turn-On orders), High Bill Investigations and Read & Verify – Verify.  Change of Account – Not Entered orders will be completely eliminated by AMI.  The volume of the other three types of orders were reduced, but not be completely eliminated (see “a” below).
The TY 2008 GRC dollars and FTEs were adjusted to account for the settlement agreement as follows:

1. The dollars and Full Time Equivalent (FTE’s) in the GRC were escalated to 2008 dollars. 
2. The “Escalated 2008 dollars and FTEs” were adjusted downward using a factor that accounts for the Authorized Settlement (they were multiplied by 0.9833).   
3. The “Settlement-Adjusted Escalated 2008 dollars and FTEs” were then adjusted to account for the SoCalGas overlap service territory with SDG&E, which is outside the scope of the AMI application (they were multiplied by 0.9817).

4. The resulting “Non-SDG&E Overlap Settlement-Adjusted Escalated 2008 Dollars and FTEs” were then forecast from 2009 to 2032 in proportion to the original GRC dollars based upon estimated meter growth rates.

5. The “Forecast Non-SDG&E Overlap Settlement-Adjusted Escalated 2008 Dollars and FTEs” were then allocated by order type; Order volumes were then re-forecast by order type based upon the funds available to perform the work.

The following attachment provides a reconciliation of the applicable TY 2008 GRC orders with the benefit orders that are included in SoCalGas’ AMI business case.  Also included is a comparison of the assumptions that were used to derive the order counts.

Response to Question 5 (Continued)
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a.
SoCalGas estimates that only a percentage of Change of Account – Read Only, High Bill Investigation, and Read & Verify orders will be eliminated after AMI is deployed.  A description as to how the percentages were derived follows.

Change of Account – Read Only Orders - 40.9%

When a Customer Service Representative is able to “match” the dates of separate customer Close orders and On Turn-On orders to be worked at the same address (because one customer moves out and another customer moves in within a short time period), they are “matched” as a “Change of Account – Read Only” order.  Approximately 40.9% (247,309 of 604,566) of all Close orders worked in 2007 were “matched” with On Turn-On orders as a “Change of Account – Read Only” order.

All On Turn-On orders were eliminated in the SoCalGas AMI business case.  Because the On Turn-On orders were eliminated, only the “matching” Close orders remained to be eliminated (and quantified) as a benefit in the “Change of Account” section.  Approximately 40.9% of all Close orders were eliminated in the AMI business case.

High Bill Investigation (HBI) Orders - 20.4%

Customers commonly call SoCalGas if they believe their gas bill is too high.  Many of these calls result in HBI orders that require a visit to the customer premise to investigate the cause.  Sometimes the field representative discovers the cause was that the meter reader simply did not read the meter correctly, resulting in an inaccurate bill.  Approximately 20.4% (7,699 of 37,747) of all HBI orders worked by field personnel in 2006 and 2007 were caused by a meter reader error.  Because AMI technology will eliminate human error, SoCalGas estimates that approximately 20.4% of fielded HBI orders will be eliminated.

Read & Verify Orders - 2.8%

Read & Verify orders are issued for a variety of reasons including, but not limited to: “Close if Vacant”, “Usage on Closed Meter”, “Soft Close 180 Days”, “Soft Close Usage”, “Usage on Off Non-Pay Meter”, “Verify Address”, “Verify Meter Number”, “Verify Name”, “Verify Reason for Increased Usage”, “Verify Reason for Decreased Usage”, “Secure Appliance Data”, “Verify Heating Only”, “Read Meter”, etc.  

Response to Question 5 (Continued)

Approximately 2.8% of the TY 2008 GRC authorized Read & Verify orders will be eliminated based on the number of 2007 Read & Verify orders that were issued exclusively for a service person to read a meter.  With SoCalGas AMI, these “Read Meter” orders will not occur because the AMI system will provide a meter read.  Approximately 97.2% of all Read & Verify orders (those that require field personnel investigate usage, verify a meter number, verify a premise is vacant, etc.) will continue to be worked.

Response Prepared by:  Jim Guillet, Jose Pech, Mark L. Serrano

Question 6:
Please confirm that the assumptions concerning the number and type of employees that will work in the Project Management Office are contained in workpapers supporting Chapter III entitled a) “PMO Full”, Worksheet “Ref 1-3,10,13-18 PMO Ofc” and b) Chapter IV “IT Full”, Worksheet “Workpaper2-App” for full time employees and consultants involved in “System Integration” work. If additional PMO employees are contained in other workpapers and explain why the asterix contained in the Chapter III workpapers cited above is incorrect.

SoCalGas Response 6:

The assumptions concerning the number and type of employees planned to support the Project Management Office are contained in Mr. Serrano’s errata Workpapers for Chapter III.  Refer to a) Section H.1.b. Ref 1-3, 10, 13-20 Project Management Office (PMO) (CHANGED); and b) Section N. Program Support (PSS), Endpoint Deployment Data (EDD), and System Integrator (SI) Vendor Cost Comparison; 1.b. –e. Vendor #1.  Specifically, within the Vendor #1 information, the PMO and Endpoint Deployment Data and Process Management are a part of the PMO.  

The asterisk contained in the first workpaper reference mentioned above (a) correctly states that Systems Integration is not included in the PMO.  Systems Integration is an IT function and is included in Mr. Olmsted’s errata testimony and workpapers, Chapter IV Information Systems, Application Development and Integration, and AMI Technology.

Response Prepared by:  Kerry Johnson

Question 7:
Please provide the workpapers supporting the AMI “Facilities Benefits” and include the locations of the satellite parking lots mentioned in Chapter III. Further, please provide the number of additional parking lots that have been built by SoCal in the last ten years and include, 

a. The location of those parking lots, 

b. The amount of acreage of the parking lots, and 

c. Whether those parking lots were located next to rented facilities or facilities owned by SoCalGas, SEU, or its affiliates. 

SoCalGas Response 7:

Attached is a workpaper supporting the AMI satellite parking lot facilities benefits mentioned in Chapter III.  Also refer to Mr. Serrano’s errata Workpapers for Chapter III; Section I. Facilities Title Page; 1.b. Assumptions.
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SoCalGas cannot predict the specific locations where satellite parking lots will or will not be necessary.

a.- b.  SoCalGas has expanded parking lots at San Bernardino and Oxnard bases, each by less than one acre.  Recently, Yukon base was built with approximately 2 acres of parking and Murrieta base was built with over 2.5 acres of parking.

c.  The bases shown in response to (a.- b.) above are owned facilities. 

Response Prepared by:  Heidi James

Question 8:
The AMI business case analysis includes the costs for renting additional facilities for its project management office during the deployment period (Chapter III, “Full_FAC”). Please describe the plans for using the excess capacity in that rental space in 2011 as shown in the workpapers supporting its facility cost estimates. 

SoCalGas Response 8:

Should excess capacity be sufficient and feasible to sublease, that would be desirable.  

Response Prepared by:  Heidi James

Question 9:
Please provide the current number of meter reading analysts devoted to route management that were authorized in SoCalGas’ TY 2008 general rate case and include their associated labor, nonlabor, labor overhead and other associated expenses.

a. Further, for the period 2003-2007 please provide the average annual recorded costs for “reimbursable mileage” per meter reading analyst and discuss why the miles were driven.  

SoCalGas Response 9:

The actual number of meter reading analyst full time equivalents (FTEs) devoted to meter route management in 2008 were 2.5.  The associated labor, non-labor, and labor overhead costs for the 2.5 FTEs are shown in the table below.

	Category
	Meter Reading Analyst Costs

	Labor
	$145,287 
	 

	Non-Labor
	$12,752 
	 

	   Direct Subtotal
	
	$158,038 

	Vacation & Sick (actual)
	$19,545 
	 

	Other Labor Overheads
	$73,907 
	 

	   Indirect Subtotal
	 
	$93,452 

	Total
	 
	$251,490 


Notes

Labor includes direct productive labor costs

Non-labor includes employee reimbursable expenses (parking, mileage, etc), allocated office supplies, and telecommunications (pagers, cell phone) costs

Overheads include payroll taxes, pension & benefits, workers compensation, public liability/public damage, & management ICP

9.a.  
The average annual reimbursable mileage per Meter Reading Analyst is shown in the table below.  Reimbursable mileage includes travel to meetings, conferences, safety events and work locations other than an employee’s regular work site.

	Year
	Average Annual Reimbursable Mileage (per Meter Reading Analyst)

	2003
	$385

	2004
	$1,016

	2005
	$1,930

	2006
	$1,306

	2007
	$2,132

	2008
	$3,091


Response Prepared by:  Nancy Walsh

Question 10:
Please that portion of the AMI RFP that describes the requirements for ensuring the AMI system is compatible to communicate SoCalGas’ electronic pressure monitoring. Also please provide,

a. The costs quoted by vendors for ensuring the AMI system is compatible and able to communicate EPM data, 

b. The costs for converting all paper charts to EPM, and

c. Description of where the costs for converting paper charts to EPM in the AMI business case analysis. 

SoCalGas Response 10:

Confidential – submitted under the provisions of General Order 66-C and Section 583 of the Public Utilities Code, AND THE APPLICABLE NON-DISCLOSURE AGREEMENTS SIGNED BY TURN TO THIS PROCEEDING

Response Prepared by:  Rick Jefferson

Question 11:
For the recorded period 1998-2007 please provide the following information. 

a. The total number of meters on the SoCalGas system, 

b. The number of meters replaced every year, and 

c. The number of meters replaced every year that were replaced because the meter age was plus or minus 2 years of the book life of the meter.

SoCalGas Response 11:

a. The following table lists the total number of connected meters on the SoCalGas system for the recorded period of 1998-2007.

	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	5,020,642
	5,142,090
	5,192,805
	5,248,640
	5,309,720
	5,375,446
	5,449,150
	5,523,023
	5,601,356
	5,668,370


b.
The following table lists the total number of meters replaced in each year for the recorded period of 1998-2007.

	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	85,978
	76,186
	68,541
	56,992
	140,447
	175,241
	225,695
	215,747
	187,771
	192,122


c.
Meters were not replaced during the recorded period 1998-2007 because the meter age was plus or minus 2 years of the book life of the meter.  The “book life” of a gas meter is 31 years.  The following table lists the number of meters changed each year for the recorded period of 1998-2007 that were 29 years of age or older at the time of removal.  It can be seen that over the past 4 years, approximately 25% of the meters removed from service had an “in-use" life of 29 years or more.
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	3,033
	7,346
	7,287
	6,998
	16,032
	36,887
	49,188
	49,607
	52,413
	51,016


Response Prepared by:  David Howe & Cathy Chang

Question 12:
Please provide any and all studies that support the contention that AMI will allow SoCalGas to delay 8 miles of 36 inch pipeline in the San Joaquin Valley. 

SoCalGas Response 12:

SoCalGas did not perform specific studies pertaining to the potential delay of infrastructure improvements. 
Please refer to the errata Workpapers of Mr. Serrano, Chapter III Section L. Gas Transmission & Distribution Planning Title Page; 1.b. Workpaper – Bisi for the project cost calculations.

Response Prepared by:  Mark L. Serrano

Question 13:
Please explain whether--during the deployment period—new customer main and service extensions will have an AMI module installed on new meters or whether SoCalGas intends on retrofitting new meters later with an AMI module. If it intends on retrofitting new customer installations later, please provide the business case analysis justifying this strategy.

SoCalGas Response 13:

SoCalGas intends to have gas AMI meter modules factory pre-installed on new meters set for new customer main and service extensions during the deployment period.

Response Prepared by:  Mark L Serrano

Question 14:
Please explain whether SoCalGas intends on sending out customer letters notifying them of AMI deployment through the PMO office or whether letters will be send out from its existing customer communications centers. If the plan is to send out customer notification letters from its PMO office please provide the business case analysis that shows this is the most cost-effective method for sending out customer notification letters.

SoCalGas Response 14:

SoCalGas has not yet determined the organization that will be responsible for sending notification letters to customers.

Response Prepared by:  Mark L Serrano

Question 15:
Since its inception please provide the annual number of customers using the “My Account” web site to pay their bills broken into a) residential and b) small commercial customers. 

SoCalGas Response 15:

The following table provides the number of payments made by using the “My Account” web site for December year-end, years 2006 through 2008.  Please note that a customer may have more than one account; one payment may not necessarily translate into one customer.  

SoCalGas is unable to distinguish the number of payments made by residential vs. small commercial customers using the web site.

	December Year-end “My Account” Payments

	 2006*
	193,331

	2007
	305,519

	2008
	504,458


*”My Account” web site was implemented in mid-April 2006

Response Prepared by:  Mark L. Serrano

Question 16:
Please provide all rental market reports in SoCalGas’ possession issued in the last 6 months that support SoCalGas’ assumption that rental rates will increase by 4% per year from 2009-2015.

SoCalGas Response 16:

SoCalGas has not commissioned any studies in the last six months for transactions similar to the AMI PMO requirements. 

Attached are the market reports that were available at the time the costs in the SoCalGas AMI business case were developed.  
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Response Prepared by:  Heidi James

Question 17:
Please confirm that SoCalGas assumes that its AMI system will include, 

a. Unanticipated Battery Failure of 0.5%, 

b. A signal failure rate from Gas Modules of 0.5%, and 

c. Network to Module communication rate failure of 2.0%, and

d. A meter failure rate of 0.5%.
SoCalGas Response 17:

a.  SoCalGas did not explicitly assume that the AMI system will include an unanticipated battery failure rate of 0.5%.  SoCalGas estimated a meter module failure rate that includes battery failures as well as failures due to other causes.  SoCalGas included within its business case the costs associated with a 0.5% gas AMI meter module failure rate for the first 16 years with slightly elevated failure rates in years 17-20 (0.75% annual failure rate in years 17 & 18; 1.0% annual failure rate in years 19 & 20).  

b.  SoCalGas did not explicitly assume there will be a signal failure rate from gas AMI meter modules of 0.5%.  The SoCalGas AMI system requirements are stated in terms of successful data transmission over a period of time.  (The system is to provide a minimum of 98.5% of all cumulative volume data for 98.5% of all gas meters by 8:00 AM of the next day.  Furthermore, the system is to provide a minimum of 99.5% of all cumulative volume data for 99.5% of all gas meters within three days).  
The AMI technology vendors apply different approaches to satisfying the SoCalGas requirements in this area.  Generally speaking, gas AMI meter modules are programmed to make several transmissions per day to meet the transmission success requirements specified in the SoCalGas AMI Technology RFP.

c.  SoCalGas did not explicitly assume that its network-to-module communication rate failure will be 2.0%.  SoCalGas did not specify its AMI technology would need to achieve a specific network-to-module communication success rate.
d.  SoCalGas did not need to assume a meter failure rate in its business case analysis.  SoCalGas does not foresee any incremental meter failures due to an AMI implementation.

In some places within the SoCalGas business case work papers, “Module Failures” are labeled as “Meter Failures”.  This may have caused some confusion (example: TAB “Meter Counts – FULL” within the Global Assumptions – 2008 February - 6 MM Meters.xls worksheet; Line 317 refers to Meters - AMI Meter Failures - Stand Alone Solution.   Although the frequency is applied to meter counts, the reference is to “Modules” that fail (based on a percentage of meters with modules).  SoCalGas did not intend to indicate or imply a gas “Meter” would fail.
Response Prepared by:  Mark L Serrano

_1298361837.xls
Facilities Workpaper

		SoCalGas AMI A.08-09-023

		TURN Data Reqeust DR-05; Question 7 Attachment

		Satellite Parking Assumptions Workpaper

				Acreage				2.5

				Square Foot (SF) per Acre				43,560

				SF Converted				108,900

				Land Cost per SF (Urban)				$   50

				Site Improvements Cost per SF				$   19

				(Asphalt, lights, landscaping, security, fencing, gate, demolish existing structures, architect/engineer, internal labor, permits)

								Per SF		Total

				Land cost				$   50		$   5,445,000

				Hard costs for improvements				$   19		$   2,069,100

				100 cars per acre metric on average for small vehicles including circulation at 30%

				Small vehicle SF requirement per unit (not large trucks)				300 to 500
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_1298554424.xls
GRC Order Reconciliation

		SoCalGas AMI A.08-09-023

		TURN Data Request DR - 05, Question 5 Attachment

		GRC to AMI Reconciliation

						2008 ORDERS *						GRC		GRC		2008 AMI BENEFIT				2008 AMI BENEFIT DOLLARS

						TY2008 GRC		% Reduction		AMI Benefit		On Premise		On & Off Premise		Total Hours		Total FTES		In 2005 $'s		GRC Settlement		Escalated		SDG&E Overlap

						Forecast Orders		Due to AMI		Orders		Time		Time						260		Adjustment		To 2008 $'s		Adjustment

		Category								Off Premise Time				9.96								0.9833		1.0705		0.9817

		Change of Account

				Not Entered		772,536		100%		772,536		4.77		14.74		189,760		91		$5,749,881		$5,653,858		$6,052,662		$5,941,898

				Read Only		666,983		40.91%		272,842		3.70		13.67		62,140		30		$1,882,888		$1,851,444		$1,982,039		$1,945,767

		Total Change of Account				1,439,520				1,045,378		4.27		14.24		251,900		121		$7,632,769		$7,505,302		$8,034,700		$7,887,665

		HBI														0

				Entered		16,095				3,283		39.66		49.62		2,715		1		$82,264		$80,890		$86,596		$85,011

				Not Entered		9,308				1,899		15.55		25.51		807		0.4		$24,462		$24,054		$25,751		$25,279

				Other		125				25		24.13		34.09		14		0.01		$437		$430		$460		$452

		Total HBI				25,528		20.40%		5,207		30.64		40.60		3,537		2		$107,164		$105,374		$112,807		$110,743

		Read/Verify														0

				Load Survey - Res		12,436				0		36.15		46.11		0		0		$0		$0		$0		$0

				Read Only		798				0		19.18		29.14		0		0		$0		$0		$0		$0

				Verify		76,589				4,180		9.32		19.29		1,344		1		$40,711		$40,031		$42,855		$42,071

				Verify - Soft Close		56,405				0		8.27		18.23		0		0		$0		$0		$0		$0

		Total Read Verify				146,227		2.86%		4,180		12.00		21.96		1,344		1		$40,711		$40,031		$42,855		$42,071

										0						0

		Total				1,611,275				1,054,765						256,781		123		$7,780,644		$7,650,707		$8,190,362		$8,040,478

		Incomplete

				Incomplete - (Percent of Total Orders)				3.37%		35,532		8.71		18.67		11,058		5		$335,056		$329,461		$352,700		$346,246

		Total Orders with Incompletes								1,090,297						267,838		129		$8,115,701		$7,980,168		$8,543,062		$8,386,724

		Add: Miscellaneous Time				Allowed Minutes				2005 Avg.

				Other 074						1.60%						4,274		2		$129,519		$127,356		$136,339		$133,844

				Standby						2.08%						5,573		3		$168,859		$166,039		$177,751		$174,498

				AM/PM		34		min		7.08%				34.00		18,972		9		$574,862		$565,262		$605,134		$594,060

				Breaks		30		min		6.25%				30.00		16,740		8		$507,231		$498,761		$533,941		$524,170

		Total Other Productive Charges														45,559		22		$1,380,471		$1,357,417		$1,453,165		$1,426,572

		Grand Total														313,397		151		$9,496,171		$9,337,585		$9,996,227		$9,813,296

		* Orders presented on reconciliation document are the benefit order types included in SoCalGas AMI business case.  Other order types not impacted by AMI but forecast for in the GRC are not included.
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Assumptions

		SoCalGas AMI A.08-09-023

		TURN Data Request DR-05; Question 5 Attachment

		TY 2008 GRC Assumptions Compared to SoCalGas AMI Business Case Assumptions

								On Premise Minutes				Off Premise Minutes				Miscellaneous Time Minutes %

								GRC		AMI		GRC		AMI		GRC		AMI

				Change of Account

						Not Entered		4.77		4.77		9.96				17.01%

						Read Only		3.70		3.70

				High Bill Investigation				30.64		30.64

				Read & Verify				9.32		9.32
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Despite the commercial real estate market
experiencing a very challenging capital market
environment, the Los Angeles market still exhibits
the market fundamentals of an attractive investment.
Though there has been upward pressure on
cap rates of roughly 50-70 basis points and
downward pressure on pricing, which currently
has fallen between 10-15%, the Los Angeles
market contfinues to have a very low vacancy rate
met with appreciating lease rates. The declining

MarketView

Los Angeles Office
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month to an unprecedented 10% of their total assets
as bargains become ever more present.

There is no doubt that the pace of leasing activity
has decreased this quarter with a noticeable
decrease in demand. The vacancy rate in Greater
Los Angeles has increased by nearly a half of
a percentage point, which has resulted in a
substantial negative net absorption of nearly five
hundred thousand square feet. Despite this, lease

Construction 2.9m t t values in office product should be met next year by rates in the region have increased to a new record

a continual influx of foreign investment capital that of $2.84 per square foot. It is difficult to see

* The arrows are trend indicators over the specified time period and continues to be fed by the whether upwa rd pressures on
do not represent a positive or negative value. (e.g., absorption could .

be negative, but sfll epresent o positive frend over a specied low cost of the American rents made by landlords can

Eatoc) dollar. While significant be compensated by present

projects and buildings, demand driven downward

HOT TOPICS such as Union Bank Plaza [nye_ytmgntdc[jyljy wz/[plck up n tbg by fluctuations in the

* Overall tenant velocity is down though

market fundamentals are still quite strong.

* Lease rates continue to be af record highs.

* Pricing has fallen 10-15%, to the levels
seen in 2006.

in Downtown Los Angeles,
have been taken off the
market due to depreciating
pricing, it is expected that
investment activity will pick
up in the coming year as
timidity subsides to an
increase in bargain shoppers. It should be noted
that these buyers will be much more conservative
in their purchasing as underwriting has become
an arduous task; though nowhere near as difficult
as other markets in Southern California. Less
leveraged investment entities remain active players
in the market. CALPERS, the largest US Pension

coming year as timidity subsides to an

increase in bargain shoppers.

unemployment rate. Due to
recent changes in the economy
and capital markets, tenants
are becoming increasingly
diligent and cautious about
space requirements and more
creative with space usage.
This creativity has stifled the significant organic
growth that has drastically reduced the vacancy
rates over previous quarters. Though the Los
Angeles market can not rest on it laurels of historical
exuberance, any changes in market fundaments
brought by downward movements in the economy
should dwarf those seen in tertiary markets.

Fund, increased their real estate holdings this past

9.2%
$2.90

Disclaimer: In an effort to maintain an
accurate representation of the marketplace,
our West Los Angeles inventory was adjusted
over the 1st and 2nd quarters of 2007. Due s
to this change, the base, number and square 1

footage of buildings for the past five previous .

quarters have been adjusted to match the s

current base. Availability and Vacancy
$2.00
S
§1.50
N
N
9075
5050

figures for those buildings have also been
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Net Vacancy Net Under Average Asking

Los Angeles Office Rentable Area Rate Absorption Construction Lease Rate

Sub-market SF SF S/SF/MTH
,,,,,,,,,,,, Ti-Cities/Glendale 2489295 77% (o) 9827 9306
,,,,,,,,,,,, Downfown losAngeles 31070666 8% w5 - %89
,,,,,,,,,,,, Hollywood/Wilshire Coridor 18676777 81%  (52006) - %245
,,,,,,,,,,,, SonFemando Valley 24313419 B8% (245458 783098 %257
,,,,,,,,,,,, Son Gobriel Valley 12584572 A8% 5% Sy 244
,,,,,,,,,,,, SothBoy 888 185% 208697 - %16
____________ WestlosAngeles 46620245  63% 3598 591848 4L
____________ los Angeles County Torol 189340837 92%  (413067) 289345 %190
____________ Vento 10236274 4% (77348 269 211

Greater Los Angeles Area Total 199 577,111 9.3% (490,415) 3,566,084 $2.84

MARKET OUTLOOK

Economic uncertainty has undoubtedly shaken up the market fundamentals in the Los Angeles region. For the first time in quite a

long time there is a strong perception of timidity in buyers and lessees. What has been perceived as a downturn in the market also
presents itself as an opportunity as buyers now have the ability to purchase properties at rates not seen since 2006. More conservative
underwriting brought by the sub-prime fallout has been matched by favorable interest rates and substantial foreign capital, which
could buoy pricing in the coming year. Overall, Los Angeles still has a very low vacancy rate with appreciating lease rates, which

creates more of an opportunity and not a risk.

Los Angeles NN  53%

UNEMPLOYMENT RATE California Wl 56%
us HE 50%
52% » The unemployment rate in Los Angeles County continued to increase moderately

this quarter to 5.3%, on the cusp of drawing recessionary concerns. This resulted
from a significant level of downsizing in firms affected by the sub-prime fallout,

50% »
especially concentrated in the San Fernando Valley. Though this should draw
48% » some concern, the overall local economy is strong and continues to be fueled
by exports that are being purchased with a weak American Dollar. As well,
L% - the unemployment rate of Los Angeles County remains significantly below the
state average.
i According to CBRE/Torto Wheaton Research, job growth is projected to continue
on a moderate pace in the coming year, as the overall United States GDP
A%~ continues to increase at a stable 2-2.5%. Consequently, what has been called
o a downshift in the economy should not develop into a stall.
3.8% »

06Q4 07Q1 07Q2 08Q3 07Q4

Source: California Economic Development Department, US.
U.S. Bureau of Labor Stafistics
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In Millions of SF

% Vacancy/Availability

VACANCY RATES / LA COUNTY Vacangy - 9.2%

AVERAGE ASKING LEASE RATES / LA COUNTY

Lease Rate . 5290

9.5%

9.0%

8.5%

8.0%

10.0%
0604

07Q1 07Q2 0703 0704

The vacancy rate for Los Angeles County increased as expected this
quarter from 8.84% to 9.18%. It should be noted that this moderate
increase of less than a half of a percentage point on a direct basis
does not reflect the increase of sublease availability seen from recent
business contraction.

The most substantial increase in vacancy was seen in the Tri-Cities
and San Fernando Valley market, where the perspective vacancy
rates increased by 32% and 18%. This has been attributed to the high
concentration of firms that are in the financial services sector, which
have been the most affected by the recent changes in the capital
markets. The highest vacancy rates have been observed in the South
Bay at 13.5%, though they are continuing on a downward trend. The
lowest vacancy continues to be San Gabriel Valley at 4.85%.

Rate in $/SF/Month

$2.70

$2.60

$2.50

$2.40

$2.30

$2.20

$2.10

$2.90 |
0703 0704

0604 07a1 0702

Despite increases in vacancy, lease rates continue to not only hold but
increase in many of the stronger markets in Los Angeles County. For
instance, despite the substantial increase in vacancy in the Tri-Cities
market, asking lease rates increased by $.03 per square foot. Despite a
reduction in activity, landlords are still betting that demand will remain
strong in Los Angeles County in the coming year.

Overall, lease rates for Los Angeles increased from $2.80 per square
foot to $2.90 per square foot, an increase of 3.5%, which per annum
is still above current rent increases. The most likely result of these rent
increases will be more creative use of space to minimize the space
needs of the companies.

CONSTRUCTION / LA COUNTY Construction SF (in Millions) M 2.89 NET ABSORPTION / LA COUNTY Absorption SF in Millons) I 413,067
15
30
1
25
I
20 £
S
25
15
]‘0 I I | . l
05 -5
0604 o7 0702 0703 0704 0604 07Q1 0702 0703 0704

The increase level of construction does draw concern for the health of
tenant demand in the future. Currently, over 2.9 Million square feet
of construction exists in Los Angeles County, an increase of nearly 1
Million square feet from the previous quarter. The most significant
developments have begun construction in the Tri-Cities and San
Gabriel Valley markets.

Much of rental appreciation in the recent past has been attributed to
the lack of new supply. While the increase in development is indicative
of investor confidence in the Los Angeles County market; if present
economic conditions turned in the region, it could have a negative
impact on tenant demand. This would be similar to the current
conditions in Orange County, which suffers from very little velocity
and a pipeline of substantial new development.

© 2007 CB Richard Ellis, Inc.

As expected, the minimal increase in vacancy this quarter has resulted
in negative net absorption of -413,067 square feet. Most notably,
continuing the trend seen last quarter, a substantial portion of the
negative net absorption was from Class A product, about 437,000
square feet. It appears that there is greater price elasticity for higher
end product as a greater number of tenants are moving towards Class
B product as a result of ever increasing lease rates. Due to this greater
demand, lease rates for Class B product are beginning to increase at
a greater pace than Class A.

As a result of the substantial increase in vacancy, the greatest level of
negative absorption for Los Angeles County was in the Tri-Cities market
and most notably Pasadena, which accounted for over -270,000

square feet of net absorption.
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TOP LOS ANGELES LEASE TRANSACTIONS

Location Tenant Size (Sq. Ft.)
Downtown Los Angeles Sheppard Mullin 175,201
Westlake Village Move.com 137,762
Calabasas IXIA 84,124
Century City McDermott Will & Emery LLP 81,230
Torrance Computax 67,528
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LOCAL OFFICES

LOS ANGELES CENTRAL ONTARIO

500 Citadel Drive, Suite 301 4141 Inland Empire Blvd., Suite 100
Commerce, California 90040 Ontario, California 91764
323.838.3100 909.418.2000

BEVERLY HILLS

1840 Century Park East, Suite 700
Los Angeles, California 90067
310.550.2500

SOUTH BAY/MID-COUNTIES
990 West 190th Street, Suite 100
Torrance, California 90502
310.516.2300

VENTURA COUNTY OFFICE
771 East Daily Drive, Suite 300
Camarillo, CA 93010

805.642.7500

CORONA

391 N. Main St., Suite 201
Corona, CA 92880
909.256.2020

LOS ANGELES DOWNTOWN SANTA BARBARA

355 South Grand Ave, Suite 2700 1332 Anacapa Street, Suite 110
Los Angeles, California 90071 Santa Barbara, California 93101
213.613.3242 805.963.6100

INDIAN WELLS

74-770 Highway 111, Suite 101
Indian Wells, California 92210
760.341.5273

LOS ANGELES NORTH

10 Universal City Plaza, Suite 2700
Universal City, California 91608
818.502.6700

SANTA FE SPRINGS

10350 Heritage Park Drive, Suite 100
Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670
562.946.1541
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© Copyright 2007 (B Richard Ellis (CBRE) Statistics contained herein may represent a different data set than that used to generate National Vacancy and Availability Index statistics published by
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AVERAGE ASKING LEASE RATE:

A calculated average that only includes monthly full service
gross lease rates, weighted by their corresponding square
footage. Excludes sub-lease space.

GROSS LEASES:

Includes all lease types whereby the landlord assumes
responsibility for most, or all, of the operating expenses
and faxes for the property.

MARKET COVERAGE:

Includes all class A and B multi-tenant office projects
30,000 square feet and greater in size for Los Angeles
County and 10,000 square feet and larger for Ventura
County, excluding government, medical, and owner-user
buildings.

NET ABSORPTION:
The change in Occupied Square Feet from one period to
the next.

NET RENTABLE AREA (NRA):

The gross building square footage minus the elevator
core, flues, pipe shafts, vertical ducts, balconies and
stairwell areas.

OCCUPIED SQUARE FEET:
NRA not considered vacant.

UNDER CONSTRUCTION:
Buildings which have begun construction as evidenced by
site excavation or foundation work.

VACANCY RATE:
Vacant Square Feet divided by the NRA.

VACANT SQUARE FEET:
NRA which is ready for occupancy within 30 days.

LOS ANGELES COUNTY:

Includes Tri-Cities/Glendale, Downtown Los Angeles,
Hollywood/Wilshire Corridor, San Fernando Valley,
San Gabriel Valley, South Bay and West Los Angeles.

GREATER LOS ANGELES:
Includes Los Angeles County plus Ventura County.

Susan L. Bloomfield

Research Manager

355 South Grand Avenue, Suite 2700
Los Angeles CA 90071
T:213.613.3329 | F: 213.613.3005
susan.l.bloomfield@cbre.com
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HISTORICAL VACANCY AND LEASE RATES
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4Q 07 Vacancy Rate s 9.32%

500 20%
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400 Tri-Cit South
TiCiies  (ADT  Holpwood SFV SOV S WestlA  Ventura Gondg AT Hollood SV SOV SR West LA Ventua
Glendale Bay
Direct Vacancy Rate Average Asking Lease Rate (psf)
Market Areas 4th Qtr 07 3rd Qir 07 4th Qtr 06 4th Qtr 07 3rd Qir 07 4th Qir 06
Tri-Cities/Glendale 7.72% 5.82% 5.91% 30.81% $3.06 $3.03 $§2.59 18.27%
Downtown Los Angeles 13.22% 13.41% 14.33% 1.77% $2.89 $2.81 $2.56 13.07%
Hollywood/Wilshire Corridor 8.05% 7.78% 6.82% 18.15% $2.45 S2.47 $2.27 7.69%
San Femnando Valley 8.77% 7.44% 7.51% 16.79% $2.57 $2.61 $2.30 11.49%
San Gabriel Valley 4.85% 4.29% 4.88% -0.67% $2.44 $2.39 $2.24 8.93%
South Bay 13.51% 14.17% 13.70% -1.38% $2.16 $2.09 $1.88 14.96%
West Los Angeles 6.31% 6.20% 5.67% 11.26% $4.43 $4.15 §3.17 39.76%
Los Angeles County Total 9.21% 8.84% 8.76% 5.07% $2.90 $2.80 $2.34 24.05%
Ventura 11.45% 9.95% 10.39% 10.19% YA $2.24 $2.02 4.46%
Greater Los Angeles Area Total 9.32% 8.90% 8.84% 5.45% $2.84 $2.76 $2.31 22.85%
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SOCALGAS AMI A.08-09-023
TURN DATA REQUEST DR-05 Question 1 Attachment

SCG Meter Reading Workforce
Analysis

Cost Analysis of Full-
time versus Part-time
Meter Readers

December 2004
D

Meter Reader FT vs PT





SOCALGAS AMI A.08-09-023
TURN DATA REQUEST DR-05 Question 1 Attachment

Base Assumptions
-

e Approximately 5.4 MM meters or 12,400
routes are read each month

e Growth of 1.3% or 70,000 meters per year

e All FT Meter Readers have Company
vehicles

e PT Meter Reader vehicles are limited to 2004
levels (582 for all Meter Reading)

Meter Reader FT vs PT
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TURN DATA REQUEST DR-05 Question 1 Attachment

Workforce Assumptions

e No difference iIn MR Clerks and MR Techs

with FT or PT workforce. (Workload remains
the same for both.)

e 1less FTE in FT scenario for Meter Reading
HR Specialist

e 1 less Meter Reading Supervisor in FT

scenario. (Geographical base locations and
distances prevents further reductions.)

e 6 less MR Field Instructors in FT scenario

Meter Reader FT vs PT
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Hours Available for Work
« /7

e FT- 2088 hours per year with 6.75 hours/day
reading meters

e PT- approximately 1560 hours per year
(hours/day reading varies)

e Requires 1 Saturday read day at overtime
pay rates for FT and PT scenarios

Meter Reader FT vs PT
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Wage Rate Assumptions
-

e NoO escalation applied
e \Wages based on current (3" Qtr) 2004 rates
e All costs in 2004 dollars

Meter Reader FT vs PT
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Turnover and New Hires
« "7

e Only external turnover considered

e Annual FT turnover estimate of 70, requiring
83 new hires per year (based on 2004
SDG&E FT external turnover, adjusted for
SCG) — see note

e Annual PT turnover estimate of 236,
requiring 281 new hires per year (based on
2004 SCG PT external turnover) — see note

Meter Reader FT vs PT





Headcount and Labor Costs
« /7

e FT scenario — 489 Meter Readers needed

to complete meter routes at a labor cost of
~$17.1 MM

e PT scenario — 958 Meter Readers needed
to complete meter routes at a labor cost of
~$14.3 MM

Meter Reader FT vs PT
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TURN DATA REQUEST DR-05 Question 1 Attachment

Headcount (continued)

e Additional non-route reading work (ROs, MPQOs, etc.)
Increases headcount & costs by:

14 FT Meter Readers
22 PT Meter Readers

Labor cost of approximately $851 K (unloaded) for either
scenario as work is done by Meter Readers at the same wage
rate.

Non-labor costs increase by approximately $9k for FT and $45
K for PT (primarily reimbursable mileage)

Meter Reader FT vs PT
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Indirect Overheads or Adders
« /7

e Labor Overheads
— Payroll Tax
-~ Pension & Benefits

e Other Overheads
- A&G
-~ NLB associated to Direct Labor
- Merit & ICP for Management

Meter Reader FT vs PT
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TURN DATA REQUEST DR-05 Question 1 Attachment

Direct Non-labor Costs
« "/ /7

e Non-labor costs for PT scenario are
approximately $1 MM more than FT costs

- Primarily due to reimbursable mileage costs due to
workforce exceeding the number of fleet vehicles

- New hire equipment costs, travel for training and
meter reading system related costs (Handheld M/L,
cases & batteries, etc) increase in the PT scenario

- Employment advertising increase with greater
number of new hires (see note)

Meter Reader FT vs PT
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TURN DATA REQUEST DR-05 Question 1 Attachment

HR Costs per Hire
c

e $682/new hire — based on 2002-2004 costs (HR and
Meter Reading) for 2,174 new hires

- HR portion = $371 (includes HR labor costs,
background checks, physical exam, drug screen,
& aptitude testing)

- Meter Reading portion = $311 (includes 1-2 FTEs
Meter Reading labor assisting HR and advertising
COStSs)

e FT scenario — assumes no Meter Reading labor
assistance for 83 new hires

e PT scenario —assumes 1 FTE from Meter Reading
for 281 new hires

Meter Reader FT vs PT
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Fleet Costs
« /]

e Avg. monthly Fleet cost per vehicle is $337
with overheads

e Difference in number of fleet vehicles for all
meter reading work is 30 less for FT scenario
— spread across SCG territory

e Vehicle difference between scenarios does
not impact automotive facilities (garages)

Meter Reader FT vs PT
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Workers’ Compensation Meter Reading
Costs

e Incurred liability for claims range between $540 K
and $1.94 MM per year for Claims occurring in the

1995 to 2003 period (note a % of claims are still open for 2004
and other recent years).

e Average FT Meter Reader claim incurred liability =
$8,785.

e Average PT Meter Reader claim incurred liability =
$7,203.

Note: Incurred liability is the paid amount and estimate of future
costs to be paid over remaining years the claim is open.

Meter Reader FT vs PT
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Workers’ Compensation Meter Reading
Costs

e 100% FT Meter Reader scenario:

- Estimated claims per year = 167 (based on historical
data)

- Estimated cost impact per year = $1,463 K

e 100% PT Meter Reader scenario:

- Estimated claims per year = 164 (based on historical
data)

- Estimated cost impact per year = $1,178 K

Meter Reader FT vs PT
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Workers ‘Compensation Meter Reading
Costs (cont.)

e If Injury Is the same severity, FT claim costs
tend to be higher than PT claims due to
higher average weekly wage.

e Potential significant variability per claim due
to severity of injury.

e FT Meter Reader claims tend to be more
severe due to frequency of repetitive motion
Injuries

Meter Reader FT vs PT
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Liability & Property Damage Claims
Costs

e 2003 Meter Reading claims costs = $162 K,
($85 K pertain to 2 significant claims)

e 2004 Meter Reading claims costs through
July = $35 K

e Excluding significant claims, the average
annual cost for Meter Reading claims is
approximately $73 K for either scenario

Meter Reader FT vs PT
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Summary of FT & PT Costs — Reading Only

Meter Reading High Level O&C Analysis - 100% FT vs. 100% PT
(2004 dollars - in thowsands of dollars)

Meter Reading only ~ Headcnt 100% FT - Headcnt 100% PT Mates
Labor
MR Clerks (FT) 20 $1.044.1 20 $1044.1
MR Techs (FT) 49 $2 675 IZII 49 $2pB750
Meter Readers (routes only) 489 3171428 958 $143458 182
Menw Hire Traiming cost (13 days) £129.6 346 3I&4
Mon-hgt Total 558 §20991.5] 1027 §18379.5
Staff & Admin a9 654 4 9 $554 4
MRdg HR Specialists 0 0.0 1 $00 3 &4
Supemvisors 24 $1.4188 25 $1.484 4
Field Instructors B $336 5 12 6280
tdanagement Total i) $2 4097 47 $2 826.8
Direct Labor Total 597 §23401.2) 1074 $21 2063
Hon-Labor
Mon=Mgt costs excluding
Reimbursable Mileage $400.4 $HE7T B
Employment Advartising $35 $118
Reim. Mileage estimated costs $0.00 $I7 5
Magt/MRdg system NLB costs $§=0a8.7 B85
Direct WLE Total $9126 19255
Overheads [(2004)
Payroll Tax OH 7.5% 17528 $153584
PLE OH (see balow for W) 27% $5 7997 $1.4792
ARG 5% $1,1958 $1)0836
MonLabor associated to Dir Lbr Yanes 779 6553
Automotive (non Affiliate) see below see below
Mygmt MeritACP 19% $464 5] 5447
Indiract Total $0.091.7 $5.391.3
Total MTR RDG O&C Costs $34,305.5 523,523.1| Diff= $5782.4
Estimated Other Dept Costs
Instructor at Pico - FTE % 0.33 $4231 100 $1281
HR Employment - & new hires a3 $308 281 104 3 7
‘Workers Compensation claims $1.462.7 LI | |
Claims (WMWVA & Property damage) $732 $732 10
Automotive (Fleet) - #vehicles 83 $2174.1 282 $23519 546
[Estimated Costs from her Depts $3.783.0] $3,835.2]

[ Total $38,088.6 $32,358.3|Diff=  $5.730.3






SOCALGAS AMI A.08-09-023
TURN DATA REQUEST DR-05 Question 1 Attachment

Summary of FT & PT Costs — All Work

Meter Reading High Level O&C Analysis - 100% FT vs. 100% PT (All Work)

{2004 dolizrs - in thowsahds of dollars)

Meter Reading only ~ Headcnt 100% FT ~ Headcnt 100% PT Motes
Labor
MB Clerks (FT) 20 §1,044.1 20 §1,0441
MR Techs (FT) 49 F2675.0 49 ¥2B75.0
teter Readers (all work) 503 517 9948 980 151903 1 &2
Mew Hire Training cost (13 days) $129.6 §5146 384
Mor-hgt Total 572 F21.843.5 1049 §19.224.0
Staff & Admin 9 fB54 .4 9 fB54 4
MRdy HR Specialists o $0.0 1 $600 3 &4
Supenisors 24 $1.418.8 28 51,484 4
Field Instructars =] $336.5 12 628.0
Management Total 39 2 4097 47 $2 5268
Direct Labor Tatal B11 F24 25320 1096 §22.050.8
MNon-Labor
Mon-Mugt costs excluding
Reimbursable Mileage $409.3 5966
Employment Advertising 3.5 $11.8
Reim. Mileage estimated costs $0.0 6705
Mot/hRdg systern MLE costs a0g.7 6085
Direct MLE Tatal 9215 §1.967.5
Owverheads (2004}
Payroll Tax OH 75% 18166 15516
P&E OH (see below for WC) 27% $5,029.1 51,4792
ARG 5% £1,239.3 §1,126.8
MonLabor associated to Dir Lbr “aries $803.9 57195
Autornative (non Affiliate) see below see below
Mot Merit/ICP 19% F464.3 o447
Indirect Tatal 10,3528 ¥ 5218
Total MTR RDG O&C Costs $35,527.5 $29,540.1| Diff= $5,9874
Estimated Other Dept Costs
Instructor at Pico - FTE % 0.33 5423 1.00 51281
HRE Employrment - # new hires o3 305 281 §104.3 7
Workers Compensation claims B1 4627 N I 11
Claims (WA & Property damage) 5732 §73.2 10
Autornotive (Fleet) - #vehicles 552 §2230.7 582 F23519 586
[Estimated Costs from Other Depts $3.839.6 $3.835.2|
| Total $39,367.1 $33,375.3|Diff=  $5.991.8
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Conclusions FT vs. PT

Direct labor cost is $2.2 MM qgreater with FT vs. PT
Overheads are about $4.8 MM greater with FT vs. PT
Direct non-labor cost is $1.0 MM less with FT vs. PT

Other department costs (HR, Fleet, Workers Comp.,
Claims, Training) are about $4K greater with FT vs.
PT

The net FT cost scenario is $6.0 MM greater than PT

Meter Reader FT vs PT
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Projected 10 Year Scenario
Remote Automated Meter Reading

e Assume 10% RAMR implementation
— Approximately 580,000 RAMR meters
e Annual savings after 10% implementation
- 100% FT- $3.3 MM per year by Yr 10
- 100% PT- $2.4 MM per year by Yr 10
e Total 10 year savings
- 100% FT- $19.5 MM
- 100% PT- $14.4 MM
e Cost to achieve of $20-25 MM (581,355 * $40).

Meter Reader FT vs PT
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