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addition to the continuation of ongoing administrative activities, SoCalGas also proposed 1 

prudent enhancements and funding for the associated supporting budgets.   2 

First, SoCalGas proposes expansion of its enrollment process by allowing live CARE 3 

enrollment through CSR Enrollment when customers call to establish service, make payment 4 

arrangements, or payment extensions.  This new method of approving customers is projected to 5 

increase participation and will address the barrier of enrolling hard-to-reach, limited literacy, and 6 

visually impaired customers.11  TURN supported SoCalGas’ request to include funding for 7 

CARE enrollment by CSRs in its CARE administrative budgets “because of the demonstrated 8 

efficacy of this enrollment method and the convenience for customers.”12 9 

Second, “PEV” communications can be strengthened to aid in increasing the response 10 

rate.  SoCalGas plans to simplify and enhance the layout of PEV forms to ease the perceived 11 

burden of completing the process.  Detailed PEV information is proposed to be added to the 12 

SoCalGas.com website including a Frequently Asked Questions (“FAQ”) section. Additionally, 13 

a second PEV application is planned be mailed to customers who have not responded within 45 14 

days to the initial PEV request.13   15 

Third, SoCalGas plans to redesign CARE forms to consolidate the variances in the 16 

existing forms.  This will help fine-tune the scanning process and Optical Character Recognition 17 

(“OCR”), and paperless content management archiving of all applications.14  18 

Fourth, enrollment through the SoCalGas.com web site can be streamlined for the 19 

customer, whereby, once the account number is entered and verified, the customer’s name and 20 

address will automatically populate.15    21 

                                                      
11 SoCalGas CARE Testimony page 10, lines 13-14 
12 TURN testimony (Goodson) page 26, lines 12-14 
13 SoCalGas CARE Testimony page 11, lines 9-11 
14 SoCalGas CARE Testimony page 10, lines 16-21 & page 11, lines 1-4 
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implementation of system changes to comply with regulatory mandates, and to improve program 1 

participation and operational efficiencies as discussed in the new proposals section.  The 2 

proposed funding represents a $6.4 million reduction compared to authorized expenses for the 3 

prior 2012 – 2014 program cycle, but an increase of approximately $0.4 million compared to 4 

actual expenses.  The proposed budget is based on a forecast of funding needs to support 5 

ongoing systems and new initiatives. 6 

The projected IT/Programming costs by year are $912,906 for PY2015; $791,085 for 7 

PY2016; and $670,020 for PY2017.  As indicated in SoCalGas’ Prepared Direct Testimony, it is 8 

estimated that 4.5 Full Time Equivalent (“FTE”) employees are needed to preserve the 9 

complexities of the recertification and PEV rules in the system and integrity of the CARE 10 

database, maintain the existing communication methods, both to and from customers, execute the 11 

assistance data exchanging and leveraging, provide support to form enhancements, and to 12 

support performing CSR enrollments.  Based on planned activities for 2015-2017, 4.5 FTEs is 13 

not a sufficient workforce to maintain the CARE system within SoCalGas’ Customer 14 

Information System (“CIS”) and to carry out all new CARE proposals; additional resources will 15 

be needed.  In addition to SoCalGas’ FTEs.  SoCalGas is proposing supplemental labor resources 16 

of $467,000, $333,000, and $200,000 in PY 2015, PY2016, and PY2017, respectively.  17 

Supplemental labor resources by third-party contractors/consultants are necessary to support new 18 

initiatives – implementation of the CSR phone enrollment of customers and for the formation 19 

and design of a mobile-friendly CARE application that allows unencumbered enrollment on 20 

mobile devices plus My Account and CIS system integration.  The former two enhancements 21 

proposed for implementation in 2016 and thererefore are the primary reason for the cost decrease 22 

from 2015 to 2016 and 2017.  23 
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Table 1 below shows SoCalGas’ IT Programing budget by SoCalGas empoyees and 1 

supplemental resources.    2 

Table 1 - SoCalGas Proposed IT Programming Budget for 2015-2017 
2015 2016 2017 Total 

Labor – 
Direct/Indirect 

446,239 457,752 470,020 1,374,010 

Supplemental 
Work Force 

466,667 333,333 200,000 1,000,000 

Total 912,906 791,085 670,020 2,374,010 

B. TURN’s Justification for Using An Alternative Forecasting Approach Is 3 
Flawed 4 

TURN views SoCalGas as over-forecasting in the last Application, and questions its 5 

budget proposal reliability.17  Thus TURN recommends that the Commission uses recorded 6 

historical costs as a reasonable basis for funding IT Programming in the current cycle.  This 7 

conclusion is based on the assertion that “SoCalGas spent less than a third of its request in 2012 8 

and 2013, and just 61% in 2014, while undertaking these necessary enhancements, as well as 9 

regular, on-going IT maintenance.”18 10 

TURN’s analysis of under spending relative to forecasted needs is incorrect.   SoCalGas 11 

had an organizational structure change in 2012, moving from a shared services structure, 12 

leveraging certain SoCalGas and SDG&E staff, to a structure where IT support is now provided 13 

solely by SoCalGas staff.  As a result of this transition, effective in 2013, IT costs no longer 14 

include shared services overhead charges.  For accurate comparision between the historical 15 

period and SoCalGas’ forecast for 2015-2017,  SoCalGas agrees that TURN adjusted the 16 

recorded spending downward by $0.203 million for SDG&E shared services overhead, leaving 17 

                                                      
17 TURN (Goodson), page 26, line 8-13 
18 TURN (Goodson), page 26, line 5-6 
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$0.483 million spending in 2012.19  However, SoCalGas disagrees with TURN’s underspending 1 

analysis.  The IT Programing budget for the Application covering PYs 2012 – 2014 was 2 

developed in 2011, and assumed SDG&E shared services overhead would be incurred in 2012-3 

2014.  For an apples-to-apples comparison of budget compared to actual expenses, the SDG&E 4 

shared services charges incuded in the 2012-2014 IT budget needs to be removed as well.   Table 5 

2 below shows SoCalGas spent 75% of its requested budget, not 42% of its requested budget, as 6 

suggested by TURN.  The primary reason of the underspending was due to the data exchange 7 

project with the water companies.  Decision (“D.”) 11-05-020 ordered the IOUs to share its 8 

CARE customer information with the water companies.  SoCalGas budgeted $290,000 to 9 

implement a fully automated data exchange and automatic enrollment of the water companies’ 10 

low income program participants.   New decisions on water companies’ low-income programs 11 

exempted some from participation in the data exchange.  As a result, the exchange project was 12 

scaled-down and fewer water companies participated.  Additionally, data received from the 13 

participating water companies required extensive review which disallowed automation of the 14 

exchange. Therefore, it was not prudent nor cost effective to implement a full-scale automated 15 

enrollment.  SoCalGas respectfully submits that the logic employed by TURN to justify using a 16 

historical average is not supported by the facts.  Spending at a rate equivalent to 75% of 17 

projected need, with variance for the circumstances noted above and associated with a new 18 

activity justifies choosing a method in favor of SoCalGas’ supported needs-based projection.  19 

Furthermore, TURN does not contest the specific activities proposed by SoCalGas that underpin 20 

its forecasted budget, nor provides further justification using the available details supporting the 21 

possibility that a historical representation of cost is more accurate than the SoCalGas forecast. 22 

  23 
                                                      
19 TURN (Goodson), page 23, line 14. 
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Table 2 - SoCalGas’ Requested IT Budgets and Actual Spending in 2012-2014 1 

SoCalGas IT Programming Cost 2012-2014 
2012 2013 2014 Total 

Requested 
Labor A 838,751 767,791 862,828 2,469,370 
SDGE Indirect Labor 
O/H 

B 701,009 566,976 605,897 1,873,882 

Total C=A+B 1,539,760 1,334,767 1,468,725 4,343,252 

Adjusted Requested D=C-B 838,751 767,791 862,828 2,469,370 
Recorded E 482,565 437,298 897,354 1,817,217 
% Req Spent 
(SoCalGas) 

E/D 57.5% 57.0% 104.0% 73.6% 

% Req Spent (TURN) E/C 31.3% 32.8% 61.1% 41.8% 

C. Clarification of SoCalGas’ IT Budget if the Commission Adopts TURN’s 2 
Recommended Amount 3 

TURN recommends that “the Commission authorize an average annual IT Programming 4 

budget for SoCalGas in 2015-2017 of $0.606 million, to be allocated annually as needs warrant, 5 

based on the three-year average of SoCalGas’s recorded expenses during the 2012-2014 program 6 

cycle.  TURN intends for our recommendation to be applicable in 2016 and 2017, as the 7 

Commission in D.14-08-030 authorized bridge funding for 2015 CARE administrative costs, 8 

including IT Programming, at the same levels previously authorized in D.12-08-044 for 2014.  In 9 

the event that the Commission issues a decision on this matter during 2015, TURN’s proposal 10 

should be applied to remainder of 2015 on a pro rata basis.”20 11 

Although SoCalGas disagrees with TURN’s IT budget recommendation, in the event the 12 

Commission approves the alternative forecasting method, for clarification the amount of 13 

recommended funding for 2015 – 2017 equates to $3,954,619 as shown below.  This amount 14 

assumes a final Decision is rendered during the month of November, consistent with the 15 

                                                      
20 TURN (Goodson), page 24, line5-14. 
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review, and furthermore IOUs’ proposed budgets should not be adopted until proposed and past 1 

expenditures are provided in a consistent manner.22  SoCalGas witness Daniel J. Rendler 2 

addresses the conceptual elements of the ORA proposal, i.e., whether consistency is necessary to 3 

perform an evaluation and render a decision with respect to the information provided by 4 

SoCalGas according to Commission instructions.  This testimony provides further information 5 

regarding the evidence submitted in support and to allow a decision of the proposed budget.  In 6 

summary, the CARE budget should be reviewed based on SoCalGas’ administration of the 7 

program, proposed changes/enhancements for PY 2015-2017, and cost drivers/assumptions.     8 

The proposed CARE Program administrative budget categories and costs were prepared 9 

in SoCalGas’ Direct Testimony of witnesses Carmen Rudshagen and Hugh Yao in accordance 10 

with the budget categories established in D.14-08-030.  SoCalGas’ CARE testimony describes its 11 

administration of the program, including outreach, and any changes or improvements proposed 12 

for 2015-2017.  Detailed budgets reflecting the proposed program activities/plans by budget 13 

categories were presented in Section K-1.  This includes strategies, activities and resources 14 

required for each cost category.  SoCalGas has provided additional information to parties 15 

through discovery responses, and has responded to seven data requests covering its CARE  16 

workpapers,  PEV practices and costs, enrollment and cost assumptions for CSR enrollments, 17 

outreach budget details, and IT budget changes. 18 

SoCalGas opposes the suggestion that proposed and past expenditures, provided in a 19 

consistent manner among IOUs, is needed for budget reasonableness review.  As noted above, 20 

there are sufficient details in the testimony and responses to questions for interveners and the 21 

                                                      
22 ORA testimony (Glasner) page 1-1, lines 21-24. 
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purpose of this ACR was to direct the RRM Working Group to propose further modifications to 1 

the low-income assistance component of the RRM for use during the PY 2002 planning cycle.  2 

The recommended CARE Program cost classifications were provided in Table 5 of the CARE 3 

RRM recommendations.  PG&E, SoCalGas, SDG&E, SCE, the Commission’s Energy Division 4 

(“ED”), ORA, and Insulation Contractors Association (“ICA”) concurred with the recommended 5 

CARE cost classifications in the report.25   The Commission also adopted a revised monthly 6 

expenditure report for CARE that can be used to compare program expenditures with annual 7 

budgets on a monthly basis.26  The revised cost table provides more detailed information that is 8 

consistent with the standardized CARE cost categories.  The cost table with an addition of the 9 

PEV cost category in D.12-08-044 has been required for the monthly report, annual report, and 10 

Application since 2002.   11 

SoCalGas’ budget is transparent, as evident by the workpapers associated with each cost 12 

category and made available to parties.  SoCalGas has provided parties with information 13 

regarding its proposed budget to exercise transparency. SoCalGas responded to data requests 14 

from ORA and TURN in which SoCalGas provided its CARE workpapers for PY 2015-2017, 15 

noting its budget for each cost category.27  In addition, in the same responses SoCalGas provided 16 

workpapers for PY 2012-2014.  17 

In regards to ORA’s suggestions relative to reporting, SoCalGas believes its current 18 

reporting practices are consistent with the directive of ED and the Cost Categories as defined in 19 

the RRM.  SoCalGas supports continued reporting in a manner that serves the Commission’s 20 

needs.  SoCalGas believes reporting should be a useful tool for oversight, should not create an 21 

unnecessary administrative burden, nor should it hinder the approval of proposals.  SoCalGas 22 
                                                      
25 RRM Working Group Report (2000), pages 16, 33. 
26 RRM Working Group Report (2000), pages 38 - 39. 
27 ORA-SoCalGas-004 and TURN SCG-01. 
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does not necessarily object to performing additional activity-based reporting, but recommends 1 

that proposals be evaluated on a case-by-case basis and pursued according to usefulness or need 2 

for information.  SoCalGas therefore does not support the specific requests of ORA, and 3 

recommends that consideration of reporting changes be driven by discussions with the 4 

Commission’s ED staff to ensure any modifications meet their requirements, and/or findings in 5 

the regular course of program audits conducted by the Commission’s Auditing Branch.   6 

B. SoCalGas Included All PEV Costs that are Consistent with CPUC 7 
Requirements in its Applicaton and Annual Reports 8 

ORA suggests that IOUs are not defining their PEV budget category content in a 9 

consistent or transparent manner, and recommends the PEV budget should include all expenses 10 

related to PEV activities, including, but not limited to, labor and materials involved in 11 

probability modeling, contacting customers, processing documents and on-line costs.  ORA 12 

suggests that these PEV costs should be reported in both the Application and CARE Annual 13 

Report.28   14 

SoCalGas tracks CARE Program Cost by Cost Categories as defined in the RRM.   15 

SoCalGas currently tracks PEV processing costs, which includes the opening and sorting of PEV 16 

applications, reviewing income and assistance programs documentation, updating the CIS with 17 

PEV information, contacting customers and receiving incoming PEV-related calls.  A variety of 18 

administrative functions are needed to support PEV implementation from the processing system 19 

to management.  The costs associated with maintenance and changes to PEV processing of 20 

applications in SoCalGas’ CIS and billing system are tracked and reported in the IT Programing 21 

cost category.  The PEV policy compliance and implementation are managed by management 22 

staff and included in the General Administration cost category.   The cost associated with PEV 23 

                                                      
28 ORA testimony (Glasner) page 1-2, lines 32-36. 
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outreach, but such a channel has inherent limitations.  For example, SoCalGas has repeatedly 1 

noted in Monthly Reports and in its Application, that many customers face challenges with 2 

literacy.  That is why SoCalGas has been working with community-based organizations 3 

(“CBOs”) that focus on customers with literacy and language challenges.  In addition, SoCalGas 4 

has also requested an opportunity to study the effects of documentation status as a barrier to 5 

enrollment.  Such outreach can contribute to variations in the cost of enrollment.  More 6 

important, if opportunities for prudent experimentation present themselves, SoCalGas should be 7 

able to innovate even if the particular method exceeds an arbitrary cap. 8 

Ultimately, however, the idea of a cap on enrollment method betrays naiveté regarding the 9 

mechanics of outreach.  Customers, especially vulnerable customers, do not live in a vacuum.  It 10 

is unreasonable to assume that “one touch” suffices to encourage a customer to hard-to-reach 11 

customer to enroll in the program.  If a customer returns a direct mail application, the returned 12 

application is tracked, but while the letter and application represent the final piece in the 13 

enrollment process, the other components of outreach (bill inserts, radio spots, ethnic 14 

newspapers, sponsored events, CBOs) play a role in creating awareness, understanding, and 15 

trust.  Potentially, Glasner’s proposal would hamper CBO spending because the IOUs could not 16 

show exactly how many customers enrolled because they learned about the CARE program 17 

through a CBO. 18 

Benchmarks are useful, but they should not hamper flexibility.  The proposal to limit 19 

outreach activities to an average cost threshold would be at counter-purposes for the CARE 20 

Program, given that harder-to-reach segments of customers not on the CARE rate, will require 21 

different methods of different cost.   22 
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