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SUPPLEMENTAL REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF RAE MARIE YU 1 
ON BEHALF OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 2 

I. PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW OF TESTIMONY 3 

Pursuant to the Administrative Law Judge’s (ALJ) Ruling Requiring Supplemental 4 

Testimony and Modifying the Proceeding Schedule dated March 17, 2026 (Ruling), Southern 5 

California Gas Company (SoCalGas) provides the following supplemental rebuttal testimony.  6 

The purpose of this supplemental rebuttal testimony is to address the supplemental testimony 7 

from the Public Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities Commission (Cal Advocates), 8 

submitted by witnesses Emily Chow and Maricela Sierra on April 17, 2026, regarding the 9 

Application of SoCalGas to Recover Costs Recorded in the Distribution Integrity Management 10 

Program (DIMP) Balancing Account (DIMPBA) from January 1, 2019, to December 31, 2023 11 

(Application), as set forth in Exhibits (Ex.) CA-03 and CA-04. 12 

As explained below, Cal Advocates’ supplemental testimony does not cure the errors 13 

identified in the Ruling or in SoCalGas’s rebuttal testimony.  In particular: 14 

 Cal Advocates continues to conflate capital expenditures with capital-related revenue 15 

requirement; 16 

 Cal Advocates’ revised revenue requirement analysis still fails to account for the ongoing 17 

capital revenue requirement previously authorized in Resolution G-3610 and reflected in 18 

SoCalGas’s revenue requirement accounting; and 19 

 Cal Advocates does not provide sufficient detail regarding its proposed capital 20 

expenditure disallowance to enable SoCalGas to recalculate the associated capital 21 

revenue requirement. 22 

II. RESPONSE TO CAL ADVOCATES’ SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY 23 

A. Clarification of Capital Expenditures versus Capital Revenue Requirement 24 

Cal Advocates’ supplemental testimony from witness Chow includes a general discussion 25 

of ratemaking terms such as revenue requirement, Operations and Maintenance (O&M) 26 

expenses, capital revenue requirement, and interest.1  While that discussion is generally accurate, 27 

Cal Advocates goes on to conflate capital expenditures with capital revenue requirement in 28 

 
1 Report on the Results of Operations for SoCalGas DIMPBA of witness Emily Chow on behalf of Cal 

Advocates, Supplemental Testimony: Operations and Maintenance and Capital Cost (April 17, 2026), 
(Ex. CA-03) at 5-6. 
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witness Sierra’s discussion of the methodology that Cal Advocates employed to calculate the 1 

revenue requirement it recommends for adoption.2 2 

SoCalGas’s DIMP revenue requirement comprises of O&M expenses, capital-related 3 

costs, and interest.  The terms “capital-related costs” and “capital revenue requirement” may be 4 

used interchangeably and include depreciation expense, return, and associated taxes.3  Capital 5 

expenditures, however, are the costs the utility pays to acquire or improve fixed assets (e.g., 6 

property, machinery, equipment, etc.).  Such costs are recorded to Construction Work in Progress 7 

(CWIP) until the asset is placed in service (i.e., becomes used and useful).  SoCalGas presented 8 

these capital expenditures for review in its prepared direct testimony (Ex. SCG-01);4 they are 9 

also discussed in Ex. CA-015 and Ex. CA-03.  At the time an asset is placed in service, the total 10 

capital expenditures incurred move from CWIP to Utility Plant.  Capital revenue requirement is 11 

calculated over the total life of the constructed asset using month-end Utility Plant balances.  12 

Therefore, SoCalGas records capital revenue requirement to the DIMPBA once the related 13 

projects are completed and placed in service (i.e., added to Utility Plant), such that the assets are 14 

providing service to ratepayers. 15 

In Table SFW-1 of Ex. SCG-05, SoCalGas presents $219.5 million in total expenditures 16 

for review: $46.9 million in O&M expenses and $172.6 million in capital expenditures.6  The 17 

revenue requirement associated with the $219.5 million in total expenditures requested in this 18 

Application is $59.1 million: $46.9 million in O&M expenses, $6.7 million in capital revenue 19 

requirement, and $5.5 million in interest.7 20 

 
2 Report on the Results of Operations for SoCalGas DIMPBA of witness Maricela Sierra on behalf of 

Cal Advocates, Supplemental Testimony: DIMPBA Revenue Requirement and Rates (April 17, 
2026) (Ex. CA-04) at 7-9. 

3 Prepared Direct Testimony of Rae Marie Yu on behalf of SoCalGas, Chapter III (Ex. SCG-03) at 
RMY-3. 

4 Prepared Direct Testimony of Travis T. Sera on behalf of SoCalGas, Chapter I (Ex. SCG-01) at TTS-
9-11. 

5 Report on the Results of Operations for SoCalGas DIMPBA of witness Emily Chow on behalf of Cal 
Advocates (February 13, 2026) (Ex. CA-01). 

6 Prepared Rebuttal Testimony of Travis T. Sera, Mark Forster, and Shaena Walker on behalf of 
SoCalGas, Chapter V (Ex. SCG-05) at SFW-3. 

7 These amounts were presented in Ex. SCG-03 at RMY-4 (Table RMY-1) and are discussed in 
Ex. CA-02 and Ex. CA-04. 
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B. Cal Advocates’ Revenue Requirement Proposal is Erroneous as it Continues 1 
to Conflate Capital Expenditures with Capital Revenue Requirement 2 

Upon review of Tables 4-2 through 4-6 of Cal Advocates’ supplemental testimony8 and 3 

supporting workbook calculations,9 SoCalGas finds that Cal Advocates continues to erroneously 4 

calculate 2023 actual capital revenue requirement.  In Table 4-6, Cal Advocates recommended 5 

$78.2 million capital revenue requirement for 2023, derived by adding: (1) $71.8 million in 6 

capital expenditures from February 1, 2023, to December 31, 2023;10 (2) $7.1 million in capital 7 

revenue requirement recorded to the DIMPBA in January 2023;11 and (3) a software tax benefit 8 

(deduction) of -$0.7 million recorded to the DIMPBA from February 1, 2023, to December 31, 9 

2023.12 10 

As discussed above, capital expenditures are not the same as capital revenue requirement.  11 

Therefore, adding $71.8 million in capital expenditures and $6.4 million13 in capital revenue 12 

requirement conflates different measures and is akin to adding different units of measurement 13 

such as hours and miles, resulting in a logically flawed calculation.  This premise was 14 

understood by Cal Advocates, as witness Chow stated in Cal Advocates’ supplemental testimony 15 

that: 16 

[F]or capital, a $1.00 reduction in capital expenditures does not mean a $1.00 17 
reduction in revenue requirement for that same year.  Because capital is recovered 18 
over the lifetime of a capital asset, a large capital downward adjustment results in 19 
a much smaller annual capital revenue requirement impact compared to O&M.14 20 

However, Cal Advocates’ calculation methodology, as explained by witness Sierra in 21 

supplemental testimony, contradicts this premise.  Witness Sierra states that: 22 

 
8 Ex. CA-04 at 3 (Table 4-2), 5 (Table 4-3), 6 (Table 4-4), 9 (Table 4-5), and 10 (Table 4-6). 
9 See Attachment A, Cal Advocates’ Response to SoCalGas Data Request SCG-CalAdvocates-002, 

Question 1, dated May 5, 2026.  SoCalGas has included relevant tables regarding Cal Advocates 
updated capital revenue requirement calculations from Cal Advocates workbook “A2508008 Public 
Advocates Office Revenue Requirement Calculation on SCG-Sierra-CA-04-WP Supplemental.xlsm.” 

10 Ex. CA-01 (Chow) at 2, Table 1-1. 
11 Ex. CA-04 (Sierra) at 5, Table 4-3: Summation of Depreciation, Income Taxes, Return, Property 

Taxes, Software Tax Benefit for Jan-23. 
12 Id., Summation of Software Tax Benefit for Feb-23 to Dec-23. 
13 $6.4 million is the sum of January 2023 capital revenue requirement of $7.1 million and -$0.7 million 

software tax benefit. 
14 Ex. CA-03 (Chow) at 6. 
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Cal Advocates applied the proportional basis cost relationship (percentage) derived 1 
from [SoCalGas’s] Alteryx outputs to its recommended Capital and O&M revenue 2 
requirement to show the relative composition of Cal Advocates’ recommended 3 
2023 revenue requirement and added January 2023 to the totals.15 4 

Cal Advocates took its proposal of $71.8 million for capital expenditures incurred during 5 

the period of February 1, 2023, to December 31, 2023, and pro-rated that amount among the 6 

components of capital revenue requirement (depreciation, return, income taxes, and property 7 

taxes) without applying a depreciation or return calculation to a revised Utility Plant balance, 8 

which ultimately results in the same figure of $71.8 million.16  In effect, Cal Advocates treated 9 

the proposed capital expenditures as if they were dollar-for-dollar equal to the annual capital 10 

revenue requirement. 11 

Properly calculated, depreciation expense is derived from approved depreciation rates 12 

applied to Utility Plant balances, which spread recovery over the assets’ useful lives.  Although 13 

SoCalGas provided the equations to calculate the components of capital revenue requirement, 14 

Cal Advocates did not attempt to use that information to calculate the individual components 15 

correctly to estimate revenue requirement.17  Instead, Cal Advocates pro-rated capital 16 

expenditures and proposed the result as capital revenue requirement, which is flawed, inaccurate, 17 

and misleading. 18 

C. Cal Advocates’ Revenue Requirement Calculation Does Not Even Fully 19 
Account for Amounts Approved in Resolution G-3610 20 

In my Prepared Rebuttal Testimony (Ex. SCG-06), I explained that Cal Advocates did 21 

not account for the revenue requirement amounts previously approved by the California Public 22 

Utilities Commission (Commission or CPUC) in Resolution G-3610, including (1) O&M 23 

expenses and capital revenue requirement for January 2023; and (2) ongoing capital revenue 24 

requirement recorded to the DIMPBA from February 2023 through December 2023.18  In its 25 

attempt to address the second question of the Ruling—“[h]ow prior Commission approvals of 26 

 
15 Ex. CA-04 (Sierra) at 7. 
16 Utility Plant balances must be depreciated to calculate a corresponding revenue requirement. 
17 Ex. SCG-06 (Yu), Attachment D. 
18 Ex. SCG-06 (Yu) at RMY-2-4. 
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SoCalGas’ DIMP costs and expenditures factor into its analysis,”19 Cal Advocates indicated that 1 

amounts recorded to the DIMPBA for January 2023 and approved in Resolution G-3610 were 2 

not included in its O&M and capital revenue requirement calculations originally presented in Ex. 3 

CA-02.20  While Cal Advocates claims that it updated its calculation to include the under-4 

collected revenue requirement previously approved in Resolution G-3610, the capital revenue 5 

requirement shown in Table 4-3 of Ex. CA-04 remains erroneous as it continues to be based on a 6 

flawed methodology that, among other issues, conflates capital expenditures and revenue 7 

requirement and does not reflect the ongoing capital revenue requirement authorized in that 8 

Resolution.21 9 

Cal Advocates failed to recognize that the 2023 capital revenue requirement of $92.383 10 

million shown in SoCalGas’s Table RMY-122 already includes $79.0 million in ongoing capital 11 

revenue requirement approved in Resolution G-3610.  Instead, Cal Advocates proposed a 12 

revenue requirement of $78.2 million for January 1, 2023, to December 31, 2023,23 which is $0.8 13 

million less than the amount the Commission had already approved for recovery.  Resolution G-14 

3610 found that “SoCalGas continued to balance on-going capital revenue requirement 15 

associated with the O&M and capital projects included in [Advice Letter (AL)] 6224-G for the 16 

remainder of the [Test Year (TY)] 2019 [General Rate Case (GRC)] cycle from February 1, 17 

2023, through December 31, 2023, as well as incremental interest associated with the approved 18 

O&M and capital projects, currently through June 2025, resulting in additional under-collections 19 

of $79.0 million and $11.8 million, respectively,”24 and that “[a] true up to account for these 20 

additional under-collections and offsets results in an updated total under-collection of $107.8 21 

million ongoing revenue requirement through December 31, 2023.”25  It is important to note that 22 

SoCalGas calculates and records revenue requirement to the DIMPBA on a total program basis 23 

rather than on an individual project basis. 24 

 
19 Ruling at 3. 
20 Ex. CA-04 (Sierra) at 3, 7-8. 
21 Id. at 7-8. 
22 Ex. SCG-03 (Yu) at RMY-4, Table RMY-1. 
23 Ex. CA-04 (Sierra) at 10, Table 4-6. 
24 Resolution G-3610 at 8 (Finding 10). 
25 Id. at 8 (Finding 12). 
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To clarify the amount at issue in this Application and address the confusion identified in 1 

the Ruling,26 SoCalGas presents Table RMY 7-1 below.  Table RMY 7-1 reproduces the 2 

information presented in Table RMY-1 of Ex. SCG-03 and adds a “Recovery Mechanism” 3 

column distinguishing between amounts approved and recovered through AL 6224/Resolution 4 

G-3610 and the remaining under-collection requested in the Application.27 5 

Table RMY 7-1 6 
Distribution Integrity Management Program – Actual v. Authorized 7 

DIMPBA Calculation (Revenue Requirement, $000) 8 
Through June 30, 2025, with Recovery Mechanism 9 

Authorized O&M 

Capital   
Revenue 

Requirement Interest 
DIMPBA  
Activity 

Recovery 
Mechanism 

Subtotal  217,028 95,029  312,057  

           

Actual O&M 

Capital   
Revenue 

Requirement Interest 
DIMPBA  

Activity 

Recovery 
Mechanism 

2019 43,228 1,018 (87) 44,159  
2020 46,683 18,857 (45) 65,495  
2021 43,638 46,259 1 89,898  
2022 46,763 72,055 1,009 119,827  

2023 49,275 92,383 5,793 147,452  

2024 
2025  

419 8,244 
3,550 

8,663 
3,550 

 

  

Subtotal 229,587 230,991 18,465 479,043 
 

      
Under/(Over) 

Collection 12,559 135,962 18,465 166,986 
AL 6224 & 
Application 

DIMPBA Tier 3   
AL 6224 Recovery 

(Resolution G-
3610) (34,371) 129,245 12,968 107,842 AL 6224 

Remaining Under-
Collection 46,930 6,717 5,497 59,144 Application 

 10 

 
26 Ruling at 2. 
27 Ex. SCG‑06 (Yu) at RMY‑3–RMY‑4; Ruling at 2. 
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Utilizing the last three rows of Table RMY 7-1 above—where “AL 6224 & Application” 1 

represents the total revenue requirement and “AL 6224” represents the amount already recovered 2 

through Resolution G-3610—the revenue requirement SoCalGas is requesting in this Application 3 

reflects a simple reconciliation: 4 

[AL 6224 & Application] – [AL 6224] = [Application] 5 

D. Cal Advocates’ Proposed Adjustments Would Require Refund of Amounts 6 
Previously Authorized in Resolution G-3610 7 

Witness Sierra’s supplemental testimony states, “Cal Advocates did not contest or 8 

recommend any refunds for these previously approved amounts.”28  However, Table 4-6 of Cal 9 

Advocates’ supplemental testimony contradicts that statement and the reconciliation noted 10 

above.29  In Cal Advocates’ Table 4-6, reproduced below as Figure RMY 7-1 with the labels “1,” 11 

“2,” and “3” added by SoCalGas, the “Remaining Under-Collection” is calculated as follows: 12 

1. Cal Advocates calculates a revised total capital revenue requirement of $216.792 13 
million for 2019–2023, inclusive of amounts authorized in Resolution G-3610 and 14 
amounts under review in this Application. 15 

2. Cal Advocates subtracts the GRC-authorized revenue requirement already recovered 16 
in rates ($95.029 million), yielding an undercollection of $121.763 million (i.e., 17 
amounts requested in AL 6224 and under review in this Application). 18 

3. Cal Advocates then subtracts the amount authorized for recovery pursuant to 19 
Resolution G-3610 ($129.245 million), resulting in an overcollection of $7.482 20 
million.  21 

 
28 Ex. CA-04 (Sierra) at 6. 
29 Id. at 5, Table 4-3. 
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Figure RMY 7-1: Reproduction of Cal Advocates’ Table 4-6 of Ex. CA-04 (with labels 1, 2, 1 

and 3 added by SoCalGas) 2 

 3 

An over-collected balance represents an amount to be refunded to ratepayers.  4 

Accordingly, Cal Advocates’ proposal would require SoCalGas to refund $7.5 million previously 5 

authorized for recovery while also denying recovery of the revenue requirement associated with 6 

the $71.8 million in capital expenditures.30  This outcome is inaccurate, contradictory, and 7 

unreasonable. 8 

E. The Final Revenue Requirement Is Calculated After Expenditures are 9 
Approved 10 

In addition to presenting a flawed revenue requirement proposal, Cal Advocates requests 11 

that SoCalGas use its Alteryx-based model to re-calculate revenue requirement incorporating the 12 

 
30 Id. at 10, Table 4-6. 
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disallowances recommended in Ex. CA-01.31  In response to Cal Advocates Data Request 1 

PubAdv-SCG-012-MPS, Question 4, SoCalGas offered to provide revenue requirement 2 

calculations using its Alteryx-based model, but noted that Cal Advocates would first need to 3 

provide additional detail regarding its proposed disallowances so that SoCalGas could determine 4 

the timing of capital additions and corresponding depreciation rates.32  Cal Advocates still has 5 

not provided that detail for all disallowances recommended in Table 3-433 of witness Chow’s 6 

supplemental testimony, despite the Ruling’s request for clarification regarding “what amount 7 

for DIMP expenditures and capital should not be approved.”34  Furthermore, the Vintage 8 

Integrity Plastic Plan (VIPP) disallowance Cal Advocates is proposing of $67.2 million is based 9 

on an estimated cost per mile rather than the actual project costs incurred and presented to Cal 10 

Advocates via accounting records for review.35  Accordingly, SoCalGas cannot calculate the 11 

associated revenue requirement without clarification from Cal Advocates regarding the 12 

underlying application of those disallowances based on an estimate. 13 

Moreover, Cal Advocates’ request that SoCalGas not use its Alteryx-based model but 14 

instead use Excel-based models to recalculate revenue requirement36 goes beyond the issues 15 

presented in this Application.  This proceeding concerns whether SoCalGas’s recorded DIMP 16 

expenditures are just, reasonable, and prudent, and the amount properly recoverable through the 17 

DIMPBA.  To the extent Cal Advocates is proposing that SoCalGas modify the manner in which 18 

its Alteryx-based model is used to calculate revenue requirement, that proposal raises broader 19 

operational and implementation issues that extend beyond DIMP and could affect other 20 

companywide revenue requirement calculations.  Such a broader process change should not be 21 

adjudicated in this cost recovery Application. 22 

 
31 Id. at 11. 
32 See Attachment B, SoCalGas’s response to Cal Advocates Data Request PubAdv-SCG-012-MPS, 

Question 4, dated January 9, 2026. 
33 SoCalGas notes that Ex. CA‑03, Table 3‑4 contains an error in the capital V&S figure (the total 

disallowance shown is consistent with CA‑01). 
34 See ALJ’s Ruling Requiring Supplemental Testimony and Modifying the Proceeding Schedule (A.25-

08-008) at 3. 
35 Ex. CA-01 (Chow) at 27. 
36 Ex. CA-04 (Sierra) at 3. 
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In any event, a revised revenue requirement should not affect the Commission’s review 1 

and determination of whether SoCalGas’s actual DIMP expenditures of $219.5 million are just, 2 

reasonable, and prudent.  Revenue requirement is calculated after those expenditures are 3 

incurred.  Therefore, consistent with past rate implementations, once the Commission issues a 4 

final decision determining the authorized amount of DIMP expenditures, SoCalGas will calculate 5 

the corresponding revenue requirement and implement it in rates by advice letter. 6 

III. CONCLUSION 7 

Pursuant to the Ruling, witness Chow’s supplemental testimony reiterates the same 8 

disallowance positions Cal Advocates presented in its opening testimony,37 and witness Sierra’s 9 

supplemental testimony attempts to revise Cal Advocates’ proposed revenue requirement.38 10 

SoCalGas previously addressed those disallowance positions in rebuttal testimony, 11 

including incrementality and DIMPBA accounting controls (Section II.C), straight-time labor 12 

(Section II.D.1), vacation and sick leave (Section II.D.2), the VIPP (Section II.D.3), and the 13 

Sewer Lateral Inspection Program (Section II.D.4).39  Furthermore, Cal Advocates has not 14 

addressed the errors in witness Sierra’s testimony (Ex. CA-02) identified in both the Ruling and 15 

SoCalGas’s rebuttal testimony, and, despite the Ruling’s express directive that Cal Advocates 16 

clearly explain, in detail, what amount of DIMP expenditures and capital costs should not be 17 

approved, witness Chow’s supplemental testimony still does not provide the clarification 18 

necessary for SoCalGas to calculate the revenue requirement associated with Cal Advocates’ 19 

proposed disallowances. 20 

This concludes my supplemental rebuttal testimony. 21 

 
37 Ex. CA-03 (Chow) at 7-9, Tables 3-3 and 3-4. 
38 Ex. CA-04 (Sierra) at 7-8. 
39 See Ex. SCG-05 (Sera/Forster/Walker). 
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GENERAL OBJECTIONS 
 

Cal Advocates objects to each data request to the extent that any request mischaracterizes, 
misstates, or inaccurately represents Cal Advocates’ opening or supplemental testimony, 
exhibits, workpapers, or recommendations. 

Cal Advocates objects to each data request to the extent that it is overly broad, unduly 
burdensome, vague, ambiguous, or not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 
admissible evidence. 

Cal Advocates objects to each data request to the extent that it seeks documents or information 
already in Southern California Gas Company’s (SoCalGas) possession, custody, or control, 
including documents, workpapers, and Excel files that SoCalGas itself produced in this 
proceeding and that Cal Advocates relied on to prepare its testimony. 

Cal Advocates objects to each data request to the extent that it seeks the disclosure of 
information or documents protected by the attorney-client privilege, the attorney work product 
doctrine, the deliberative process privilege, or any other applicable legal privilege or protection. 

Cal Advocates objects to each data request to the extent that it requests Cal Advocates to 
create new analyses, models, or documents that do not currently exist, or to perform work 
beyond what is reflected in Cal Advocates’ served testimony and workpapers. 
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Without waiving the foregoing objections, and subject to and limited by them, Cal 
Advocates responds as follows: 

 
SCG Question 1: 
 
Please provide the model that Cal Advocates used to calculate the O&M and Capital Costs 
illustrated in Tables 4-3, 4-5, and 4-6 of Exhibit CA-04. Please ensure the model is free of 
errors, includes sufficient instructions, and is accompanied by a detailed and accurate guide 
with clear directions on where adjustments are to be made, without any discrepancies such as 
incorrectly labeled tabs, unclear input locations, or missing tabs. Any model utilizing Microsoft 
Excel should contain live equations showing all formulas and calculations of the methodology.  
 
Cal Advocates’ Response to Question 1: 
 
Cal Advocates did not develop or use a separate, independent revenue requirement model to 
produce Tables 4-3, 4-5, and 4-6 of Exhibit CA-04. As expressly explained in Sections III.B and 
III.C of Exhibit CA-04, Cal Advocates relied on the same Excel workbook that SCG itself 
provided in response to data request PubAdv-SCG-012-MPS (Attachment 1), which is the 
workbook SCG used to calculate its proposed Distribution Integrity Management Program 
Balancing Account (DIMPBA) revenue requirement. 

The Tables in Exhibit CA-04 reflect the recommendations from Exhibits CA-01 and CA-03 
incorporated and integrated directly into SCG’s own Excel workbook so that Cal Advocates’ 
recommended Capital and O&M amounts flow through SCG’s methodology to produce a 
corresponding revenue requirement. Cal Advocates did not modify SCG’s structure or interest 
formula. The specific steps Cal Advocates took were: 

1) Cal Advocates inserted its recommended Capital amount of $71.751 million and its 
recommended O&M amount of $19.945 million, as developed and supported in Exhibit 
CA-01 (Table 1-1) and further explained in Exhibit CA-03, into the “2023” tab of 
SoCalGas’s Excel workbook (Attachment 1 to PubAdv-SCG-012-MPS). These are the 
same Capital and O&M values reflected in Table 4-1 of Exhibit CA-04. 
 

2) Cal Advocates applied the cost-relationship percentages (i.e., the proportional 
composition of Capital cost components) from SCG’s own Alteryx outputs in the “PVT-
Summary” tab of the same workbook. These percentages are SCG’s, not Cal 
Advocates’, and were used solely to show the relative composition of Cal Advocates’ 
recommended 2023 revenue requirement, as illustrated in Tables 4-2 and 4-5 of Exhibit 
CA-04. They do not modify, increase, or decrease the Capital and O&M 
recommendations from Exhibit CA-01. 
 

3) Cal Advocates applied the interest formula provided by SCG  [(Beginning Balance + 
(Net Cost/(Revenue)/2)) × (Interest Rate/12)]  to recalculate monthly interest for 
February through December 2023 on Cal Advocates’ recommended O&M and Capital 
amounts. Cal Advocates used SCG’s formula because SCG had hard-coded interest 
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values into its workbook rather than providing live formulas. The recalculated monthly 
interest for 2023 totals $4.7 million, as shown in Table 4-6 of Exhibit CA-04. 
 

4) Cal Advocates incorporated the January 2023 amounts previously authorized by the 
Commission in Resolution G-3610 into both O&M and Capital, consistent with the 
discussion in Section III. A of Exhibit CA-04 and Table 4-3. 
 

5) The resulting Capital and O&M values flow to SCG’s own workbook, to the final revenue 
requirement reflected in Table 4-6 of Exhibit CA-04 ($16.94 million) and into SCG’s 
Cost Allocation and Rate Design Excel Model to produce the rates and bill impacts 
shown in Tables 4-7 and 4-8. 
 

Cal Advocates accordingly does not have a separate or proprietary model responsive to this 
request. The “model” underlying Tables 4-3, 4-5, and 4-6 of Exhibit CA-04 is SCG’s own Excel 
workbook, with Cal Advocates’ Capital and O&M recommendations from Exhibits CA-01 and 
CA-03 incorporated into the “2023” tab and SCG’s interest formula re-applied to those values. 
SCG already possesses the underlying workbook because SCG produced it. 

As noted in Exhibit CA-04 (Section III.B and footnote regarding hard-coded values), the Excel 
file SCG provided in response to PubAdv-SCG-012-MPS was incomplete: it lacked active cell 
formulas, links, and supporting calculations, and contained hard-coded values for monthly 
interest. Cal Advocates restated, in Exhibit CA-04, its standing instruction that all Excel files 
produced in response to data requests include active cells, formulas, and links rather than hard-
coded values, and that any hard-coded values be supported by an identified data source. Cal 
Advocates also recommends that, in its supplemental rebuttal testimony, SCG use its Alteryx-
driven Excel workbook to recompute depreciation, income taxes, return, and property taxes, 
incorporating Cal Advocates’ recommended Capital and O&M disallowances, and that those 
outputs be served with active formulas so all parties may review and comment. 

Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing, Cal Advocates is providing the SCG-produced 
workbook with Cal Advocates’ Exhibit CA-01 / CA-03 recommendations incorporated into the 
“2023” tab. See attached: 

 A2508008 Public Advocates Office Revenue Requirement Calculation on SCG – Sierra 
– CA-04-WP Supplemental.xlsx 

The attached file is the SCG workbook (Attachment 1 to PubAdv-SCG-012-MPS) with Cal 
Advocates’ recommended Capital and O&M figures from Exhibit CA-01 entered into the “2023” 
tab, SCG’s interest formula applied to those values, and the January 2023 amounts authorized 
in Resolution G-3610 included. The percentages reflected in the workbook are SCG’s Alteryx 
outputs and are unchanged from what SCG produced; they are used for illustrative purposes 
only, as explained in Section III.B of Exhibit CA-04. 

Response to Question 1 prepared by Maricela Sierra. 
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QUESTION 4:

In Columns (c) and (d) below, Cal Advocates has provided five scenarios of capital 
expenditures and O&M expenses. For each scenario, please calculate the total revenue 
requirement in column (h) and separately identify each component as follows: 

Capital revenue requirement in column (e); O&M revenue requirement in column (f); 
and interest in column (g). Please complete all currently blank cells (highlighted in 
orange) in the table below. SCG’s response should be similar to the below table’s row 1,
which was based on Exhibit SCG-03, Table RMY-1 (total revenue requirement including 
all capital, O&M, and interest revenue requirement components) and Cal Advocates 
Data Request PubAdv-SCG-001-EIC, Question 002 (expenditures).

RESPONSE 4:

With the information provided for each scenario above, SoCalGas can only confirm that 
the O&M Revenue Requirement in column (f) would equal the O&M expenses in column 
(d).  

Regarding column (e), to calculate an accurate revenue requirement, Cal Advocates 
should review the previously submitted data request response in SoCalGas 
Response_PubAdv-SCG 002-MPS-Q4 Attachment.xlsx and identify the specific line 
items to be excluded from capital expenditures (e.g., work order number, month 
number, cost element, and amount) for each scenario listed in the above table. This 
data is required for further analysis to determine the revised capital additions and 
depreciation expense to be used for each of the scenarios above.  This is because 
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depreciation rates vary by FERC Plant Account and the timing of capital additions 
impact the revenue requirement calculation.   
 
Without specific timing in regard to the capital revenue requirement and O&M expenses, 
interest in column (g) would remain the same at $5,497 for each of the scenarios. 


