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PREPARED REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF 1 

STEVEN DAIS AND PATRICK D. MOERSEN 2 

ON BEHALF OF SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 3 

AND SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 4 

I. INTRODUCTION 5 

The Division of Ratepayer Advocates (“DRA”), The Utility Reform Network (“TURN”), 6 

and Utility Consumers’ Action Network (“UCAN”) (jointly, “intervening parties”) propose 7 

significant cost reductions directly to rate base as well as depreciation expense adjustments under 8 

the premise that SDG&E and SCG (jointly, “Applicants”) have incorrectly accounted for third 9 

party reimbursements.   10 

Applicants’ depreciation witness, Bob Wieczorek, addresses the specific depreciation-11 

related adjustments proposed by intervening parties (see Exhibits SDG&E-233 and SCG-227).  12 

This rebuttal testimony (1) describes Applicants’ accounting treatment of Contributions In Aid of 13 

Construction (“CIAC”), which are payments received from specific customers for specific 14 

construction projects; (2) provide specific citations to the guidance from the Federal Energy 15 

Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) and the National Association of Regulatory Utility 16 

Commissioners (“NARUC”) that support Applicants’ accounting; and (3) explains why DRA’s 17 

attempt to quantify and impose a rate base reduction, as well as intervening parties’ proposed 18 

adjustments to depreciation expense, are invalid, as they base their proposals on misinterpreted 19 

FERC and NARUC guidance addressing asset retirements.  This rebuttal testimony concludes by 20 

recommending that all of intervening parties’ proposed adjustments based on their third party 21 

reimbursements analysis be rejected in total.  22 
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II. CIAC  1 

A. Overview 2 

CIAC is money (or other consideration) received by a utility to install, improve, replace, 3 

or expand facilities other than those normally provided by the utility.  CIAC payments may be 4 

received from companies, municipalities, states or other government entities, individuals, and 5 

others.  The use of CIAC payments to cover construction costs associated with the requested 6 

facilities ensures that these construction costs are paid by the customer or entity requesting the 7 

facilities, rather than recovered through rates paid by ratepayers in general.  The main types of 8 

CIAC projects requested of Applicants are for relocation and new facilities installation.  New 9 

installation projects are where new facilities are installed for the specific benefit of a customer 10 

(e.g., a newly-built home needs installation of pipe and equipment to receive gas).  Relocation 11 

projects involve facilities which are moved on behalf of a specific customer, for instance, if a 12 

business or residence wants a gas meter moved for functional or design purposes.   13 

The customer is charged upfront for costs of the project including but not limited to, 14 

relocation, installation and cost of removal.  When a customer requests SDG&E or SCG to 15 

undertake a project, the utility will outline the project description and provide an estimate of the 16 

total costs of the project.  If the customer agrees with the specifications and costs, a contract 17 

between the customer and the utility is executed, and the contract will state that the customer is 18 

responsible for paying the actual costs of the project.  SDG&E also offers customers the option 19 

of a fixed-cost pricing contract whereby the customer is responsible for paying the estimated cost 20 

upfront, and any cost overages or under-spends are assumed by SDG&E.     21 

CIAC payments are recorded as received, and are offset by accounts that record the 22 

actual costs determined for the CIAC project.  The accounting treatment of offsetting CIAC 23 
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payments against actual project costs treats CIAC as an amount that does not increase or 1 

decrease Applicants’ rate base.  There is a timing component whereby if one compares a utility’s 2 

current CIAC balance against what is recorded for actual costs over a selected period of time, the 3 

CIAC payments balance could be greater or less than costs over the same period, depending on 4 

the timing of project construction and completion. 5 

Because CIAC payments received from a customer in advance of the project’s 6 

undertaking are based on an estimate developed before the project commences, the actual costs 7 

can exceed, fall short of, or exactly equal the estimated costs.  Rate base could be impacted 8 

upward or downward if a project’s actual costs do not match estimated costs, depending on what 9 

type of contract a customer or entity has with the utility, and what the contract provides for in the 10 

event actual costs differ from estimated costs.  However, the amount of the CIAC payments 11 

themselves should not impact rate base because of Applicants’ accounting treatment, which 12 

offsets CIAC payments with actual project costs.  In a situation where a CIAC payment more 13 

than covers the actual cost for the related project, and the contract states that the difference will 14 

not be refunded, then that difference will be credited to rate base (i.e., a reduction to rate base).  15 

In a situation where a CIAC payment is not enough to cover the actual cost for the related 16 

project, and the contract does not require additional CIAC payment from a customer (e.g., fixed-17 

cost pricing contract), the CIAC payment booked is fully offset by the recorded project costs, 18 

and therefore, the CIAC payment does not impact rate base.  If the utility uses its own capital to 19 

make up the difference, that difference becomes a utility asset, and is included in plant, thereby 20 

increasing rate base. 21 

Furthermore, as explained to DRA, while SDG&E and SCG use different accounts to 22 

record CIAC payments and corresponding actual project costs (which is not uncommon for 23 
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different companies to have variations in the actual booking of debits and credits), their 1 

accounting treatment of CIAC is consistent.1  As explained earlier, because CIAC payments and 2 

actual project costs are offset against each other in accordance with FERC and NARUC 3 

guidelines (discussed below), there should be no impact to plant and therefore, no impact on the 4 

depreciation study, which analyzes plant accounts.2  What was also explained to DRA was that 5 

both the retirement and any net uncollectible portion of the removal costs associated with a 6 

CIAC project actually gets reflected in Applicants’ depreciation studies (specifically the future 7 

net salvage portion of the studies).3

B. FERC and NARUC Guidance on CIAC 13 

  In other words, if a CIAC payment does not cover all of the 8 

necessary removal costs for the related project, this net uncollectible portion will impact net 9 

salvage, and therefore rate base and the future net salvage calculation.  Of course, outside of the 10 

aforementioned uncollected CIAC activity, retirements and gross salvage from those projects 11 

will always be a part of the future net salvage studies for both utilities. 12 

Applicants follow FERC’s Uniform System of Accounts (“USoA”) and NARUC’s 14 

publication, Public Utility Depreciation Practice (August 1996) in accounting for CIAC.  These 15 

sources should not be in dispute, as they are the very sources that intervening parties also 16 

reference and rely upon in their testimonies.  The section of FERC’s USoA quoted below 17 

specifically addresses how CIAC should be treated under utility accounting: 18 

                                                 
1 See Attachment 2, SDG&E response to DRA informal data request DRA-SDG&E-DR-014-MRK, Q3. 
2 See Attachment 2, SDG&E response to DRA data request DRA-SDG&E-119-MRK, Q1, and DRA 
informal data request DRA-SDG&E-DR-015-MRK, Qs 2 – 3, among others. 
3 See Attachment 2, SDG&E response to DRA data request DRA-SDG&E-059-MRK, Q2, and SCG 
response to DRA data request DRA-SCG-078-MRK, Q3 and DRA-SCG-141-MRK, Q2. 
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The gas plant accounts shall not include the cost or other value of gas 2 

contributed to the company.  Contributions in the form of money or its 3 

equivalent toward the construction of gas plant shall be credited to the 4 

accounts charged with the cost of such construction.  Plant constructed 5 

from contributions of cash or its equivalent shall be shown as a reduction to 6 

gross plant constructed when assembling cost data in work orders for 7 

posting to plant ledger of accounts.  The accumulated gross costs of plant 8 

accumulated in the work order shall be recorded as a debit in the plant 9 

ledger of accounts along with the related amount of contributions 10 

concurrently being recorded as a credit.

Gas Plant 1 

4 (emphasis added) 11 

The electric plant accounts shall not include the cost or other value of 13 

electric plant contributed to the company.  Contributions in the form of 14 

money or its equivalent toward the construction of electric plant shall 15 

be credited to accounts charged with the cost of such construction.  16 

Plant constructed from contributions of cash or its equivalent shall be 17 

shown as a reduction to gross plant constructed when assembling cost data 18 

in work orders for posting to plant ledgers of accounts.  The accumulated 19 

gross costs of plant accumulated in the work order shall be recorded as a 20 

Electric Plant 12 

                                                 
4 Gas Plant Instructions 2, section D. 
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debit in the plant ledger of accounts along with the related amount of 1 

contributions concurrently be recorded as a credit.5

NARUC also specifically addresses the accounting treatment of CIAC: 3 

 (emphasis added). 2 

The plant accounts should not include the cost or other value of plant 4 

contributed to the company.  Contributions in the form of money or its 5 

equivalent toward the construction of plant should be credited to the 6 

accounts charged with the cost of such construction. When assembling 7 

cost data in work orders for posting to plant ledgers of accounts, plant 8 

constructed from contributions of cash or its equivalent should be shown as 9 

a reduction to gross plant constructed.  The accumulated gross costs of 10 

plant accumulated in the work order should be recorded as a debit in the 11 

plant ledger of accounts along with the related amount of contributions 12 

concurrently being recorded as a credit.6

FERC and NARUC prescribe the same accounting treatment of CIAC; and, Applicants 14 

follow this consistent guidance whereby CIAC payments are credited (or offset) against the 15 

related projects’ actual costs.   16 

 (emphasis added) 13 

C. Examples of Applicants’ CIAC Accounting 17 

To illustrate the practical application of the FERC and NARUC guidance, assume a 18 

customer asks SCG to relocate a distribution main underneath customer’s property, a project 19 

SCG estimates will cost $10,000.  SCG receives $10,000 from the customer and records the 20 

CIAC.  The project ends up costing $12,000, which SCG also records to that same account.  The 21 

customer will then be billed for the additional $2,000.  Therefore, the final CIAC amount of 22 

                                                 
5 Electric Plant Instructions 2, section D. 
6 NARUC Public Utility Depreciation Practice – August 1996, page 37. 
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$12,000 is completely offset by the actual project costs ($12,000) booked to that same account.  1 

If the project ends up costing $8,000 instead of the estimated $10,000 collected, SCG will refund 2 

$2,000 to the customer and reflect that in the account.  In both cases, CIAC is completely offset, 3 

and has no impact on SCG’s rate base.   4 

Even though the CIAC payment itself has no rate base impact, when does a CIAC project 5 

impact plant and rate base?  If during the course of the project, SCG removes and retires existing 6 

pipe that has a gross salvage value (e.g., $100), that gross salvage value is recorded in 7 

depreciation reserve.  Rate base can also be impacted upward where actual costs exceed the 8 

estimated costs (and the CIAC collected in the amount of those estimated costs), and the 9 

customer contract does not require payment of that difference.   10 

SDG&E would follow the same example (but would use different journal entries).  11 

Because SDG&E also offers the option of a fixed-cost pricing contract, if the project ends up 12 

costing $12,000, the CIAC of $10,000 would be completely offset by the actual project cost.  13 

The difference of $2,000 becomes a capital investment that SDG&E makes, and becomes part of 14 

plant, thereby increasing rate base.  If the project ends up costing $8,000 and the customer has 15 

overpaid, the $10,000 CIAC is offset by the actual project cost of $8,000, and the difference of 16 

$2,000 is reflected as a reduction to rate base.   17 

SCG’s and SDG&E’s treatment of CIAC is consistent with both FERC and NARUC 18 

guidance on CIAC.  As discussed immediately below, Applicants’ treatment of CIAC is also in 19 

harmony with the FERC and NARUC guidance on asset retirements, which is what intervening 20 

parties used as a basis for their positions.   21 
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IV. REBUTTAL TO DRA 1 

A. Applicants follow FERC and NARUC Guidance 2 

DRA claims to have found guidance from FERC and NARUC that demonstrates that 3 

Applicants have improperly accounted for CIAC payments.  DRA’s citation to the USoA Section 4 

B is as follows: 5 

B.  At the time of retirement of depreciable gas utility plant, this account shall be 6 

charged with the book cost of the property retired and the cost of removal and shall 7 

be credited with the salvage value and any other amounts recovered, such as 8 

insurance.7

DRA’s interpretation of this quote is that “that gross salvage and third party 10 

reimbursement be credited to depreciation reserve.”

 9 

8  In other words, DRA believes that all 11 

CIAC payments should be booked to depreciation reserve, and not against actual project costs, 12 

as done by Applicants.  However, this is not what the USoA prescribes in Section D, which 13 

specifically addresses CIAC.  Section B of the USoA quoted by DRA deals with the situation 14 

when an asset is retired, as evidenced in the phrase in the quote above “At the time of 15 

retirement of depreciable gas utility plant…”.

                                                 
7 Exhibit DRA-36, p. 16, lines 4 – 7. 

  In the example provided earlier, if during the 16 

course of a construction project, SCG removes its existing pipe, which has a gross salvage value 17 

of $100, SCG will record the $100 to a plant’s depreciation reserve.  Under DRA’s proposal, 18 

they would also have the $10,000 CIAC payment posted to depreciation reserve instead of 19 

offsetting the construction costs in the account used, which Applicants represent as inappropriate 20 

because it would understate the cost of removal.  Applicants follow the USoA’s guidance on 21 

asset retirements and gross salvage.  However, in terms of the CIAC payment, Section D of the 22 

8 Ibid, line 3. 
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USoA controls the proper accounting and instructs the payment is to be recorded in the same 1 

account as the construction costs.   2 

DRA also cites to a 1981 NARUC publication: 3 

The cost of plant retired should be accounted for in accordance with the 4 

rules applicable thereto.  The cost of the new plant should be included in 5 

the appropriate plant account at actual cost of construction.  The 6 

reimbursement received shall be accounted for by (a) crediting operation 7 

and maintenance expenses to the extent of actual expenses occasioned by 8 

the plant changes and (b) crediting the remainder to the reserve for 9 

depreciation, unless contractual terms definitely characterize residual or 10 

specific amounts as applicable to the cost of replacement.  In the latter 11 

even, appropriate credit should be entered into the plant accounts.9

NARUC is also describing an asset retirement situation, but does not describe how a 13 

CIAC payment should be treated for accounting purposes.  Instead, here is what NARUC says 14 

about accounting for CIAC: 15 

 12 

Contributions-in-Aid of Construction (“CIAC”) and Customer Advances 16 

reduce the rate base as a source of non-investor supplied capital.  CIAC 17 

and Customer Advances are payments made by customers generally to 18 

fund plant additions for new or expanded service.  CIAC are generally non-19 

refundable, whereas Customer Advances often have a provision allowing 20 

for refunds under specified circumstances.  For certain of the utility 21 

industries (e.g., water and wastewater), it is common for the CIAC and 22 

                                                 
9 Ibid, lines 12 – 20. 
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Customer Advances to be contained in its own rate base account, whereas 1 

for other industries (e.g., electric and gas) it is common for these items 2 

to be netted against the plant costs associated with their payment.10

In summary, Applicants’ accounting treatment of CIAC is consistent with FERC and 5 

NARUC guidance, contrary to DRA’s claim.  Therefore, DRA is wrong in concluding that 

 3 

(emphasis added) 4 

all

B. Applicants’ Discovery Responses Do Not Support DRA’s Proposal 18 

 6 

CIAC payments (or third party reimbursements as DRA would consider CIAC) be credited to 7 

depreciation reserve.  In both the FERC and NARUC guidance provided above they state that 8 

“contributions in aid of construction” should be recorded in the same account as the costs.  9 

The guidance interpretations discussed by DRA refer to reimbursements and provide no 10 

statement regarding “contributions in aid of construction.”  Using DRA’s interpretation would 11 

record the costs and contributions in different accounts, which would significantly understate the 12 

actual cost of removal amounts incurred by the utilities.  DRA is also wrong to imply that 13 

Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”) supports DRA’s position, because SCE has 14 

opposed DRA’s third party reimbursements proposal in its own 2012 General Rate Case (see 15 

Attachment 1, excerpt from SCE’s rebuttal testimony addressing DRA’s third party 16 

reimbursements analysis).    17 

DRA attempts to quantify what it believes is an appropriate CIAC adjustment to 19 

Applicants’ rate base through the use of Applicants’ data supplied during discovery.  As a 20 

preliminary matter, Applicants dispute DRA’s opinion of Applicants’ responsiveness during the 21 

discovery process.  Applicants made every good faith effort to respond to the numerous data 22 

                                                 
10 Rate Case and Audit Manual Prepared by NARUC Staff Subcommittee on Accounting and Finance 
(2003). 
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requests and informal inquiries, in written responses, telephone calls, and even personal 1 

meetings.  Applicants provided what information was available (and explained what data was 2 

not), described what the provided data represents, and conveyed the limitations of relying on that 3 

data for certain purposes.  Therefore, to the extent DRA found Applicants’ responses as 4 

unhelpful or contradictory, Applicants disagree.  See Attachment 2 (which contains 5 

documentation of Applicants’ responses to DRA’s inquiries on third party reimbursements11

For example, as explained earlier, if given a point in time (or time period like 2000-7 

2010), comparing an account balance for CIAC customer payments against an account balance 8 

for actual project costs is not going to conclusively depict the offsetting of CIAC payments 9 

against actual costs.  This is because CIAC payments are recorded when received, whereas actual 10 

costs may reflect the timing of construction and/or conclusion of the project.  However, this 11 

information is what DRA appears to have used to derive its $133 million proposed reduction rate 12 

base ($123 million for SDG&E and $10 million for SCG).

).   6 

12

For SDG&E, the $123 million difference between CIAC collected during an 11-year 14 

period, and what was allocated to plant accounts for the corresponding project costs for that same 15 

period,

   13 

13 does not represent

                                                 
11 Applicants’ data request responses include large embedded spreadsheets which are not being 
reproduced and attached as part of this testimony and are instead incorporated by reference.  However, 
Applicants reserve the right to introduce contents from those spreadsheets during the course of this 
proceeding.   

 a cash inflow less outflow difference, but rather a timing difference 16 

between when CIAC payments are received and the allocation of those same payments to the 17 

plant accounts.  As was explained to DRA, the reason for this $123 million difference, and the 18 

reason why this does not correspond to an actual cash difference, is that SDG&E does not 19 

12 Exhibit DRA-36, pp. 12 – 15. 
13 This is consistent with the information that DRA requested for both SDG&E and SCG.  See 
Attachment 2 (responses to DRA-Informal-SDG&E-013-MRK, Q4 and DRA-Informal SCG-09-MRK, 
Q4). 
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allocate CIAC payments to plant accounts until the completion of projects.  Accordingly, 1 

whereas the 2000-2010 data provided to DRA shows CIAC payments which were recorded in 2 

the year in which they were received, that same data does not show an offsetting allocation to 3 

plant accounts because several projects will be completed after 2010.  Therefore, the allocation 4 

to plant accounts consists of a simple reclassification on SDG&E’s accounting records, and does 5 

not reflect an actual movement of cash.   6 

For example, a large project which was begun in 2008 and is 80% complete at the end of 7 

2010 may have received a CIAC payment of $1 million in 2008, but the allocation of those 8 

projects costs to a plant account are not yet performed.  Therefore, what DRA would have seen is 9 

a CIAC amount of $1 million with no corresponding and offsetting allocation to plant accounts 10 

at this point in time.  This does not represent a basis to lower the utilities current plant that is 11 

used to provide services to its customer base. 12 

For SCG, the $10 million difference in what SCG shows as recorded for CIAC versus 13 

what was recorded in its designated plant account for corresponding project costs relates to 14 

timing of contributions and construction costs.  What the data reflects is the timing difference 15 

between the contributions and the construction costs of the project, as the payments are received 16 

in advance of construction costs being incurred and recorded.  By looking at SCG’s data, over 17 

half of the outstanding projects involve CIAC payments received in 2010, which means those 18 

payments would not show a corresponding offset until sometime after 2010, when those projects 19 

are completed.  DRA did not comprehend this critical detail.   20 

To summarize, it would be wholly inappropriate to authorize any reduction to rate base, 21 

as recommended by DRA, due to this misinterpretation of the CIAC information requested from 22 

and provided by Applicants.  As described in Section II.A., CIAC payments are offset by costs 23 
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and have no impact on rate base.  Simply stated, DRA’s misbegotten proposal is equivalent to 1 

removing something from rate base that was never there. 2 

Applicants also dispute DRA’s claim that explanations of how CIAC is treated were 3 

inconsistent or contradictory.  As explained earlier, SDG&E and SCG may use different 4 

accounts to record CIAC transactions, however both companies follow the same FERC and 5 

NARUC process to treat CIAC.   6 

Moreover, in terms of how reimbursements are treated in Applicants’ depreciation 7 

studies, each utility explained that because CIAC payments are offset by actual construction 8 

costs, they do not impact the future net salvage analysis.  SCG stated the following in a data 9 

request response: 10 

The net removal cost (less any positive salvage) applied against these 11 

retirements generating the historical FNS rates do not include those 12 

removal costs already paid and reimbursed by customers for the collectible 13 

work done.  The removal costs associated with these customer 14 

reimbursements is not included in the Net Salvage Studies, thereby 15 

correctly lessening the impact on any proposed FNS rates.14

SDG&E stated the following in a data request response: 17 

  16 

Removal costs are charged to FERC 108, these costs are offset by net 18 

CIAC payments received as shown.  Again, these two off-setting entries 19 

result in zero impact, and thus have no influence on the 2012 GRC Net 20 

Salvage Studies.15

                                                 
14 See Attachment 1, response to DRA data request DRA-SCG-078-MRK, Q3. 

 21 

15 See Attachment 1, response to DRA informal data request DRA-Informal-SDG&E-013-MRK, Q1. 
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 Thus, SDG&E and SCG do not contradict each other.  Each company explained their 1 

respective accounting treatment, but they both reflect similar treatment of CIAC (specifically the 2 

cost of removal component) as offsets to actual project costs.  While there are differences 3 

between the two utilities, both SDG&E and SCG follow FERC and NARUC guidance.    4 

IV. REBUTTAL TO TURN/UCAN 5 

 Like DRA, TURN/UCAN interprets FERC and NARUC to mean that CIAC should be 6 

treated as gross salvage.16

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 16 

  For the reasons provided above, the TURN/UCAN interpretation of 7 

FERC and NARUC guidance is not supported by the more relevant portions of those resources 8 

that directly speak to the accounting treatment of CIAC.  TURN/UCAN nonetheless propose 9 

significant reductions to Applicants’ depreciation expense through adjustments to future net 10 

salvage rates for several plant accounts.  While these adjustments are discussed in detail in the 11 

rebuttal testimony of Applicants’ depreciation witness, this rebuttal testimony demonstrates that 12 

TURN/UCAN’s adjustments are based on the faulty premise that Applicants have incorrectly 13 

accounted for CIAC.  Therefore, these proposed adjustments to future net salvage rates should be 14 

rejected in total.   15 

Applicants conform to FERC and NARUC guidance on the treatment of CIAC, as well as 17 

asset retirements and gross salvage.  Intervening parties take FERC and NARUC out of context 18 

and provide unsupportable arguments alleging improper accounting of CIAC by Applicants.  19 

Therefore, intervening parties’ proposed adjustments lack support.  Further, DRA’s proposal to 20 

                                                 
16 TURN Prepared Testimony of Jacob Pous, Report on Various Results of Operations Issues in Southern 
California Gas Company’s 2012 General Rate Case, pp. 24 – 27, and also Report on Various Results of 
Operations Issues in San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s 2012 General Rate Case, pp. 31 – 34. 
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reduce rate base by a combined $133 million reflects a misunderstanding of Applicants’ data and 1 

is not credible.  2 

This concludes our prepared rebuttal testimony.3 



 

SDG&E/SCG Doc#260122 DM - 16 Rebuttal: October 2011 

VI. WITNESS QUALIFICATIONS 1 

My name is Steven Dais.  My business address is 8330 Century Park Court, San Diego, 2 

California 92123.  I am employed by San Diego Gas & Electric Company (“SDG&E”) as a 3 

Billable Projects Accounting Supervisor, and have been in this position since 2009. 4 

I received undergraduate degrees in Accounting and Economics from Luther College, and 5 

a Masters of Business Administration from the University of Iowa.  I am a Certified Public 6 

Accountant.  I have been employed by Sempra Energy and SDG&E in various positions and 7 

responsibilities since 1999.  My experience includes Accounting Supervisor at Sempra 8 

Generation, and Principal Accountant for Generation Accounting at SDG&E.  I have not 9 

previously testified before the Commission. 10 

My name is Patrick D. Moersen.  My business address is 555 W. Fifth Street, Los 11 

Angeles, California, 90013.  I am employed by Southern California Gas Company (“SCG”) as 12 

the Asset and Project Accounting Manager for SCG.  I have been in this position since 13 

September 2005. 14 

I received a Bachelor of Science degree in Business, with an emphasis in Finance from 15 

California State University of Northridge.  I also received my Masters of Business 16 

Administration, with an emphasis in Finance from California Lutheran University.  I have been 17 

employed by SCG in various positions and responsibilities since 1994. My experience includes 18 

Asset and Project Accounting (formerly known as Cost Accounting), Accounts Payable, 19 

Financial Planning and Internal Audit. 20 

 21 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

EXCERPT FROM SCE’S 2012 GRC REBUTTAL TESTIMONY ADDRESSING THIRD 

PARTY REIMBURSEMENTS PROPOSALS FROM DRA AND TURN 

(A.10-11-015, EXHIBIT SCE-25, Vol. 3) 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

SDG&E AND SCG ISSUED DATA REQUEST RESPONSES REGARDING 

THIRD PARTY REIMBURSEMENTS INQUIRIES FROM DRA 

 







































DRA INFORMAL DATA REQUEST 
DRA-SDG&E-DR-018-MRK 

SDG&E 2012 GRC – A.10-12-005 
SDG&E RESPONSE 

DATE RECEIVED:  AUGUST 9, 2011 
DATE RESPONDED:  AUGUST 18, 2011 

 
1. With respect to SDG&E I have seen no similar columns in the spreadsheet DRA-Informal- 

SDG&E-13-MRK.  Please confirm. 
 
SDG&E Response: 
 
This is correct.  Any CIAC receipts or allocations which occurred prior to 2000 are not reflected 
on the CIAC Receipts & Allocations spreadsheet provided by SDG&E.   
 































DRA DATA REQUEST 
DRA-INFORMAL SCG-013-MRK 

SOCALGAS 2012 GRC – A.10-12-006 
SOCALGAS RESPONSE 

DATE RECEIVED:  AUGUST 25, 2011 
DATE RESPONDED:  AUGUST 25, 2011 

1. In DR 140 (for SCG) I ask for data as far back as 1995.  In the response to Informal-
SCG-09-MRK there are data columns labeled “Pre 2000”.  With respect to SCG, all I’m 
asking is how far back is the “pre 2000 data” and how it was put together.   

 
SDG&E Response: 
 
This information is not readily available.  The information in the “pre-2000” data column is at a 
summary level, and it does not distinguish the precise year the deposits goes back to for the 
projects contained in the requested analysis.  The information was put together in a manner 
similar to the other data included in the requested spreadsheet, and as described to DRA on 
earlier occasions. 
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