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3.1. Mr. Phillips presents the projected benefits of the OpEx 20/20 program in Tables SCG-RP-06, SCG-RP-07, and SCG-RP-08 in his testimony.  

3.1.1. Are the figures presented in these tables incremental for each year or cumulative?

3.1.2. Please provide a disaggregation of each table to show the savings in dollars on a year-by-year, program-by-program basis showing all of the disaggregated capital benefits in a single table for years 2010-2016 and similarly all of the disaggregated O&M benefits in a single table for years 2010-2016.

3.1.3. Please compare the savings described in the response to the previous question to the savings projected in the OpEx 20/20 O&C Benefits Summary table and the OpEx 20/20 Capital Benefits Summary table that are contained with the spreadsheet,“Soft vs Hard Benefits.Dec 09.xls,” provided in response to TURN-SCG-06, Q.4b. 

3.1.4. Please explain the differences between the capital and the O&M benefits projected by Mr. Phillips for years 2010-2016 and the capital and the O&M benefits projected in spreadsheet,“Soft vs Hard Benefits.Dec 09.xls, for the years 2010-2016.

3.1.5. For each year and each program, please identify the number of FTEs eliminated by each department, that is, Customer Service, Gas Distribution, Gas Transmission, Gas Operations, Gas Engineering, Gas Storage, Gas Procurement, Construction, IT, and any other (define name.)  Figures should not be cumulative to other years but may be annualized if positions are eliminated mid-year.

3.2. Mr. Phillips states in his testimony, Ex. SCG-13, at page RP-11:  “The estimated capital savings are shown in the following table. These savings are shown here for illustrative purposes only, as these savings are presented in the testimony of the operational witness in which the forecasted savings occur.”

3.2.1. Please identify the labor and non-labor O&M savings that Mr. Phillips is referring to in the testimony or workpapers of Mr. Stanford and Ms. Orcozo-Mieja.

3.2.2. Please identify the capital savings that Mr. Phillips is referring to in the testimony or workpapers of Mr. Stanford and Ms. Orcozo-Mieja.

3.3. In SoCalGas’ response to TURN-SCG-06, Question 1, SoCalGas provided copies of various documents that had been provided to its Board of Directors regarding the OpEx 20/20 program.  According to a Board presentation document, the GIS is “an Enterprise-wide Geographic Information System that will enable compliance with DOT Gas Transmission and Distribution Pipeline Integrity requirements [for] a detailed registry which includes installation information, condition, and maintenance history of our pipelines.”  GIS SEU Board at 2.  The document further projects that the GIS savings are expected to begin in 2012.  Id. at 5.  A spreadsheet provided in response to Question 4a, “4a Updated Bus Case.xls,” confirms the projection of $7.1 million in savings as of 2012 while a spreadsheet provided in response to Q.4b, “Soft vs Hard Benefits.Dec 09.xls,” projects $9.7 million in savings for 2012, of which $4.0 million is expected to be “hard” savings or benefits.  The data response defines “hard” benefits as “cost savings that will result in reduction in costs when compared to historical spend.”  
3.3.1. In light of the aforementioned Board documents, please explain why SoCalGas is requesting to add 4 FTEs in 2012 to 2EN000.000 - Gas Engineering for GIS related activities (at SCG-05-WP Stanford.pdf at 22 and SCG-05-WP Stanford.pdf at 24) instead of seeing a net decrease in staffing levels associated with GIS related activities due to previously projected “hard” and “soft” savings.

3.3.2. In light of the aforementioned Board documents, please explain why SoCalGas is requesting to add 4 FTEs in 2012 to 2200-2325.000 - Pipeline Integrity/ Ops Tech Support – Shared, which is a “new cost center created cost center to track expenses incurred by GIS and database type support that have historically been imbedded in other Ops Tech cost centers” (SCG-05-WP Stanford.pdf at 285) instead of seeing a net decrease in staffing levels associated with GIS related activities due to previously projected “hard” and “soft” savings.

3.3.3. In light of the aforementioned Board documents, please explain why SoCalGas is requesting to add over $4 million in “GIS Enhancements” (SCG-05-WP Stanford.pdf at 58-61) instead of seeing a net decrease in O&M costs associated with GIS related activities due to previously projected “hard” and “soft” savings.

3.4. In SoCalGas’ response to TURN-SCG-06, Question 1, SoCalGas provided copies of, GIS SEU Board.pdf, that was identified in the previous question, projects at page 3 that some 43% of the benefits from the GIS program would flow to SDG&E yet according to Mr. Stanford’s workpapers, SDG&E represents less than 15% of the combined transmission and distribution pipelines.  
3.4.1. Is the difference between the projected benefits and pipeline share associated with the inclusion of SDG&E’s electric system in the GIS project?

3.4.2. If the answer to the previous question is “yes,” please explain how the cost and benefits of the GIS program break down between the SoCalGas system, the SDG&E gas system and the SDG&E electric system.

3.4.3. If the answer to the question immediately preceding the previous question is “no,” please explain why there is such a large difference between the projected benefits of the project and the share of the pipeline system.
3.5. Mr. Stanford estimates $5 million for the purchase of GHG emissions credits for various SoCalGas facilities.  SCG-05-WP Stanford.pdf at 23.  Mr. Stanford does not separately project the purchase of emissions credits for SDG&E compression facilities.
3.5.1. Are SDG&E’s compressors exempt from the requirement to purchase GHG emissions credits?  

3.5.2. If the answer to the previous question is “yes,” please explain the exact basis for the exemption of these facilities and state whether SDG&E expects the exemption to persist.

3.5.3. If the answer to the question immediately preceding the previous question is “no,” are the emissions from these SDG&E facilities included in the emissions for which Mr. Stanford projects purchasing $5 million in credits during 2012?

3.5.4. If the answer to the previous question is “yes,” please describe the method by which SoCalGas proposes to allocate the cost of these emissions credits between SoCalGas and SDG&E as well as the ultimate result of such an allocation.
3.6. Mr. Stanford estimates $4.5 million for the payment of fees associated with CARB regulatory activities under AB 32 and another $5.0 million for GHG allowances under cap and trade regulations.  SCG-05-WP Stanford.pdf at 23.   
3.6.1. Mr. Dagg proposes an increased level of non-shared O&M expenses for Gas Transmission in Table SCG-JLD-5 of his testimony, which includes amounts of $229,000 and $179,000 for “CARB-AB 32” and “CARB AB-10x”, respectively.  Please explain the difference between the activities that Mr. Dagg intends to include in Transmission O&M and those AB 32 costs that Mr. Stanford includes in his O&M budget.
3.6.2. Ms. Orozco-Mejia proposes the adoption of a new environmental balancing account that would cover costs associated with compliance with AB 32.  Ex SCG-02 at p. 32-33.  Please explain the difference between the activities that Ms. Orozco-Mejia intends to include in Distribution O&M and those AB 32 costs that Mr. Stanford includes in his O&M budget.

3.6.3. Mr. Mansdorfer proposes an increase level of storage O&M expenses to cover compliance with AB 32.  Ex SCG-04 at p. JDM-14.  Please explain the difference between the activities that Mr. Mansdorfer proposes and those AB 32 costs that Mr. Stanford includes in his O&M budget.
3.7. In response to TURN-SCG-03, Question 2a-2b, SoCalGas states:  “SoCalGas has no record of removal expense for the years 2000-2008 due to physical conflict or perfecting of legal title” and “SoCalGas has no record of removal footage due to physical conflict or perfecting of title for the period of 2000-2008.”  
3.7.1. Does this mean that SoCalGas has never previously been requested to remove footage of an abandoned line?
3.7.2. If the answer to the previous question is “no,” please provide the date(s) prior to 2009 at which SoCalGas has removed an abandoned line at the request of the land owner or a municipality.

3.7.3. Please list all of the lines that SoCalGas considers abandoned, whether the lines are considered distribution or transmission or other, and the county that they are located in.

3.8. In the Mr. Stanford’s testimony at page RKS-76, he states “The biggest is for relocation of Lines 1016 and 4000 due to six railroad grade separation projects in Orange County. This project alone will cost approximately $13.6 million over years 2011 and 2012 and is not collectible.”  However, in Mr. Stanford’s capital workpapers at page RKS-CWP-215 there is a “collectible” amount of $2,716,000 shown for 2012.
3.8.1. Is Mr. Stanford’s statement in his testimony correct?

3.8.2. If the answer to the previous question is “yes,” what does the $2.7 million collectible shown in his workpapers correspond to?

3.8.3. Please break down the $4.5 million and $9.0 million of construction costs shown for 2011 and 2012, respectively, by each grade separation project listed under the Business Purposes heading. 

3.8.4. In previous years, have OCTA’s construction projects run consistently with the preliminary schedules that have been provided to SoCalGas or have they been subject to delay?

3.8.5. If the OCTA projects have been subject to delay, how much delay has SoCalGas experienced relative to the estimated timeline in the preliminary estimates?

3.8.6. Is OCTA’s ability to proceed with the grade separation projects dependent upon the passage of Measure M?

3.8.7. Has Orange County already passed the Measure M that is referred to in Mr. Stanford’s workpaper at page RKS-CWP-215?
3.8.8. If the answer to the previous question is “no,” please state when Measure M would be on the ballot.

3.8.9. Is OCTA’s ability to proceed with the grade separation projects dependent upon the approval of federal funding?

3.8.10. Has OCTA gotten final approval for its federal funding?

3.8.11. If the answer to the previous question is “no,” what is required for OCTA to obtain federal funding and is OCTA assured of that funding if it meets all of the requirements?

3.9. How does SoCalGas estimate its yearend CAC balances for 2010, 2011, and 2012 relative to its recorded yearend 2009 CAC balance?  
3.9.1. Are the monthly and yearend figures for 2009 based on recorded data?

3.9.2. Please explain in detail how any escalation factor(s) have been developed.  

3.9.3. Please explain why SoCalGas believes that its factors provide an accurate prediction of future CAC balances. 
3.10. In Mr. Stanford’s capital workpapers at page RKS-CWP-226, he discusses the proposed $3.3 million overhaul of the Newberry compressor and states that doing so will reduce O&M costs as follows: 
-Fuel cost savings/avoidance: it is estimated more efficient operation of Newberry Compressor Station can be managed by improved control system performance and monitoring. Estimated benefit: 2% of total fuel used or $50,000 per year.

-O&M reduction over baseline control system work: $25,000 per year. (call-outs, extended diagnostics and repairs.) 

-Early detection and trending of potential major mechanical component failures. Avoid one crankshaft, turbo and 3 cylinder replacements each 10=year cycle. Estimated benefit: $50,000 per year.

3.10.1. Did SoCalGas experience an amplified level of maintenance requirements for the Newberry compressor during 2009?

3.10.2. Has SoCalGas reduced its projected transmission O&M expense for 2012 to reflect the expected $50,000 in fuel savings, $25,000 in O&M reduction, and at least a portion of the $50,000 projected savings in major mechanical repairs that are expected to accompany the proposed overhaul of the Newberry compressor?

3.10.3. If the answer to the previous question is “yes,” please demonstrate in specific terms to what accounts or budget areas these adjustments were made.

3.10.4. If the answer to the question preceding the previous question is “no,” please explain why SoCalGas is not reducing its O&M costs while claiming those benefits will accompany its proposed compressor overhaul project. 

3.11. In Mr. Stanford’s capital workpapers at page RKS-CWP-234, he discusses the proposed $1.1 million replacement of an electric generator at the Newberry compressor station with three natural gas-fired microturbines.

3.11.1. Do the emissions from these microturbines contribute to SoCalGas’ projected emissions at Newberry that are included in the as part of the justification for SoCalGas’ projected $5 million in allowance costs?  (See page 23 of Mr. Stanford’s workpapers.)
3.11.2. If the answer to the previous question is “yes,” did SoCalGas consider replacing the electric generator with a new electric generator?

3.11.3. Why did SoCalGas decide to use microturbines?

3.12. Mr. Stanford’s workpapers at RKS-WP-36 estimates that SoCalGas will inspect and verify 73 assessment or reassessment projects through 2012.  

3.12.1. Is SoCalGas required to complete these 73 projects by the end of 2012?  

3.12.2. What are the consequences of failing to complete these projects by the end of 2012?  

3.12.3. Did SoCalGas estimate the cost of the 73 projects on a project specific basis or did SoCalGas estimate the cost on a mileage or other unit basis.  

3.12.4. If costs were estimated on a mileage or other unit basis, what is the unit cost used and how did SoCalGas develop the unit cost? 

3.12.5. What fraction of the 73 projects has been completed to date?

3.12.6. What is the recorded cost of those projects that have been completed to date?

3.13. Mr. Stanford’s workpapers at RKS-WP-36 estimates that SoCalGas will complete “External Corrosion Direct Assessment of Department of Transportation defined Transmission Pipeline per Baseline Assessment Plan is 51.46 miles in 2010, 15.20 miles in 2011, and 16.11 miles in 2012 @ $32,000/mile to survey (with a minimum cost of $15,600 per project and 1.79 digs/mile (with a minimum of 4 digs per project) at a cost of $40,000 per dig for non-labor. 152 digs are forecasted for 2010, 59 in 2011, and 155 in 2012.”
3.13.1. How did SoCalGas determine its assessment mileage estimate for 2010, 2011, and 2012?

3.13.2. What has SoCalGas’ actual completed assessment mileage been for 2010 and 2011 to date?

3.13.3. What is the recorded cost of the actual completed assessment mileage to date?

3.13.4. Are there any consequences if SoCalGas were to fail to meet its projected mileage goals for any of these years?

3.13.5. If the answer to the previous question is “yes,” please specify the consequences.

3.13.6. How did SoCalGas determine its unit cost (per mile) assessment?

3.13.7. Please provide a copy of any study that SoCalGas has performed of baseline assessment costs for transmission pipelines.
3.14. Mr. Stanford’s workpapers at RKS-WP-36 estimates that SoCalGas will rely upon “3rd party vendor to prepare detailed feature studies of 35 pipelines prior to integrity assessment. 20 of these projects are characterized as short lines at a flat rate of $16,000/line, and the 15 remaining projects are longer lines totaling 894.7 miles, at a cost of $3400/mile. 10% charge or $336,198 for scanning and indexing the work product.

3.14.1. What would be the consequence (if any) of SoCalGas failing to complete all 35 pipelines by the end of 2012?

3.14.2. Has SoCalGas based these estimates on bids with multiple parties submitting the estimates for the work?

3.14.3. If the answer to the previous question is “no,” please provide a detailed and complete explanation of the basis for SoCalGas’ project cost and mileage estimates.

3.14.4. What was the variation in costs on $/mile basis among the various estimates submitted?

3.14.5. Please provide a copy of each estimate submitted to SoCalGas by the third party vendors proposing to complete this work.

3.14.6. Please provide a copy of any email, memo, spreadsheet, or other document comparing and/or evaluating the various estimates for the pipeline feature studies. 

3.14.7. Which pipeline feature studies have been completed to date?

3.14.8. What is the recorded cost of those completed pipeline feature studies?

3.15. Mr. Stanford’s workpapers at RKS-WP-37 estimates that SoCalGas “will conduct tethered In-Line Magnetci Flux-Leakage (MFL) inspection of cased transmission pipeline to comply with the PHMSA baseline assessment and future re-assessment requirements. These segments of cased pipeline cannot be inspected using the appropriate assessment method, External Corrosion Direct Assessment, because it is ineffective on pipelines that are shielded and cannot be physically accessed to perform direct assessment validations. 3 cased pipeline segments assessed in 2010, 43 in 2011, and 74 in 2012 at $103,600 per project for the MFL tool cost, inspection analysis, and program documentation.”

3.15.1. What would be the consequence (if any) of SoCalGas failing to complete all the proposed MFL inspections by the end of 2012?

3.15.2. Has SoCalGas based its estimate of $103,600 per project on estimates made by multiple parties?

3.15.3. If the answer to the previous question is “no,” please provide a detailed and complete explanation of the basis for SoCalGas’ project cost estimate.

3.15.4. What was the variation in costs on $/project basis among the various estimates submitted?

3.15.5. Please provide a copy of each estimate submitted to SoCalGas by the third party vendors proposing to complete this work.

3.15.6. Please provide a copy of any email, memo, spreadsheet, or other document comparing and/or evaluating the various estimates for the MFL inspections.

3.15.7. Which MFL inspections have been completed to date?

3.15.8. What is the recorded cost of those completed MFL inspections?

3.16. Please provide a complete working electronic copy of the Excel cost allocation and rate design spreadsheet model as well as any other Excel spreadsheet that was relied upon by Mr. Lenart in preparing his testimony and rate tables.  (Ex 40 G Lenart)  Working Excel spreadsheets contain all links to other Excel spreadsheets in active format.
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