OIR ON THE COMMISSION’S OWN MOTION TO ADOPT NEW SAFETY AND RELIABILITY REGULATIONS FOR NATURAL GAS TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION PIPELINES AND RELATED RATEMAKING MECHANISMS                                      (R.11-02-019/A.11-11-002)

(DATA REQUEST DRA-DBP-TCAP-PSEP-01)
______________________________________________________________________


QUESTION   DRA-DBP-TCAP-PSEP-01-01:

Exhibit Reference: Amended Testimony and Rebuttal Testimony of SoCalGas/SDG&E in A.11-11-002, Chapter 5.
Please provide the following information:
In Rebuttal Testimony, Chapter 5, p. 3, line 17, SoCalGas’/ SDG&E’s witness states:

“My analysis and conclusions are based on a review of various external documents.” This statement is followed by a list of documents “in no particular order.”
a. Please provide copies of all of the documents on page 4 described in the bullets at

lines 4, 6, 8, 10, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 22, and 36.

b. For each conclusion in Chapter 5 which is based on any of the listed documents on

both pages 3 and 4, please identify the conclusion and cite to the document, including the page number and, if applicable, the line number, where support for that conclusion can be found.
RESPONSE   DRA-DBP-TCAP-PSEP-01-01:
a. Please provide copies of all of the documents on page 4 described in the bullets

at lines 4, 6, 8, 10, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 22, and 36.

Item 4: GPTC Guide is a copyrighted document that is more than 500 pages long. It is

not attached but can be purchased from the American Gas Association.

Item 6: Hough, 1954 article is attached.

Item 8: Hough, 1955 article is lengthy. Excerpt of cited portion is attached.

Item 10: Jennings, article is lengthy. Excerpt of cited portion is attached.

Item 11: Bergman article, attached.

Item 13: Castaneda and Pratt, item is a copyrighted book in hardcover. 

Item 15: Elder article is attached.

Item 17: McGehee article is attached.

Item 19: Shires and Harrison is a copyrighted document of Gas Technology Institute

(GTI) available from the Technical Toolboxes website (www.ttoolboxes.com). 

Item 22: Kiefner report is a copyrighted document of GTI. Availability is the same as Item 19.

Item 36: AGA white paper is lengthy and available as free download from www.aga.org.

Excerpt of cited portion is attached.

Copies provide in the attached document.
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b. For each conclusion in Chapter 5 which is based on any of the listed documents

on both pages 3 and 4, please identify the conclusion and cite to the document,

including the page number and, if applicable, the line number, where support for

that conclusion can be found.

My conclusions were developed from an analysis as discussed in the testimony, not just

from the cited documents. Individual factual statements in my written testimony cite the

source documents to support them.

Item 4: GPTC Guides of various years were reviewed for language associated with

records accuracy or pertaining to the terms “verifiable, traceable, and complete”. No

such language was discovered in any section discussing records. This supports

Conclusion 4.

Item 6: Hough, 1954 article attached. See mark ups on Page F-2, fourth and fifth

paragraphs. These state that the intent of the 1955 B31.8 was to state what is generally

considered good practice, to serve as a standard that can be incorporated in regulations

by reference, and to improve public safety through voluntary compliance. This supports

Conclusions 1 and 2 that pressure testing and recordkeeping requirements in industry

standards have differed from those in regulations.

Item 8: Hough, 1955 article, excerpts from pages F-9 through F-12 and F32 through F-

35. Page F-10, text as marked, describes the intent of the B31.8 Code as a statement

of generally accepted good practice, not as law, and that other good practices that are

not generally accepted are not included. This supports Conclusions 1 and 2 asserting

that requirements in standards and regulations have differed. Pages F-11 and F-12,

text as marked, express the Code’s intent that requirements for new construction,

including testing and the established MAOP are not applicable to existing installations.

This supports Conclusion 3 concerning the basis for “grandfathered” pipelines. Page F-

32, third paragraph, discusses recordkeeping. It suggests keeping records to provide

evidence of the work done, but expresses no intent that most records be preserved

indefinitely. In fact, it suggests that referring to the specifications under which the

pipeline was built is adequate. This supports Conclusions 2, 3, and 4. Page F-34, third

paragraph and subsequent marked text confirm that the 1955 code adopted significantly

different testing provisions than previously. It confirms that previous testing provisions

were widely interpreted as not requiring any test, and that it was a general practice to

enter pipelines into service without a strength test. This supports Conclusion 1. Page

F-35, second paragraph, marked text confirms that even where pipeline companies

tested with water, their practices varied. This supports Conclusion 1.

Item 10: Jennings document, excerpts from pages 1, 9, 21, and 22 as marked. These

describe Jennings’ opinions, as first Director of the Office of Pipeline Safety, about the

purpose of regulations, the role of NTSB, and the separation between regulation and

industry standards. This supports Conclusions 1 and 2 that pressure testing and

recordkeeping requirements in industry standards have generally differed from those in

regulations. It also supports Conclusion 4 in that NTSB may be the source of

recommendations.

Item 11: Bergman article, attached. See circled paragraphs, pages 1 and 2. These

paragraphs refer to the advent of hydrotesting pipelines to high stress levels using water

in the 1950s, and the gradual adoption of the practice throughout the industry over the 10

years after 1955. Also, noted that company practices varied. This supports Conclusion

1 that testing practices evolved over time and were not uniform throughout the industry.

Item 13: Castaneda and Pratt, discusses

Texas Eastern’s high pressure hydrostatic testing program in 1950 as the first of its

kind. It also discusses the use of pigs for pushing water out of the pipe, a technique

developed by Texas Eastern for those tests. Prior to then, the technique and ability to

carry out such tests did not exist. This supports Conclusion 1 that pressure testing of

pipelines has not always been practiced historically and evolved over time.

Item 15: Elder article is attached. See page 2, 3rd paragraph from bottom, discussing

one of the reasons for the development of the B31.8 standard. See page 5, first full

paragraph describing the regulator’s position concerning the distinction between

regulations and standards. These support Conclusions 1 and 2 asserting that

requirements in standards and regulations have differed.

Item 17: McGehee report, attached. See mark ups on pages E-7, E-8, and E-9. These

discuss early pressure testing practices with gas prior to the development of methods of

hydrostatic testing with water developed in the 1950s. Practices differed among

operators. This supports Conclusion 1 that testing practices developed over time and

differed across the industry.

Item 19: Shires and Harrison, section 4.1, first paragraph

discusses use of pipe mill test as principle strength test on pipe used as a basis for

establishing MAOP in the 1930s. Section 4.5, second paragraph describes difficulties

with using water for pressure testing in early years. Third paragraph describes hazard

of testing with gas to high stress levels. Fourth paragraph identifies Texas Eastern with

initiating practice of testing pipelines with water. This supports Conclusion 1 that

pressure testing of pipelines has not always been practiced historically and evolved

over time.

Item 22: Kiefner report, detailed discussion of references omitted.

Mark ups on pages 4-2 through 4-5 discuss history of pressure testing. This supports

Conclusion 1 that pressure testing was not always practiced historically and that

practices evolved.

Item 36: AGA white paper, excerpt. This document was listed as a reference but not

actually cited within the text of the testimony. Excerpted pages 1 and 2 are attached,

relevant parts as marked. The marked text attests to the confusion on the part of the

industry as to the intent and means to comply with the terms “traceable, verifiable, and

complete”. It also confirms that there were no stated requirements for recordkeeping

relative to the MAOP while acknowledging that regulators could expect operators to

justify the MAOP. Finally, it notes that once an MAOP has been established by a

method as provided for in regulations, documents could have been lost, but since the

MAOP was already established there would be no reason to revisit the issue. This

supports Conclusion 2 that recordkeeping requirements evolved over time but lacked

specificity until more recently. It also supports Conclusion 4 that the terms “traceable,

verifiable, and complete” are new requirements.
QUESTION   DRA-DBP-TCAP-PSEP-01-02:

On Footnote 16 on page 18 of SoCalGas/SDG&E Amended Testimony,

SoCalGas/SDG&E state that the proposed PSEP does not include any costs for testing or replacing pipelines constructed post-1970.

a. What is the basis for excluding these costs in the PSEP?
b. If these costs are not included in the PSEP, what is the source of these funds?
c. Is SoCalGas/SDG&E legally required to exclude these costs in its PSEP? Please

explain your response.
d. Has SoCalGas/SDG&E been instructed by anyone at the Commission to exclude

these costs, and if so, who from the Commission provided this instruction?
RESPONSE   DRA-DBP-TCAP-PSEP-01-02:

a. Current Federal regulations have required subpart J compliant pressure testing and record keeping since 1970, but application of this modern pressure testing and recordkeeping standard to “grandfathered” pipelines represents a new requirement per D.11.06-017.  Page 20 of the Decision covers the new requirement to apply modern pressure testing standards to “grandfathered” pipeline segments:

“Specifically, no later than August 26, 2011, respondents SDG&E, SoCalGas, Southwest Gas Corporation and PG&E shall file and serve their respective proposed Natural Gas Transmission Pipeline Comprehensive Pressure Testing Implementation Plan (Implementation Plan) to comply with the requirement that all in-service natural gas transmission pipeline in California has been pressure tested in accord with 49 CFR 192.619, excluding subsection 49 CFR 192.619 (c).”
SoCalGas/SDG&E have interpreted that scope of recovery for the PSEP should apply to the new requirement, and as such are not requesting recovery for testing or replacing pipelines installed under modern Federal regulations.  
b. Please refer to data request Response SCGC-TCAP-PSEP-15.6, 1st Revision 061512.  
c. SoCalGas/SDG&E do not believe there is a legal requirement to exclude costs for pressure testing or replacing pipelines constructed post-1970 in the PSEP.  Please refer to Response DRA-DBP-TCAP-PSEP-01-02a for our interpretation of the scope of PSEP recovery.

d. No

1

_1405840846.pdf
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