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)

(1ST DATA REQUEST FROM TURN 1st Revision 050912-Complete DR)

______________________________________________________________________


QUESTION 1:

Regarding Figure V-3 (Sempra testimony, p. 72), please indicate the milepost of the rupture on the 18-inch pipeline, and the milepost of each of the ASV's that closed spanning and isolating the ruptured segment. 
RESPONSE 1:

Witness- Joe Rivera (Mike Bermel-Measurement Regulation Control Mgr)
Approximate rupture location was at Milepost (MP) 28.
ASVs closed at MP 20.81 and MP 30.48 
QUESTION 2:

Please indicate the milepost where the indicated pressure (the red line in Figure V-3) was taken on the pipeline. 
RESPONSE 2:

Witness- Joe Rivera (Mike Bermel-Measurement Regulation Control Mgr)

Mile post 20.81.  
QUESTION 3:

On page 73 explain the term "near-full rupture" related to the pipe event. Please provide any photos of the ruptured pipe. 
RESPONSE 3:

Witness- Joe Rivera (Mike Bermel-Measurement Regulation Control Mgr)

The term “near-full-rupture” was used because the pipe was not completely severed to the point of being two separate pipe ends.  A portion of the bottom of the pipe remained intact. See attached photos. 
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QUESTION 4:
Please provide full specifications of the ruptured pipe, including but not limited to the pipe grade and pipe thickness. 
RESPONSE 4:

Witness- Joe Rivera (Mike Bermel-Measurement Regulation Control Mgr)

Pipe ID: 17.5-inch
Pipe grade and wall thickness:  X50 @ .25” wt
Pipe date of operation:  12/1/1944
Pipe break dimensions: 61” L x 18”
QUESTION 5:
What was the pipe's MAOP for the segment shown in Figure V-3? 
RESPONSE 5:

Witness- Joe Rivera (Mike Bermel-Measurement Regulation Control Mgr)

 MAOP: 650 psig 
QUESTION 6:
For the pipe section that ruptured, what does the operating pressure of approximately 600 psig shown in Figure V-3 equate to as a % SMYS? 
RESPONSE 6:

Witness- Joe Rivera (Mike Bermel-Measurement Regulation Control Mgr)

SMYS:  Approximately 43.2% at 600 Psig.
QUESTION 7:
For each year 1990-2010, please provide SoCalGas’ and SDGE’s (separately): 1) forecast for ratemaking purposes and 2) actual recorded results, for each of the following:

a) Miles of transmission pipeline inspected via Direct Assessment

b) Capital and O&M expenditures (separately if available) for Direct Assessment

c) Miles of transmission pipeline inspected via In-Line Inspection (“smart pigging”)

d) Capital and O&M expenditures (separately if available) for In-Line Inspection

e) Miles of transmission pipeline replaced

f) Capital and O&M expenditures (separately if available) for pipeline replacement

RESPONSE 7:

SCG/SDG&E and TURN held meet and confers on: 1/27/12, 3/1/12, and 4/26/12. During these phone conversations, it was agreed that in lieu of the forecast amounts, SoCalGas/ SDG&E would provide the authorized settlement amounts from the rate proceedings in response to this data request.

a.1)
Authorized Miles of Direct Assessment (DA) inspection - There were no authorized amounts of miles to be inspected via Direct Assessment in the rate proceeding settlements.

a.2)
Recorded DA miles inspected - Table 1 shows the mileage of transmission pipeline inspected within the transmission integrity management program (TIMP) by both External Corrosion Direct Assessment (ECDA) and Inline Inspection (ILI) methods for both utilities.

Table 1
SoCalGas and SDG&E
Miles of Transmission Pipeline Inspected (TIMP)

ECDA and ILI (miles)

	Assessment Type
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010

	SoCalGas - ECDA 
	0
	2
	49
	42
	43
	25
	27

	SoCalGas - ILI
	181
	262
	597
	282
	71
	182
	524

	SDG&E - ECDA 
	0
	2
	1
	86
	31
	10
	5

	SDG&E - ILI
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	30


b.1)
Authorized Expenditures for DA - Capital and O&M - Table 2 shows the authorized funding levels for Pipeline Integrity through the applicable ratemaking mechanisms: 2004 Cost of Service (COS) and 2008 General Rate Case (GRC).  These authorized amounts include pipeline ECDA, ILI, and other inspections, repairs, and TIMP related replacements as well as project-specific and program-level costs, such as policy and program development, data analysis, and training.  

Table 2
SoCalGas and SDG&E - Authorized TIMP 

O&M, direct shared and non-shared

Capital, fully loaded 
(Thousands, Nominal$)
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b.2)
Actual Recorded DA – Capital Expenses – 

A complete pipeline inspection, be it via ECDA, ILI, or another method, requires a number of activities to be performed before the inspection is considered complete.  These activities are designed so that a segment is properly analyzed and necessary integrity requirements are appropriately applied.  After the inspection has been performed, follow up analysis is performed to confirm that the resulting inspection data is reliable and accurate and that the appropriate repair and mitigative measures are completed.

Without drilling into individual work order accounting and conducting extensive activity-based analysis, it is not possible to provide a detailed activity-based accounting for the associated expenses for each specific assessment method.  In lieu of detailed activity information, we provide in Table 3 the capital expenses for the Integrity Management Program for SoCalGas and SDG&E.

Table 3

SoCalGas and SDG&E 
Capital Expenses for Integrity Management Program 
(Thousands, fully loaded, Nominal$)
	Capital - Actual
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010

	SoCalGas - Capital
	$27,742
	$35,560
	$37,229
	$42,898
	$30,207
	$42,794
	$66,554

	SDG&E - Capital
	0
	0
	0
	$343
	$789
	$-1
	$1,843



Actual Recorded DA – O&M Expenses – 

Similar to the Capital discussion above, a discrete accounting of O&M expenditures for a particular assessment method is not readily available and would require extensive analysis at the work order level.  

In lieu of detailed activity information, the summary of annual O&M expenses for the integrity management program is presented in Table 4.

Table 4
O&M Expenses for Integrity Management Program 
SoCalGas and SDG&E (Thousands, Nominal$ excluding V&S factor)
	O&M - Actual
	20041
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010

	SoCalGas – O&M
	*
	$5,205
	$10,961
	$13,150
	$11,777
	$14,295
	$22,583

	SDG&E – O&M
	*
	$499
	$941
	$2,085
	$2,262
	$736
	$1,076


1- Expenses for 2004 and are not included because the accounting practices in place during that time did not allow the Transmission Integrity Management Program values to be separated and reported.
c.1)
Authorized Miles of In-Line Inspection (ILI) - There were no authorized amounts of inspection miles via In-Line Inspection in the rate proceeding settlements.

c.2)
Recorded ILI miles Inspected - Please see response provided in Question 7(a.2)

d.1)
Authorized Expenditures for ILI - Capital and O&M - Please see response provided in Question 7(b.1).

d.2)
Actual Recorded Expenditures for ILI - Capital and O&M - Please see response provided in Question 7(b.2).

e.1)
Authorized mileage for pipeline Replacements - There were no authorized amounts of pipeline replacement miles in the rate proceeding settlements.

e.2)
Miles of Pipeline Replaced - Tables 5, 6, and 7 shows the miles of pipe replaced by year and the annual expenses incurred for pipe replacement.  The pipeline replacement work has been organized into three general replacement categories: TIMP Replacement, Routine Replacement, and Routine Relocation.  In addition, these activities have been further segmented by pipe diameter categories of “Less than 12”; 12” through 24”; Greater than 24”, and Multiple Diameters.  The Multiple Diameter category shows data for work orders that replaced pipe of two or more different diameters.  For these work orders, the accounting practices do not provide for a detailed breakdown of costs by individual diameter.  Negative values in these tables are primarily due to the timing of credits received for jobs that are collectible in nature.

Access to multiple data systems were required to provide the data for this request.  Plant accounting data was used to identify work orders where pipe was installed.  Additional analysis was needed to determine if the installation was for replacement or new business activities.  The financial data for these “replacement” work orders was then queried from the financial accounting data sets.

Many of these pipeline replacement projects span multiple years.  As such, the project costs may be accounted for over multiple years, with specific activity expenses applied during the year that the activity was performed.  The replacement mileage of a project is accounted for in the year the project is completed.  These accounting differences must be considered if efforts are made to determine a correlation between annual recorded costs and annual replacement mileage totals.

TIMP Replacement, Table 5 – The replacement of pipe in conjunction with pipeline integrity assessment activities.  This includes replacements associated with an integrity assessment such as to make a pipeline Piggable (valves and associated piping, Ells, bends, bypasses, crossovers, etc.), or assessment related repairs.  There were no TIMP-driven pipeline replacements prior to 2004.  There has been no pipeline integrity driven pipe replacement at SDG&E.

Table 5
SoCalGas - Pipeline Integrity driven Pipe Replacements
(Thousands, fully loaded, Nominal$)
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Routine Replacement, Table 6 – This is routine, non-TIMP, pipe replacement work.  This includes pipe segment replacement due to a particular cause such as excavation or corrosion damage, due to natural causes such as earth movement, or to remove undesirable components, materials, or construction techniques.  
Table 6
SoCalGas & SDG&E - Routine Replacement
(Thousands, fully loaded, Nominal$)
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Routine Relocation, Table 7 – This covers jobs where there is a need to physically change the location of piping to accommodate government, private, or utility driven activities.  This includes replacement due to freeway widening, storm drain installation, or other property development.

Table 7
SoCalGas & SDG&E - Routine Relocation
(Thousands, fully loaded, Nominal$)
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f.1)
Authorized Expenditures for Pipeline Replacements – The authorized expenditures shown in the response the Question 7(b1), Table 2 includes TIMP driven replacements.  The authorized expense amounts related to non-TIMP replacements, i.e., routine replacements and relocations, are not included and will be provided in a supplemental response by May 14th, 2012.

f.2)
Actual Recorded Expenditures for pipeline replacement - Please see response provided in Question 7
QUESTION 8:
Approximately how many manual shut-off valves are there on transmission lines in High Consequence Areas on the Sempra system?  

RESPONSE 8:

Witness- Joe Rivera (Mike Bermel-Measurement Regulation Control Mgr)

Short Answer subject to caveats/interpretations below: 307 valves, which are all scheduled for conversion to RCV functionality in the PSEP.

There are approximately 4,000 valves servicing SoCalGas and SDG&E’s gas transmission system operations.  This includes valves of all sizes and all types of configurations (stations, mainline, interconnects, controls etc.)  A total of 337 of these valves are either remote or ASV functional in nature.  That leaves approximately 3,700 valves that are manually-operated on the transmission system.  Of these 3,700, however, a sub-total of approximately 671 valves can be used to support manual isolation of sections of high pressure DOT transmission pipeline in the event of a pipeline rupture (when used in conjunction with existing ASVs and RCVs). It is assumed TURN’s question is principally aimed at valves serving this sub-function.

The subset of these 671 existing manual DOT transmission pipeline valves to be specifically modified to support remote/automatic HCA isolation of pipelines pursuant to the PSEP is 307 valves.  These 307 valves, plus 20 new shorter-interval transmission valves and 40 backflow-prevention valves on distribution pipelines, constitute the valves required to isolate all SoCalGas/SDG&E HCA classified pipelines 12” in diameter and above operating above 30% SMYS and all HCA pipelines 20” and above in diameter operating above 20% SMYS.

The count of how many of these valves physically reside in HCAs would take additional time to review and can be provided, but the Class location in which the valves actually reside is not as important as the Class location of the pipeline segments they protect or isolate.  The PSEP approach was to use existing valve locations to protect Criteria HCA pipelines, where such protection could be generally achieved in intervals of 8 miles or less.  That total is 307 existing manual transmission valves.

 
QUESTION 9:
For what percentage of the miles of pipeline in High Consequence Areas has SoCalGas completed the federally-mandated initial inspections via 1) Direct Assessment or 2) In-Line Inspection?

RESPONSE 9:

Through 2011, SoCalGas has inspected 87% of the HCA mileage using ILI and ECDA.  In-line inspection has been used for 71% of the HCA mileage, and direct assessment has been applied to 16% of the HCA mileage.

QUESTION 10:
Please provide a copy of the data requests (only the requests, not responses) submitted to date by all other parties (including DRA and intervenors).

RESPONSE 10:

Attached are copies of all the data requests received to date.
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Additionally, all responses to data requests received by SDG&E and SoCalGas received in R.11-02-019 are posted at SDG&E’s and SoCalGas’ websites under the webpages “Proceedings Before the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)” found at the links below.  

http://www.socalgas.com/regulatory/R11-02-019.shtml
http://sdge.com/node/469
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_1387802322.pdf
505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

Division of Ratepayer Advocates Phone: (415) 703-2381
California Public Utilities Commission Fax: (415) 703-1673

http://dra.ca.gov

Joseph P. Como, Acting Director

DATA REQUEST / R.11-02-019
SoCalGas/SDG&E Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan

Data Request No: DRA-DAO- 1

Date of this Request: 09-26-2011

Date Responses Due: On or before 10-03-2011

To: Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprautilities.com
Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprautilities.com
213 244-2955

From: Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator
Division of Ratepayer Advocates
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108
San Francisco, CA 94102
Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

Originated by: Dao Phan

Email: dao@cpuc.ca.qgov
Phone: 415-703-5249
Subject:

Exhibit Reference: Chapter 1X, SoCalGas/SDG&E Prepared Testimony in R.11-02-019

Please provide the following information:

DAO1-1. Regarding Sempra’s discussion of the cost estimates for pipeline replacements and
pressure tests for SoCalGas Transmission, please identify the installation date for each of the
segments or lines listed in Appendix IX-1-A, on page WP-IX-1-Ai of the workpapers.
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DAO1-2. Regarding Sempra’s discussion of the cost estimates for pipeline replacements and
pressure testing for SoCalGas Distribution, please identify the installation date for each of the
segments or lines listed in Appendix IX-1-B, on page WP-1X-1-Bi of the workpapers.

DAO1-3. Please identify the installation date for line 1600 and line 3010 as identified on page
WP-1X-1-Ci of the Appendix IX-1-C of the workpapers for SDG&E Transmission.

DAO1-4. Please identify the installation date of each of the lines identified on page WP-1X-1-
Di of Appendix 1X-1-D, of the SDG&E Distribution workpapers.

DAO1-5. Regarding the Contingency percentages used in the workpapers, please provide a
detailed explanation showing how the contingency percentages were derived and include any
and all copies of supporting workpapers and calculations relied on to determine the 30% for

projects <$2 million and 20% for projects >$2 million.

Please send your response to the Originator, and a copy of your response to the Project Coordinator and an e-copy to
DRA Counsel, Marion Peleo, at map@cpuc.ca.gov.

Please provide two copies of the above information as it becomes available but no later than the due date identified
above. If you are unable to provide the information by this date, please provide a written explanation to the data request
Originator seven calendar days before the due date describing why the response date cannot be met, and your best
estimate of when the information can be provided. Please identify the person who provides the response and his/her
phone number and email address.

Provide electronic responses, if possible, and a set of paper responses with your submittal to the DRA Project
Coordinator and the originator of data request. All data responses need to have each page numbered, referenced, and
indexed so worksheets can be followed. If any number is calculated, include a copy of all electronic files so the
formulas and their sources can be reviewed. State any assumptions underlying your responses.

If you have any questions regarding this data request, please contact the originator.





DRA

505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Division of Ratepayer Advocates Phone: (415) 703-2381
California Public Utilities Commission Fax: (415) 703-1673
http://dra.ca.gov

Joseph P. Como, Acting Director

DATA REQUEST / R.11-02-019
SoCa Gas/SDGE& E Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan

Data Request No: DRA-DAO- 2

Date of this Request: 09-27-2011

Date Responses Due: On or before 10-04-2011

To: Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprauitilities.com
Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprauitilities.com
213 244-2955

From: Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

Division of Ratepayer Advocates
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108
San Francisco, CA 94102

Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

Originated by: Dao Phan

Email: dao@cpuc.ca.gov
Phone: 415-703-5249
Subject: Pressure Testing

Exhibit Reference: Chapter 1X, SoCal Gas/SDG& E Prepared Testimony in R.11-02-019

Please provide the following information:

DAQO2-1. Regarding the discussion of pressure testing of SoCalGas and SDG& E pipelines on
page 108 of the testimony, and the workpapers supporting Chapter IX, p. WP-1X-1-Al, please
provide a definition and explain the difference between these three terms: “CriteriaMiles’,
“Accelerated Miles’, and “Category 4 Criteria’.
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DAQO2-2. Regarding Sempra’s plan to pressure test 407 milesin Phase 1, please provide a
breakdown of the number of milesto be tested in Phase 1A versus Phase 1B.

DAO2-3. Please explainin detail how the 407 miles planned for pressure testing, discussed on
page 108 of the testimony, fit in with the 321 “Phase 1A Miles” and 299 “Accelerated Miles’ in
the summary of pipeline mileage to be addressed in Phase 1A, in Table IV-5, of page 53 of the
testimony.

DAQO2-4. Of the 407 miles proposed for pressure testing on page 108 of the testimony, please
identify the number of miles of pipelines required to be tested pursuant to D.11-06-017, by
company for each of SoCalGas and SDG&E.

DAQO2-5. Of the 407 miles of pipelines proposed for pressure testing discussed on page 108,
please provide a breakdown by class (class 1-4) and by company for each of SoCal Gas and
SDG&E.

DAO2-6. Regarding Table IX-6, Phase 1 pressure test O& M costs, please provide a detailed
explanation, including all calculations, showing how the costs were derived for each of the years
from 2012-2015.

DAQO2-7. Regarding the Phase 1 pressuretest O& M costs discussed on page 109 of the
testimony, please provide atable similar to Table IX-6, wherein the number of miles to by
pressure tested each year from 2012-2015 isidentified.

DAQO2-8. Please explain in detail how Sempra determined the number of milesto be pressure
tested, including a copy of all calculations used and relevant active excel spreadsheets for these
calculations, for each year from 2012-2015.

DAQO2-9. Regarding the 407 miles of pipelines Sempra proposes to pressure test, discussed on
page 108, when did the company have knowledge that these affected pipelines did not have any
records demonstrating that they have been pressure tested?

DAQO2-10. Regarding the 407 miles proposed to be pressure tested, are these milesidentified as
having no pressure tested records, in any of the Transmission Pipeline Integrity Management
data management systems?

DAQO2-11. Explain in detail the steps taken by Semprato determine that the 407 miles have no
records confirming they were pressure tested.

DAQ2-12. Provide a detailed step by step showing of how Sempra determined that 407 miles
need to be pressure tested pursuant to the requirements of D.11-06-017.

DAO2-13. Regarding the pressure testing cost estimates discussed on page 109 of the testimony,
please provide the following:





a. For each of the estimating factors: segment size, pipeline profile, water supply,
equipment, personnel, material, etc., please explain which of these factors have
constant costs and which have variable costs.

b. Please explainin detail how SPEC Services was chosen for their services.

c. Please provide acopy of the contract between SPEC and SEMPRA for the services
discussed in the testimony.

d. Has Semprarelied on SPEC Servicesin the past to provide cost estimates of pressure
testing its pipelines? If so, please identify the line, the pressure test date, the cost
incurred, and the details of each of the testing project that would be comparable to
the information prepared and presented in this case. For example, the cost of
materials, construction, SCG labor/inspection,
design/engineering/construction/environmental, and contingency. The details should
be in the same format as presented in the workpapers for this case.

DAQO2-14. Did Sempra/SoCal Gas perform any pressure testing on any of its transmission or
distribution lines as part of its Transmission or Distribution Pipeline Integrity Management
between 2005 and 20117 If yes, please identify al the affected lines, and for each of these
affected lines, please provide the cost details in the format presented in this application. Refer

to the workpapers for any of the lines proposed by SPEC Servicesin Sempra s workpapers. The
cost details should include the material, construction, SCG labor/inspection,
design/engineering./construction/environmental, and contingency costs in the exact format as the
SPEC services estimates.

Please send your response to the Originator, and a copy of your response to the Project Coordinator and an e-copy to
DRA Counsel, Marion Peleo, at map@cpuc.ca.gov.

Please provide two copies of the above information as it becomes available but no later than the due date identified
above. If you are unable to provide the information by this date, please provide a written explanation to the data request
Originator three calendar days before the due date describing why the response date cannot be met, and your best
estimate of when the information can be provided. Please identify the person who provides the response and his/her
phone number and email address.

Provide electronic responses, if possible, and a set of paper responses with your submittal to the DRA Project
Coordinator and the originator of data request. All data responses need to have each page numbered, referenced, and
indexed so worksheets can be followed. If any number is calculated, include a copy of all electronic files so the
formulas and their sources can be reviewed. State any assumptions underlying your responses.

If you have any questions regarding this data request, please contact the originator.





DRA

505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Division of Ratepayer Advocates Phone: (415) 703-2381
California Public Utilities Commission Fax: (415) 703-1673
http://dra.ca.gov

Joseph P. Como, Acting Director

DATA REQUEST / R.11-02-019
SoCa Gas/SDGE& E Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan

Data Reqguest No: DRA-DAO- 3

Date of this Request: 09-27-2011

Date Responses Due: On or before 10-04-2011

To: Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprauitilities.com
Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprauitilities.com
213 244-2955

From: Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

Division of Ratepayer Advocates
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108
San Francisco, CA 94102

Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

Originated by: Dao Phan

Email: dao@cpuc.ca.gov
Phone: 415-703-5249
Subject: Phase 1A PSEP

Exhibit Reference: Chapter 1V, SoCal Gas/SDG& E Prepared Testimony in R.11-02-019

Please provide the following information:

DAO3-1. Regarding the replacement of pipeline segments less than 1,000 feet in length
discussed on pages 53-54, did Sempra perform any cost benefit analysesin order to determine
that testing it would exceed the cost of replacement? If yes, please provide a copy of the study.
If not, please explain in detail, and include a copy of al calculations and supporting documents,
to show how Sempra determined that pressure testing “ ... can approach or exceed the cost of
replacement.”
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DAQO3-2. Between 2005 and 2011, did SoCal Gas pressure test any transmission segment less
than 1000 feet as part of the transmission pipeline integrity management or as part of its day-to-
day operations and maintenance work activities? If yes, please identify the segments/lines and
provide the costs for the pressure tests.

DAQOS-3. Between 2005 and 2011, did SoCal Gas replace instead of pressure test pipeline
segments less than 1,000 feet, as aresult of determining that it was less costly to do so? If yes,
please identify the segments/lines, and provide the cost of replacing these segments/lines and
any comparisons of replacing versus pressure testing of any of these segments/lines, if any was
performed.

DAO3-4. Regarding the workpapers which present the cost estimates for pipeline replacements
and pressure tests for SoCal Gas Transmission and Distribution, please (a) define and explain the
differences between “ Category 17, “ Category 27, “Category 37, and “Category 4", (b) provide
the criteria used to determine the categories, and (c) identify the differences between the
Sempra“category” and the NTSB “classification”.

DAOS-5. D.11-06-017 requires natural gas transmission operators such as Semprato develop a
comprehensive pressure testing implementation plan that include a prioritized schedule based on
risk assessment. Specifically, Ordering Paragraph 7 states that, “The Implementation Plan must
contain a priority-ranked schedule for pressure testing pipeline nor previously so tested...”
Please () explain in detail how Sempra devel oped the priority-ranked schedule for the
transmission distribution segments, (b) provide a step-by-step showing of how all the affected
pipeline segments were prioritized and/or ranked, (c) explain how these segments were
scheduled for pressure testing and/or replacement, and (d) provide a copy of the criteria used for
the priority-ranking.

DAQO3-6. Inthe Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan, Sempra proposes to pressure test or to
replace all transmission pipelinesin populated areas that do not have sufficient documentation to
validate a post-construction pressure test of at least 1.25 MAOP during Phase 1A which begins
in 2012 and ends in 2015. Please (a) provide a detailed explanation describing why Sempra
determined that the testing or replacement of affected pipelines must be completed in the
proposed timeframe, (b) include a copy of any cost benefit study performed, any analyses and or
calculations used to determine the timeframe of Sempra’ s proposal, and (c) a copy of any risk
assessment performed.

DAO3-7. Did Sempraconsider adifferent (shorter or longer) timeframe regarding the testing
or replacement of qualified pipelinesidentified in Phase 1A?
a. If no, please explain why not.
b. If yes, was any risk assessments and/or scenarios performed?
i. If no, please explain why not.

ii. If yes, please so state and provide a copy of any and al studies performed
regarding a different testing or replacement time frame for the transmission
pipelinesin populated areas that do not have sufficient documentation to
validate a post-construction pressure test of at least 1.25 MAOP.





DAOS3-8. D.11-06-017 statesthat, “...al California natural gas transmission operators to
develop and file a ... Comprehensive Pressure Testing Implementation Plan to achieve the goa
of orderly and cost effectively replacing or testing all natural gas transmission pipeline that have
not been pressure tested.” (see Page 1, D.11-06-017) Please answer the following questions with
regard to this requirement.
a. Please explainin detail how Sempra s PSEP addresses the goal of “orderly”
replacing or testing its pipeline?
b. Please explain the steps taken by Sempra and identify the criteria used, and or risk
assessment performed, to determine the order of the testing or replacement activities.
c. Pleaseexplainin detail how Sempra’s PSEP addresses the goal of replacing or
testing its pipeline “cost effectively”.
d. Please provide acopy of al analyses and/or comparisons, and/or copies of any and
all studies performed to determine that Sempra' s PSEP is “cost effective’.

Please send your response to the Originator, and a copy of your response to the Project Coordinator and an e-copy to
DRA Counsel, Marion Peleo, at map@cpuc.ca.gov.

Please provide two copies of the above information as it becomes available but no later than the due date identified
above. If you are unable to provide the information by this date, please provide awritten explanation to the data request
Originator three calendar days before the due date describing why the response date cannot be met, and your best
estimate of when the information can be provided. Please identify the person who provides the response and his/her
phone number and email address.

Provide electronic responses, if possible, and a set of paper responses with your submittal to the DRA Project
Coordinator and the originator of data request. All data responses need to have each page numbered, referenced, and
indexed so worksheets can be followed. 1f any number is calculated, include a copy of all electronic files so the
formulas and their sources can be reviewed. State any assumptions underlying your responses.

If you have any questions regarding this data request, please contact the originator.





DRA

505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Division of Ratepayer Advocates Phone: (415) 703-2381
California Public Utilities Commission Fax: (415) 703-1673
http://dra.ca.gov

Joseph P. Como, Acting Director

DATA REQUEST / R.11-02-019
SoCa Gas/SDGE& E Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan

Data Request No: DRA-DAO- 4

Date of this Request: 10-5-2011

Date Responses Due: On or before 10-12-2011

To: Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprauitilities.com
Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprauitilities.com
213 244-2955

From: Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

Division of Ratepayer Advocates
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108
San Francisco, CA 94102

Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

Originated by: Dao Phan

Email: dao@cpuc.ca.gov
Phone: 415-703-5249
Subject: Existing Transmission Pipeline Integrity Program Requirements

Exhibit Reference: Chapter 1V, SoCal Gas/SDG& E Prepared Testimony in R.11-02-019

Please provide the following information:

DAO4-1. On page 49 of the testimony, Sempra states, “The NTSB’s criterion exceeds the
miles of pipelines operated in High Consequence Areas by SoCal Gas by 247 miles and the
pipelines operated by SDG& E in High Consequence Areas by 37 miles. In other words, the
NTSB directives apply to 284 miles of transmission Pipelines operated by SoCal Gas and

SDG&E that are not part of our existing Transmission Pipeline Integrity Management Programs,
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and exceed those requirements by about 21%.” Please answer the following questions regarding
this statement:

a. Provide acopy of al documentsrelied on, and any and all calculations, and/or
models used to determine that the NTSB’ s criterion exceeds the miles of pipelines
operated in HCAs by 284 miles.

b. Explain how the 284 miles (247 for SoCalGas and 37 for SDG& E) were derived.

c. Provide adetailed explanation stating how and when Sempra determined that the 284
miles were not part of Sempra’ s Transmission Pipeline Integrity Management
Programs.

d. Identify the criterion used to determine that the 284 miles were not part of the
Transmission Pipeline Integrity Management Programs.

e. Provide adetailed explanation, and include a copy of all documents and calculations
relied on, to determine that the 284 miles exceed the requirements of the
Transmission Pipeline Integrity Management Programs by 21%.

f. For the 284 miles of transmission pipelinesin the statement above, please explainin
detail how Sempra has maintained the safety and integrity of these pipelines.

g. Pleaseidentify the cost of maintaining, including leak surveys and repairs or
replacements, any and all inspection activities performed on these pipelines each year
for the past 5 years,

h. How has Sempra accounted for the cost to maintain the 284 miles of pipelinesin the
statement above for the past 5 years?

Please send your response to the Originator, and a copy of your response to the Project Coordinator and an e-copy to
DRA Counsel, Marion Peleo, at map@cpuc.ca.gov.

Please provide two copies of the above information as it becomes available but no later than the due date identified
above. If you are unable to provide the information by this date, please provide awritten explanation to the data request
Originator three calendar days before the due date describing why the response date cannot be met, and your best
estimate of when the information can be provided. Please identify the person who provides the response and his/her
phone number and email address.

Provide electronic responses, if possible, and a set of paper responses with your submittal to the DRA Project
Coordinator and the originator of data request. All data responses need to have each page numbered, referenced, and
indexed so worksheets can be followed. If any number is calculated, include a copy of all electronic files so the
formulas and their sources can be reviewed. State any assumptions underlying your responses.

If you have any questions regarding this data request, please contact the originator.





505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

Division of Ratepayer Advocates Phone: (415) 703-2381
California Public Utilities Commission Fax: (415) 703-1673

http://dra.ca.gov

Joseph P. Como, Acting Director

DATA REQUEST / R.11-02-019
SoCa Gas/SDGE& E Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan

Data Request No: DRA-DAO- 5

Date of this Request: 10-7-2011

Date Responses Due: On or before 10-14-2011

To: Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprauitilities.com
Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprauitilities.com
213 244-2955

From: Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

Division of Ratepayer Advocates
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108
San Francisco, CA 94102

Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

Originated by: Dao Phan

Email: dao@cpuc.ca.gov
Phone: 415-703-5249
Subject: Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan Test/Replace Decision Tree

Exhibit Reference: Chapter 1V, SoCal Gas/SDG& E Prepared Testimony in R.11-02-019

Please provide the following information:

DAO5-1. On page 61 of the Testimony, Figure IVV-1 presents the test/replace decision tree.
Please identify the number of miles proposed for SoCa Gas and for SDG& E for each decision
box, from 1 to 9, based on the criterion presented. For example, decision box 2 resulted in 251
miles for SCG and 48 miles for SDG&E, as identified for DRA during the conference call on
9/26/2001.
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DAO5-2. Please explain in detail the process used to determine the number of “ Accelerated’
miles to be replaced for SoCal Gas and for SDG& E and show where this process fitsin the
decision tree presented on page 61 of the Testimony.

DAO5-3. Please explain in detail the process used to determine the number of “ Accelerated’
miles to be hydrotested for SoCal Gas and for SDG&E.

DAO5-4. Please identify specific steps taken and the criterion used by SoCal Gas and by
SDG&E to determine the number of “Accelerated” miles to be hydrotested.

DAO5-5. Please identify specific steps taken and the criterion used by SoCal Gas and by
SDG& E to determine the number of “Accelerated” miles to be replaced.

DAO5-6. Please explain in detail why SoCalGas and SDG& E do not include the planned
replacement or hydrotesting of the “Accelerated” miles as part of the work activities under the
Distribution Pipeline Integrity Management Program (DIMP) or the Transmission Integrity
Management Program (TIMP).

Please send your response to the Originator, and a copy of your response to the Project Coordinator and an e-copy to
DRA Counsel, Marion Peleo, at map@cpuc.ca.gov.

Please provide two copies of the above information as it becomes available but no later than the due date identified
above. If you are unable to provide the information by this date, please provide awritten explanation to the data request
Originator three calendar days before the due date describing why the response date cannot be met, and your best
estimate of when the information can be provided. Please identify the person who provides the response and his/her
phone number and email address.

Provide electronic responses, if possible, and a set of paper responses with your submittal to the DRA Project
Coordinator and the originator of data request. All data responses need to have each page numbered, referenced, and
indexed so worksheets can be followed. 1f any number is calculated, include a copy of all electronic files so the
formulas and their sources can be reviewed. State any assumptions underlying your responses.

If you have any questions regarding this data request, please contact the originator.





DRA

505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Division of Ratepayer Advocates Phone: (415) 703-2381
California Public Utilities Commission Fax: (415) 703-1673
http://dra.ca.gov

Joseph P. Como, Acting Director

DATA REQUEST / R.11-02-019
SoCa Gas/SDGE& E Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan

Data Reqguest No: DRA-DAO- 6

Date of this Request: 10-7-2011

Date Responses Due: On or before 10-14-2011

To: Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprauitilities.com
Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprauitilities.com
213 244-2955

From: Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

Division of Ratepayer Advocates
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108
San Francisco, CA 94102

Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

Originated by: Dao Phan

Email: dao@cpuc.ca.gov
Phone: 415-703-5249
Subject: Proposed SoCal Gas Transmission Pressure Testing Cost Estimates

Exhibit Reference: Chapter 1V, SoCal Gas/SDG& E Prepared Testimony in R.11-02-019

And Chapter IX, Cost Workpapers

Please provide the following information:

DAO6-1. On page WP-1X-1-6, SoCa Gas shows a cost estimate of $50,000 per Pressure Test
repair. Please provide support for this estimate by explaining how this number was derived and
include a copy of all calculations used and all supporting documents.

DAOG6-2. Pleaseidentify the average cost to repair transmission pipelines (per foot/per mile)
for each year from 2005-2010.
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DAOG6-3. On page WP-1X-1-6, SoCal Gas states, “Based on historical projects, it was estimated
that an average of one repair would be needed for each pressure test segment, and the repairs
would cost an average of $50,000 each.”

a Pleaseidentify the “historical projects’ referenced.

b. Please provide acopy of the work orders for testing and/or for repairing, including
the project scope if available, which shows the project start and end dates, the details
of the hydro test and/or repair, along with the expenses incurred for the test and/or
repair, for all theidentified “historical projects.”

DAOG6-4. Please define the term “segment” as used in the workpapers on page WP-1X-1-6, and
provide the unit of measurement.

DAOG6-5.Referring to page WP-1X-1-5, please explain in detail how the cost estimates for the
SoCalGas Transmission Pressure Testing were derived.
a. Pleaseexplain if thereisadifference in the pressure test cost estimate for the Cat 4
Criteriamiles versus the Accelerated Miles.

Please send your response to the Originator, and a copy of your response to the Project Coordinator and an e-copy to
DRA Counsel, Marion Peleo, at map@cpuc.ca.gov.

Please provide two copies of the above information as it becomes available but no later than the due date identified
above. If you are unable to provide the information by this date, please provide a written explanation to the data request
Originator three calendar days before the due date describing why the response date cannot be met, and your best
estimate of when the information can be provided. Pleaseidentify the person who provides the response and his/her
phone number and email address.

Provide electronic responses, if possible, and a set of paper responses with your submittal to the DRA Project
Coordinator and the originator of data request. All data responses need to have each page numbered, referenced, and
indexed so worksheets can be followed. |f any number is calculated, include a copy of all electronic files so the
formulas and their sources can be reviewed. State any assumptions underlying your responses.

If you have any questions regarding this data request, please contact the originator.





DRA

505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Division of Ratepayer Advocates Phone: (415) 703-2381
California Public Utilities Commission Fax: (415) 703-1673
http://dra.ca.gov

Joseph P. Como, Acting Director

DATA REQUEST / R.11-02-019
SoCa Gas/SDGE& E Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan

Data Request No: DRA-DAO- 7

Date of this Request: 10-19-2011

Date Responses Due: On or before 10-26-2011

To: Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprauitilities.com
Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprauitilities.com
213 244-2955

From: Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

Division of Ratepayer Advocates
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108
San Francisco, CA 94102

Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

Originated by: Dao Phan

Email: dao@cpuc.ca.gov
Phone: 415-703-5249
Subject: Proposed Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan (PSEP)

Exhibit Reference: Chapter 1V, SoCal Gas/SDG& E Prepared Testimony in R.11-02-019

Please provide the following information:

DAQO7-1. InFigurelV-1, on page 61, the proposed decision tree shows the question, “ Can
pipeline be taken out of service with manageable customer impact?’ (see Box B) Please define
“manageable customer impact” as used in the question and identify the list of criteriaused to
determine whether a segment can be taken out of service.

DAQO7-2. In Sempra s workpapers, Appendices IX-1-A through D, for pipeline replacement
and pressure test costs, Sempra uses SPEC’ s estimates for the material's, construction, and

Ratepayer Advocates in the Gas, Electric, Telecommunications and Water Industries



http://dra.ca.gov/�

mailto:dao@cpuc.ca.gov�



design/engineering/construction/environment for each pipeline segment in the proposed safety
enhancement plan. Please provide the following information regarding the SPEC estimates.

a

DAQO7-3.

Has Sempra performed a comparison of SPEC’s cost estimates versus 2011 industry
costs for materials, construction, and engineering services for pipeline replacements
or for pressure testing as they relate to transmission and distribution pipes? If yes,
please provide a copy of al documents and cal cul ations used in the comparisons. |If
no, please provide adetailed explanation and clearly state the reasons why no cost
comparisons were made.

Has Sempra performed a comparison of SPEC’ s cost estimates versus Sempra’ s
recorded costs for materials, construction, and engineering services for pipeline
replacements or for pressure testing as they relate to transmission and distribution
pipes? If yes, please provide a copy of all documents and calculations used in the
comparisons. If no, please provide a detailed explanation and clearly state the
reasons why no cost comparisons were made.

On page 3 of the testimony, Sempra states, “ Because we have aready invested in an

ambitious in-line inspection program as part of our existing pipeline integrity management
program, many of the pipelines identified for testing or replacement are aready retrofitted to
alow for in-line inspection.” Please answer the following questions with regard to this

statement:

a

b.

Please define “pipeline integrity management program” as referenced above.

Please identify the number of miles, and specific line segments, proposed for
replacement and for pressure testing in the PSEP that are being assessed and or
managed or included in the existing pipeline integrity management program
referenced above.

For each of the specific line segmentsidentified in 3(b) above, please identify the
dates that each line was assessed, re-assessed, or scheduled for assessment, as part of
the pipeline integrity management program.

For each of the specific line segments identified in 3(b) above, please provide a copy
of all assessments performed as part of the pipeline integrity management program
and a copy of the recommendations associated with these assessments.

For each of the specific line segmentsidentified in 3(b) above, please identify the
specific actions taken to improve the safety and reliability of pipeline systems, as
intended by the mandates of the pipeline integrity rules found in the Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) 49 C.F.R. Section 192.901 Subpart O.

For each of the line segmentsidentified in 3(b) above, please (1) identify the safety
and reliability improvements, as a direct result of work activities performed under the
integrity management program, (2) explain in detail how Sempra measured the
specific safety and reliability improvements, and (3) identify the metrics used to
measure improvements.

For each of the line segments indentified in 3(b) above, please explain in detail how
Sempra addressed al the elements of pipeline integrity management as they pertain
to the 49 C.F.R. Section 192.901 Subpart O “Gas Transmission Pipeline Integrity
Management.

Provide a copy of al submitted reports regarding the overall performance measures
of the pipeline integrity management program in accordance with §192.951 and
§192.945.





DAO7-4. Referring to Sempra’ s statement on page 50 of the testimony, “First, Phase 1 A, all
transmission pipelines in populated areas that do not have sufficient documentation to validate a
post-construction pressure test of at least 1.25 MAOP are scheduled to be addressed.” Please
answer the following questions with regard to this statement:

a. Pleaseexplain in detail what is meant by, “do not have sufficient documentation to
validate a post-construction pressure test...”

b. Please explain in detail why Sempra does not have sufficient documentation to
validate a post-construction pressure test of at least 1.25 MAOP.

c. Pleaseidentify the documents that Sempra should have had in order to validate a
post-construction pressure test of at least 1.25 MAOP.

d. Does Semprahave the MAOP for each of the line segments identified in Phase 1A
for either pressure testing or for replacement?

e. How did Sempra determine the MAORP for each of the linesidentified in Phase 1A
for either pressure testing or for replacement?

f. Pleaseidentify the documents validating at least 1.25 MAOP that Sempra currently
has for each line segment it is seeking to pressure test or to replace in this
application, asidentified in workpapers, Appendix IX-1-A and Appendix 1X-1-B.
For each document provided, please identify the name of the document, a brief
summary of the details contained in the record, and a statement describing how and
where this document/record is being kept and its accessibility.

0. The pipeline integrity management rule for gas transmission (TIMP) focuses on a
subset of the transmission system, HCAS, that are high in population density areas.
How many of the proposed miles, for pipeline replacement and for pressure testing,
as presented on page 5 of the testimony, are part of the miles required to be
maintained under TIMP?

h. For each of the TIMP miles in question 4(g) above, please identify the type of
records required to be maintained by DOT’ s pipeline integrity rules found in 49
C.F.R. Section 192.901 Subpart O “Gas Transmission Pipeline Integrity
Management.”

Please send your response to the Originator, and a copy of your response to the Project Coordinator and an e-copy to
DRA Counsel, Marion Peleo, at map@cpuc.ca.gov.

Please provide two copies of the above information as it becomes available but no later than the due date identified
above. If you are unable to provide the information by this date, please provide a written explanation to the data request
Originator three calendar days before the due date describing why the response date cannot be met, and your best
estimate of when the information can be provided. Please identify the person who provides the response and his/her
phone number and email address.

Provide electronic responses, if possible, and a set of paper responses with your submittal to the DRA Project
Coordinator and the originator of data request. All data responses need to have each page numbered, referenced, and
indexed so worksheets can be followed. If any number is calculated, include a copy of all electronic files so the
formulas and their sources can be reviewed. State any assumptions underlying your responses.

If you have any questions regarding this data request, please contact the originator.





DRA

505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Division of Ratepayer Advocates Phone: (415) 703-2381
California Public Utilities Commission Fax: (415) 703-1673
http://dra.ca.gov

Joseph P. Como, Acting Director

DATA REQUEST / R.11-02-019
SoCa Gas/SDGE& E Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan

Data Reguest No: DRA-DAO- 7 Corrected

Date of this Request: 10-19-2011

Date Responses Due: On or before 10-26-2011

To: Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprauitilities.com
Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprauitilities.com
213 244-2955

From: Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

Division of Ratepayer Advocates
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108
San Francisco, CA 94102

Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

Originated by: Dao Phan

Email: dao@cpuc.ca.gov
Phone: 415-703-5249
Subject: Proposed Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan (PSEP)

Exhibit Reference: Chapter 1V, SoCal Gas/SDG& E Prepared Testimony in R.11-02-019

Please provide the following information:

DAQO7-1. InFigurelV-1, on page 61, the proposed decision tree shows the question, “ Can
pipeline be taken out of service with manageable customer impact?’ (See Box B). Please define
“manageable customer impact” as used in the question and identify the list of criteriaused to
determine whether a segment can be taken out of service.

DAQ7-2. In Sempra s workpapers, Appendices IX-1-A through D, for pipeline replacement
and pressure test costs, Sempra uses SPEC’ s estimates for the material's, construction, and
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design/engineering/construction/environment for each pipeline segment in the proposed safety
enhancement plan. Please provide the following information regarding the SPEC estimates.

a. Has Sempra performed a comparison of SPEC’ s cost estimates to any other sources?
If yes, please provide a copy of all comparisons performed.

b. Has Sempra performed a comparison of SPEC’ s cost estimates to 2011 industry costs
for materials, construction, and engineering services for pipeline replacements or for
pressure testing as they relate to transmission and distribution pipes? If yes, please
provide acopy of all documents and calculations used in the comparisons. If no,
please provide a detailed explanation and clearly state the reasons why no cost
comparisons were made.

c. Has Sempra performed a comparison of SPEC’s cost estimates versus Sempra's
recorded costs for materials, construction, and engineering services for pipeline
replacements or for pressure testing as they relate to transmission and distribution
pipes? If yes, please provide a copy of all documents and calculations used in the
comparisons. If no, please provide a detailed explanation and clearly state the
reasons why no cost comparisons were made.

DAQO7-3. On page 3 of the testimony, Sempra states, “ Because we have already invested in an
ambitious in-line inspection program as part of our existing pipeline integrity management
program, many of the pipelines identified for testing or replacement are aready retrofitted to
alow for in-line inspection.” Please answer the following questions with regard to this
statement:

a. Please define “pipeline integrity management program” as referenced above.

b. Pleaseidentify the number of miles, and specific line segments, proposed for
replacement and for pressure testing in the PSEP that are being assessed and or
managed or included in the existing pipeline integrity management program
referenced above.

c. For each of the specific line segments identified in 3(b) above, please identify the
dates that each line was assessed, re-assessed, or scheduled for assessment, as part of
the pipeline integrity management program.

d. For each of the specific line segments identified in 3(b) above, please provide a copy
of all assessments performed as part of the pipeline integrity management program
and a copy of the recommendations associated with these assessments.

e. For each of the specific line segments identified in 3(b) above, please identify the
specific actions taken to improve the safety and reliability of pipeline systems, as
intended by the mandates of the pipeline integrity rules found in the Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) 49 C.F.R. Section 192.901 Subpart O.

f. For each of the line segments identified in 3(b) above, please (1) identify the safety
and reliability improvements, as a direct result of work activities performed under the
integrity management program, (2) explain in detail how Sempra measured the
specific safety and reliability improvements, and (3) identify the metrics used to
measure improvements.

g. For each of the line segments indentified in 3(b) above, please explain in detail how
Sempra addressed al the elements of pipeline integrity management as they pertain
to the 49 C.F.R. Section 192.901 Subpart O “Gas Transmission Pipeline Integrity
Management.”





DAQO7-4.

Provide a copy of al submitted reports regarding the overall performance measures
of the pipeline integrity management program in accordance with §192.951 and
§192.945.

Referring to Sempra’ s statement on page 50 of the testimony, “First, Phase 1 A, all

transmission pipelines in populated areas that do not have sufficient documentation to validate a
post-construction pressure test of at least 1.25 MAOP are scheduled to be addressed.” Please
answer the following questions with regard to this statement:

a

b.

Please explain in detail what is meant by, “do not have sufficient documentation to
validate a post-construction pressure test...”

Please explain in detail why Sempra does not have sufficient documentation to
validate a post-construction pressure test of at least 1.25 MAOP.

Please identify the documents that Sempra should have had in order to validate a
post-construction pressure test of at least 1.25 MAOP.

Does Sempra have the MAOP for each of the line segments identified in Phase 1A
for either pressure testing or for replacement?

How did Sempra determine the MAOP for each of the linesidentified in Phase 1A
for either pressure testing or for replacement?

Please identify the documents validating at least 1.25 MAOP that Sempra currently
has for each line segment it is seeking to pressure test or to replace in this
application, asidentified in workpapers, Appendix IX-1-A and Appendix 1X-1-B.
For each document provided, please identify the name of the document, a brief
summary of the details contained in the record, and a statement describing how and
where this document/record is being kept and its accessibility.

The pipeline integrity management rule for gas transmission (TIMP) focuses on a
subset of the transmission system, HCAS, that are high in population density areas.
How many of the proposed miles, for pipeline replacement and for pressure testing,
as presented on page 5 of the testimony, are part of the miles required to be
maintained under TIMP?

For each of the TIMP milesin question 4(g) above, please identify the type of
records required to be maintained by DOT’ s pipeline integrity rules found in the 49
C.F.R. Section 192.901 Subpart O “Gas Transmission Pipeline Integrity
Management.”

Please send your response to the Originator, and a copy of your response to the Project Coordinator and an e-copy to
DRA Counsel, Marion Peleo, at map@cpuc.ca.gov.

Please provide two copies of the above information as it becomes available but no later than the due date identified
above. If you are unable to provide the information by this date, please provide a written explanation to the data request
Originator three calendar days before the due date describing why the response date cannot be met, and your best
estimate of when the information can be provided. Please identify the person who provides the response and hig/her
phone number and email address.

Provide electronic responses, if possible, and a set of paper responses with your submittal to the DRA Project
Coordinator and the originator of data request. All data responses need to have each page numbered, referenced, and
indexed so worksheets can be followed. 1f any number is calculated, include a copy of all electronic files so the





formulas and their sources can be reviewed. State any assumptions underlying your responses.

If you have any questions regarding this data request, please contact the originator.





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)

(DATA REQUEST DRA-DAO-08)

QUESTION DAQOS-1:

Exhibit Reference: Chapter IV, SoCalGas/SDG&E Prepared Testimony in R.11-02-019
And Chapter I1X, Cost Workpapers

In the response to the data request, DRA-DAO-01 through 04, Sempra provided the
installation dates for the pipeline segments in the proposed pipeline safety
enhancement plan. For some pipeline segments, the installation date spans several
years. For each of the pipeline segments identified, please provide a detailed
explanation of the reasons why the installation date spans multiple years.





505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

Division of Ratepayer Advocates Phone: (415) 703-2381
California Public Utilities Commission Fax: (415) 703-1673

http://dra.ca.gov
Joseph P. Como, Acting Director

DATA REQUEST / R.11-02-019
SoCa Gas/SDGE& E Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan

Data Reqguest No: DRA-DAO-9

Date of this Request: 10-28-2011

Date Responses Due: On or before 11-4-2011

To: Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprauitilities.com
Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprauitilities.com
213 244-2955

From: Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

Division of Ratepayer Advocates
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108
San Francisco, CA 94102

Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

Originated by: Dao Phan

Email: dao@cpuc.ca.gov
Phone: 415-703-5249
Subject: Follow up to Sempra s Responses to DRA Data Requests and Sempra Testimony

Exhibit Reference: Chapter 1V, SoCal Gas/SDG& E Prepared Testimony in R.11-02-019

And Chapter IX, Cost Workpapers

Please provide the following information:

DAQ9-1. Inthe Sempraresponse to DAO-05, Q. 2, Sempra states that “ These outcomes are
then used to identify associated pipe segments for accelerated testing as part of Phase 1A work.
Footnote 46 at the bottom of page 61 describes how the accel erated testing of pipe segmentsis
associated with Phase 1A work.”
a. Provide adetailed explanation showing how Sempra used the outcomes to identify
pipe segments as “accelerated miles’ and prioritize these segments to Phase 1A.
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b. Provide acopy of the decision tree or flow chart/process used to determine whether a
class 1 or 2 non-High Consequence Aresas pipeline segment isidentified as an
“accelerated mile.”

c. Referring to footnote 46 on pages 61 and 62, identify the “accelerated” segments that
are being prioritized as Phase 1A work because it is more economical and practical to
pressure test an entire segment at one time. If al the “accelerated miles” identified
on page 108 are prioritized as Phase 1A work because of economical and practical
reasons, please so state.

d. Provide acopy of al analyses and/or evauations, and/or studies performed to
determine that it is more economical and practical to accelerate the non-HCA miles
to Phase 1A.

DAQ9-2. Sempra states on page 60 of the testimony, “As part of the work previously completed
during implementation of Subpart O. SoCalGas and SDG& E have aready identified, retrofitted
and in-line inspected all pre-1946 transmission pipelines that were constructed using acceptable
welding techniques and are operationally suited to in-line inspection. The remaining pre-1946
segments in the SoCal Gas/SDG& E system are not suited for in-line inspection, likely have non-
state-of-the-art welds, and would require significant investment for retrofitting to accommodate
in-line inspection tools.” Please provide the following information regarding this statement:

a. Explainin detaill why the remaining pre-1946 segments, as identified for mitigation
work in phase 1B of the PSEP, were not or are not currently managed as part of the
requirements of Subpart O.

b. Explainin detail how SoCal Gas has been assessing the risks and managing the risks
associated with the “remaining pre-1946”" segments.

c. Has SoCalGas considered retrofitting pre-1946 pipelines to allow for inline
inspection tools?

i. If no, please explain why not.
ii. If yes, please identify all retrofitting efforts and provide the dates associated
with these efforts.
DAQ9-3. Please provide acopy of PHMSA report No. 05-12R, Evaluating the Stability of
Manufacturing and Construction Defects in Natural Gas Pipelines, April 26, 2007.

DAQO9-4. Regarding Sempra s response to question DAO 3-6, Sempra states that “In Ordering
Paragraph 5 of D.11-06-017, the Commission directs California s pipeline operators to “reflect a
timeline for completion that is as soon as practicable. Given the short time frame allotted for the
development of the PSEP, a detailed schedule was not developed. Rather SoCal Gas and
SDG&E prepared a high level schedule based on engineering judgment and experience. It
should be noted that the schedule is aggressive and is dependent on support from the
Commission to help mitigate execution risks as stated in Section I1.E of the testimony.” Please
answer the following questions with regard to this statement.

a. Provide adetailed explanation of how Sempra decided that the Phase 1A work would
be completed in the time frame (2012-2015) proposed? Provide a copy of al records
and/or analyses and/or calculations used to determine this time frame.

b. Givenanincreasein thelevel of work activities, as Sempra has forecasted in the
2012 GRC Application for both SoCal Gas and SDG&E, explain in detail how





Sempra can be sure that the Phase 1A work activities identified in the PSEP will be
completed in the timeframe proposed?

c. What kind of assurance can Sempra provide to the Commission and ratepayers that
the work activities for Phase 1A can be completed in the time frame proposed?

d. Has Sempradetermined if it will be using contractors and/or employees to perform
the pressure tests, pipeline replacements, and IL1 for the Phase 1A work?

e. Taken asawhole, how much contractor labor will be used for the Phase 1A pressure
testing?

f. Taken asawhole, how much contractor labor will be used for the pipeline
replacements as part of Phase 1A?

g. Taken asawhole, how much contractor labor will be used for the ILI testing
proposed for Phase 1A?

h. ldentify the steps that Sempra has taken to secure the contractor labor and the
materials and supplies for the proposed jobs for Phase 1A.

i.  How successful has Sempra been in securing the contractor labor, materials, and
supplies for the proposed jobs for Phase 1A.

DAQ9-5. Identify al the pipeline replacement, pressure testing, and ILI projects performed in
2011 YTD, as part of the Interim Safety Enhancements plan.
a. For each of these projects, identify the line, the number of miles affected, the dates
the work activities were performed, and the associated expenses.
b. Identify the contractor providing the service(s).
c. Provide acopy of the project cost sheet, wherein DRA can compare and evaluate the
various cost elements with SPEC’ s proposed cost estimates.

DAQ9-6. Provide acopy of Sempra' s pressure test procedure or protocol. If itisdifferent for
SDG&E, please so indicate and provide copies of the test procedure for both utilities.

Please send your response to the Originator, and a copy of your response to the Project Coordinator and an e-copy to
DRA Counsel, Marion Peleo, at map@cpuc.ca.gov.

Please provide two copies of the above information as it becomes available but no later than the due date identified
above. If you are unable to provide the information by this date, please provide a written explanation to the data request
Originator three calendar days before the due date describing why the response date cannot be met, and your best
estimate of when the information can be provided. Please identify the person who provides the response and hig/her
phone number and email address.

Provide electronic responses, if possible, and a set of paper responses with your submittal to the DRA Project
Coordinator and the originator of data request. All data responses need to have each page numbered, referenced, and
indexed so worksheets can be followed. If any number is calculated, include a copy of all electronic files so the
formulas and their sources can be reviewed. State any assumptions underlying your responses.

If you have any questions regarding this data request, please contact the originator.





DRA

505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Division of Ratepayer Advocates Phone: (415) 703-2381
California Public Utilities Commission Fax: (415) 703-1673
http://dra.ca.gov

Joseph P. Como, Acting Director

DATA REQUEST / R.11-02-019
SoCa Gas/SDGE& E Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan

Data Request No: DRA-DAO- 10

Date of this Request: 10-31-2011

Date Responses Due: On or before 11-14-2011

To: Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprauitilities.com
Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprauitilities.com
213 244-2955

From: Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

Division of Ratepayer Advocates
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108
San Francisco, CA 94102

Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

Originated by: Dao Phan

Email: dao@cpuc.ca.gov
Phone: 415-703-5249
Subject: Installation Dates

Exhibit Reference: Workpapers, Chapter 1X, SoCa Gas/SDG& E Prepared Testimony in R.11-02-
019

Please provide the responses for the following questions electronically in an Excel Spreadsheet or
Workbook:

DAO10-1. Please identify the installation date for each “ Station Start” and “ Station Stop”
segments (not hydrotest-segments) under every project listed in Appendix IX-1-A, on page WP-
IX-1-Ai of the workpapers. For example, on page A2, there are 6 rows/segments of category 4
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miles. Please identify the installation date of each segment. Please group the installation dates
and individual segmentsin the same format presented in the workpapers.

DAO10-2. Please identify the installation date for each of the “ Station Start” and “ Station Stop”
segment (not hydrotest segments) of every project listed in Appendix 1X-1-B, on page WP-1X-1-
Bi of the workpapers. Please group the installation dates and individual segmentsin the same
format presented in the workpapers.

DAO10-3. Please identify the installation date for each “ Station Start” and “ Station Stop”
segment of line 1600 as identified on page WP-1X-1-Ci of the Appendix 1X-1-C of the
workpapers for SDG&E Transmission. Please group the installation dates and individual
segments in the same format presented in the workpapers.

DAO10-4. Please identify the installation date of each “ Station Start” and “ Station

Stop” segment identified for al projects listed on page WP-1X-1-Di of Appendix 1X-1-D, of the
SDG& E Distribution workpapers. Please group the installation dates and individual segmentsin
the same format presented in the workpapers.

Please send your response to the Originator, and a copy of your response to the Project Coordinator and an e-copy to
DRA Counsel, Marion Peleo, at map@cpuc.ca.gov.

Please provide two copies of the above information as it becomes available but no later than the due date identified
above. If you are unable to provide the information by this date, please provide a written explanation to the data request
Originator seven calendar days before the due date describing why the response date cannot be met, and your best
estimate of when the information can be provided. Please identify the person who provides the response and his/her
phone number and email address.

Provide electronic responses, if possible, and a set of paper responses with your submittal to the DRA Project
Coordinator and the originator of data request. All data responses need to have each page numbered, referenced, and
indexed so worksheets can be followed. 1f any number is calculated, include a copy of all electronic files so the
formulas and their sources can be reviewed. State any assumptions underlying your responses.

If you have any questions regarding this data request, please contact the originator.





DRA

505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Division of Ratepayer Advocates Phone: (415) 703-2381
California Public Utilities Commission Fax: (415) 703-1673
http://dra.ca.gov

Joseph P. Como, Acting Director

DATA REQUEST / R.11-02-019
SoCa Gas/SDGE& E Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan

Data Request No: DRA-KCL-1

Date of this Request: 10-26-2011

Date Responses Due: On or before 11-02-2011

To: Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprauitilities.com
Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprauitilities.com
213 244-2955

From: Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

Division of Ratepayer Advocates
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108
San Francisco, CA 94102

Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

Originated by: Kelly Lee

Email: kcl@cpuc.ca.gov
Phone: 415-703-1795
Subject: Valve Enhancement Plan

Exhibit Reference: Chapter 1X, SoCal Gas/SDG& E Cost Workpapersin R.11-02-019

Please provide the following information:

KCL1-1. Inthe Chapter IX Cost Workpapers, pages WP-1X-2-14 to -25, the first column shows
“Line.” Please provide readable maps to show the location of each of these lines.

KCL1-2. Inthe Chapter IX Cost Workpapers, pages WP-1X-2-14 to -25, the third column
shows “Vave#.” Please explainin detail the significance of this column and what each of the
numbers in the column means.
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KCL1-3. Inthe Chapter IX Cost Workpapers, Table x1 on page WP-1X-2-29 shows valve unit
cost estimates, and Tables x2 to x5 on pages following show cal culation examples of the
estimates. Please provide detailed justifications for each of the cost components used to make
up the total costsin Tables x2 to x5.

KCL1-4. Governor Brown recently signed into law AB56/SB216. The law added Section 957
to the Public Utilities Code. The law requires the installation of automatic shutoff or remote
controlled valves in intrastate transmission lines that are located in a high consequence area, and
intrastate transmission lines that traverse an active seismic earthquake fault. Does the currently
filed Sempra Valve Enhancement Plan address fully all the requirements stated in the new
Section 957 of the Public Utilities Code?

KCL1-5. Relativeto the new law described in KCL1-4, how many of the valves that Sempra
plan to upgrade to ASV and RCV and other enhancement to the system in the 2012 to 2015
period fall within the requirement of the law? Please show atabulation of the identified valves
and upgrades with line number and location. How many fall outside of the requirement of the
law? Please aso show atabulation of these identified valves and upgrades with line number and
location.

KCL1-6. Relativeto the new law described in KCL1-4, how many of the valves that Sempra
plans to upgradeto ASV and RCV and other enhancements to the system in the 2016 to 2021
period fall within the requirement of the law? Please show atabulation of the identified valves
and upgrades with line number and location. How many fall outside of the requirement of the
law? Please aso show atabulation of these identified valves and upgrades with line number and
location.

Please send your response to the Originator, and a copy of your response to Project Coordinator and an e-copy to DRA
Counsel Marion Peleo at map@cpuc.ca.gov

Please provide two copies of the above information as it becomes available but no later than the due date identified
above. If you are unable to provide the information by this date, please provide awritten explanation to the data request
Originator three calendar days before the due date describing why the response date cannot be met, and your best
estimate of when the information can be provided. Please identify the person who provides the response and his/her
phone number and email address.

Provide electronic responses, if possible, and a set of paper responses with your submittal to the DRA Project
Coordinator and the originator of data request. All data responses need to have each page numbered, referenced, and
indexed so worksheets can be followed. 1f any number is calculated, include a copy of all electronic files so the
formulas and their sources can be reviewed. State any assumptions underlying your responses.

If you have any questions regarding this data request, please contact the originator.





505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

Division of Ratepayer Advocates Phone: (415) 703-2381
California Public Utilities Commission Fax: (415) 703-1673

http://dra.ca.gov

Joseph P. Como, Acting Director

DATA REQUEST / R.11-02-019
SoCa Gas/SDGE& E Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan

Data Request No: DRA-KCL-2

Date of this Request: 11-16-2011

Date Responses Due: On or before 12-2-2011

To: Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprauitilities.com
Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprauitilities.com
213 244-2955

From: Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

Division of Ratepayer Advocates
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108
San Francisco, CA 94102

Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

Originated by: Kelly Lee

Email: kcl@cpuc.ca.gov
Phone: 415-703-1795
Subject: Valve Enhancement Plan

Exhibit Reference: Chapter 1X, SoCal Gas/SDG& E Cost Workpapersin R.11-02-019

Please provide the following information:

KCL2-1. In Chapter IX Cost Workpapers, Table x1 on page WP-1X-2-29 shows valve unit cost
estimates, and Tables x2 to x5 on pages following show calculation examples of the estimates.
These estimates are broken down into more details in Sempra’ s response to Question KCL1-3 of
Data Request DRA-KCL-1. In many of these cost estimates, the SoCal Gas estimates for
contractor labor are much higher than the 3"-Party estimates. Please provide detailed
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explanation of the discrepancy in each case. Please also provide justification for not using the
39_Party estimates for contractor labor asisin the unit cost calculations.

KCL2-2. Relativeto the cost estimates in the same tables cited in KCL2-1 above: In many of
these cost estimates, the SoCal Gas estimates for actuator and valve are higher than the 3%-Party
estimates. Please provide detailed explanation of the discrepancy in each case. Please dso
provide justification for not using the 3"-Party estimates for the actuators and valves asisin the
unit cost calculations.

KCL2-3. Please identify the 3"-Party or the 3"-Parties stated in KCL2-1 and KCL2-2 above.
Provide DRA the documents submitted to Sempra by the 3"-Party showing the detailed units
cost estimates. Label the information provided in response to this question confidential if
necessary.

KCL2-4. How many of the valves that Sempra plans to upgradeto ASV and RCV and/or install
new, and/or upgrade with other enhancement to the system in the 2012 to 2015 period arein the
High Consequence Area (HCA)? Please show atabulation of the identified valves and upgrades
with line number and location. How many fall outside of the HCA? Please also show a
tabulation of these identified valves and upgrades with line number and location.

KCL2-5. How many of the valves that Sempra plans to upgradeto ASV and RCV and/or install
new, and/or upgrade with other enhancement to the system in the 2016 to 2021 period arein the
HCA? Please show atabulation of the identified valves and upgrades with line number and
location. How many fall outside of the HCA? Please also show atabulation of these identified
valves and upgrades with line number and location.

Please send your response to the Originator, and a copy of your response to Project Coordinator and an e-copy to DRA
Counsel Marion Peleo at map@cpuc.ca.gov

Please provide two copies of the above information as it becomes available but no later than the due date identified
above. If you are unable to provide the information by this date, please provide a written explanation to the data request
Originator five calendar days before the due date describing why the response date cannot be met, and your best estimate
of when the information can be provided. Please identify the person who provides the response and his/her phone
number and email address.

Provide electronic responses, if possible, and a set of paper responses with your submittal to the DRA Project
Coordinator and the originator of data request. All data responses need to have each page numbered, referenced, and
indexed so worksheets can be followed. If any number is calculated, include a copy of all electronic files so the
formulas and their sources can be reviewed. State any assumptions underlying your responses.

If you have any questions regarding this data request, please contact the originator.





DRA

505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Division of Ratepayer Advocates Phone: (415) 703-2381
California Public Utilities Commission Fax: (415) 703-1673
http://dra.ca.gov

Joseph P. Como, Acting Director

DATA REQUEST / R.11-02-019
SoCa Gas/SDGE& E Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan

Data Request No: DRA-PZS- 1

Date of this Request: 09-15-2011

Date Responses Due: On or before 9-22-2011

To: Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprauitilities.com
Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprauitilities.com
213 244-2955

From: Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

Division of Ratepayer Advocates
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108
San Francisco, CA 94102

Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

Originated by: Pearlie Sabino

Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov
Phone: (415) 703-1883
Subject: Ratemaking and Regulatory Accounting Treatment

Exhibit Reference: Chapters|l & X, SoCalGas/SDG& E Prepared Testimony in R.11-02-019

Please provide the following information:

PZS1-1. Please provide electronic copiesin CD of all relevant active excel spreadsheet
workpapers that pertain to costs, cost alocations, revenue requirements, including your rate
model.
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PZS1-2. Please provide DRA with copies of all SoCa Gas/SDG& E data responses to other
partiesin R.11-02-019 pertaining to the Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan filing of both
SoCalGas and SDG&E.

PZS1-3. On page 126 of the above Exhibit reference, SoCa Gas/SDG& E propose that the costs
to be recovered through the PSEP Surcharge will be incorporated into rates on January 1 each
year and that will continue until PSEP investments are fully recovered.

(a) Page 19 of the Exhibit reference states that Phase 1A spans 2012 through 2015. Based on
Table X-5' on page 124 of Exhibit reference and assuming the Commission approves your
proposal after January 1, 2012, does your proposal mean incorporating $6.37 million plus
$57.91 million into SoCal Gas rates on January 1, 2013 under Phase 1A of the PSEP? If not,
please explain.

(b) Based on Table X-5 on page 124 of Exhibit reference and assuming the Commission
approves your proposal after January 1, 2012, does your proposal mean incorporating $0.92
million plus $0.35 million into the SDG& E rates on January 1, 2013 under Phase 1A of the
PSEP? If not, please explain.

PZS1-4. Please provide all the assumptions and inputs used in developing Table X-5, including
the active excel spreadsheet for Table X-5.

PZS1-5. Based on Table X-5, please provide the following information:

(@) Describe the amount of the PSEP Surcharge that will be incorporated into rates on January
1% of the first year and every year thereafter over the period of 2011-2015 in terms of
$/month or $/therm, as applicable, for each of the different customer classes of SoCal Gas
under Phase 1A of the Proposed case. Please state the percentage change that the PSEP
Surcharge amount under the Proposed case would represent in each year when compared to
current rates.

(b) Describe the amount of the PSEP Surcharge that will be incorporated into rates on January
1% of the first year and every year thereafter over the period of 2011-2015 in terms of
$/month or $/therm, as applicable, for each of the different customer classes of SDG& E
under Phase 1A. Please state the percentage change that the PSEP Surcharge amount under
the Proposed case would represent in each year when compared to current rates.

PZS1-6. Please provide the average residentia bill per month at the end of 2015 before and after
the inclusion of the PSEP surcharge for SoCa Gas and SDG& E under Phase 1A of the Proposed
case PSEP. Please explain how you arrived at your calculations, including the amount of
average residential gas consumption per month.

PZS1-7. Please provide the average noncore customer bill per month at the end of 2015 before
and after the inclusion of the PSEP surcharge for SoCalGas and SDG& E under Phase 1A of the

! Table X-5 is entitled Revenue Requirement Summary for the Proposed Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan.
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Proposed case PSEP. Please explain how you arrived at your calculations, including the amount
of average noncore customer gas consumption per month.

PZS1-8. Based on Table X-82 on page 125 of the Exhibit reference, and assuming the
Commission approves your proposal after January 1, 2012, does your Base case PSEP mean
incorporating $6.37 million plus $58.86 million into SoCal Gas rates on January 1, 2013 under
Phase 1A of the PSEP? If not, please explain. Please explain the reason for the slightly greater
amount of revenue requirement under the Base case for SoCal Gas in year 2012 compared to the
Proposed case.

PZS1-9. Based on Table X-8 on page 125 of the Exhibit reference, and assuming the
Commission approves your proposal after January 1, 2012, does your Base case PSEP mean
incorporating $0.92 million plus $0.98 million into SDG& E rates on January 1, 2013 under
Phase 1A of the PSEP? If not, please explain. Please explain the reason for the slightly greater
amount of revenue requirement under the base case for SDG&E in year 2012 compared to the
Proposed case.

PZS1-10. Please provide al the assumptions and inputs used in developing Table X-8, including
the active excel spreadsheet for Table X-8.

PZS1-11. Based on Table X-8, please provide the following information:

() Describe the amount of the PSEP Surcharge that will be incorporated into rates on January
1% of the first year and every year thereafter over the period of 2011-2015 in terms of
$/month or $/therm, as applicable, for each of the different customer classes of SoCal Gas
under Phase 1A of the Base case. Please state the percentage change that the PSEP
Surcharge amount under the Base case would represent in each year when compared to
current rates.

(b) Describe the amount of the PSEP Surcharge that will be incorporated into rates on January
1% of the first year and every year thereafter over the period of 2011-2015 in terms of
$/month or $/therm, as applicable, for each of the different customer classes of SDG& E
under Phase 1A of the Base case. Please state the percentage change that the PSEP
Surcharge amount under the Base case would represent in each year when compared to
current rates.

PZS1-12. Please provide the average residential bill per month at the end of 2015 before and
after the inclusion of the PSEP surcharge for SoCal Gas and SDG& E under Phase 1A of the Base
case PSEP. Please explain how you arrived at your calculations, including the amount of
average residential gas consumption per month.

PZS1-13. Please provide the average noncore customer bill per month at the end of 2015 before
and after the inclusion of the PSEP surcharge for SoCalGas and SDG& E under Phase 1A of the
Base case PSEP. Please explain how you arrived at your calculations, including the amount of
average noncore customer gas consumption per month.

2 Table X-8 is entitled Revenue Requirement Summary for the Base Case.
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PZS1-14. On page 126 of the Exhibit reference, SoCal Gas/SDG& E propose to establish a
Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan (PSEP) Cost Recovery Account for each utility to recover
costs associated with the PSEP and that these will be interest bearing accounts. These accounts
are proposed to record the difference between the authorized revenue requirements col lected
through the PSEP Surcharge and the actual O& M and capital-rel ated revenue requirements
associated with implementation of the PSEP.

(a) Please describe the relevant interest rate that is expected to be applicable to these accounts.

(b) Please describe how the interest rate will be applied to these accounts.

(c) Please describe the expected number of sub-accounts and identify them, if any, under the
PSEP Cost Recovery Account.

PZS1-15. On page 127 of the Exhibit reference, SoCal Gas/SDG&E state that it will also include

PSEP costs recorded in the Pipeline Safety and Reliability Memorandum Accounts proposed in

itsjoint motion filed May 4, 2011 if approved in sufficient time, and any costs that would have

been recorded in these memo accounts, if it has been approved in sufficient time.

() Please describe and quantify what these statements mean in terms of the revenue
requirements provided in Table X-5 and thosein Table X-8.

(b) Please describe what these statements mean in terms of increases to the current rates to the
different customer classes of both SoCa Gas and SDG&E.

(c) Please describe how much additional costs associated with the PSEP are being added on top
of those already shown on Tables X-3, X-4, X-6, and X-7.

PZS1-16.0n page 22 of the Exhibit reference, SoCal Gas/SDG& E propose tracking the
incremental costs associated with the new safety standards separately from other pipeline system
costs and allocated on an equal percent of margin basis. Footnote 17 states that Equal Percent of
Authorized Margin (EPAM) is the same cost allocation approach taken with the recovery of
increases in margin requirements during cost allocation periods.

(a) Please describe how the EPAM works in alocating costs to the different customer classes,
including providing an illustrative example to demonstrate how much is allocated to each
customer class.

(b) Pleaseidentify and describe any other cost alocation mechanisms considered by
SoCalGas/SDG& E for the PSEP Surcharge but not adopted, including providing an
illustrative example to demonstrate how much is alocated to each customer class.

(c) Please explain the basis of SoCaGas/SDG& E’s proposal to adopt EPAM over any of the
other cost allocation mechanisms considered for purposes of allocating the PSEP
Surcharges.

(d) Based on the Phase 1A PSEP costs of SoCalGas/SDG& E’ s proposed case, please state how
much is alocated to each customer class under the EPAM for each of SoCaGas and
SDG&E. Please cite the workpaper references that support your response.





(e) Based on the Phase 1A PSEP costs of SoCalGas/SDG& E’s Base Case, please state how
much is alocated to each customer class under the EPAM for each of SoCaGas and
SDG&E. Please cite the workpaper references that support your response.

PZS1-17. D.11-06-017 orders “all California natural gas transmission operators to development and
file for Commission consideration A Natural Gas Transmission pipeline Comprehensive Pressure
Testing Implementation Plan (Implementation Plan) to achieve the goal of orderly and cost
effectively replacing or testing all natural gas transmission pipeline that have not been pressure
tested.” On page 22, SoCa Gas/SDG& E state that “ The costs being ordered by the Commission,
such as those associated with pressure testing, replacement of pipelines and automated valves, go
beyond current Federal safety standards for pipelines.”

@ Please state whether SoCal Gas/SDG& E own and operate any natural gas transmission
pipelines that have not been pressure tested.

(b) Please describe the number of miles of these pipelines and state the reason/s why these
have not been pressure tested.

(c) Please explain how your statement that the “costs being ordered” by the Commission in
D.11-06-017 “go beyond current Federal safety standards for pipelines.” Please identify
the federal safety standards being referred to.

PZS1-18. On page 22 of the Exhibit reference, SoCalGas/SDG& E estimate “that by 2015, Phase 1A
will result in a $2.82/month surcharge on residential bills for SoCal Gas and $2.83/month surcharge
on residentia billsfor SDG&E.”
€) Please clarify whether these estimates pertain to the adoption of the Proposed case, or to
the Base case costs.
(b) Please state the amount of average residential customer gas consumption relevant to
these estimates. Please provide the workpaper references that support your estimates.

Please send your response to the Originator, and a copy of your response to Project Coordinator and an e-copy to DRA
Counsel Marion Peleo at map@cpuc.ca.gov

Please provide two copies of the above information as it becomes available but no later than the due date identified
above. If you are unable to provide the information by this date, please provide a written explanation to the data request
Originator seven calendar days before the due date describing why the response date cannot be met, and your best
estimate of when the information can be provided. Please identify the person who provides the response and his/her
phone number and email address.

Provide electronic responses, if possible, and a set of paper responses with your submittal to the DRA Project
Coordinator and the originator of data request. All data responses need to have each page numbered, referenced, and
indexed so worksheets can be followed. If any number is calculated, include a copy of all electronic files so the
formulas and their sources can be reviewed. State any assumptions underlying your responses.

If you have any questions regarding this data request, please contact the originator.
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505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Division of Ratepayer Advocates Phone: (415) 703-2381
California Public Utilities Commission Fax: (415) 703-1673
http://dra.ca.gov

Joseph P. Como, Acting Director

DATA REQUEST / R.11-02-019
SoCa Gas/SDGE& E Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan

Data Request No: DRA-PZS - 2

Date of this Request: 09-15-2011

Date Responses Due: On or before 09-22-2011

To: Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprauitilities.com
Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprauitilities.com
213 244-2955

From: Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

Division of Ratepayer Advocates
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108
San Francisco, CA 94102

Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

Originated by: Pearlie Sabino

Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov
Phone: (415) 703-1883
Subject: Proposed Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan

Exhibit Reference: Chaptersl, 1l, & X, SoCaGas/SDG& E Prepared Testimony in R.11-02-019

Please provide the following information:

PZS2-1. On page 1 of the Exhibit reference, SoCalGas/SDG&E statein part “...wereman
confident in our existing transmission pipeline integrity program and are proud of our excellent
safety record....” Please provide the following information for each of SoCa Gas and SDG& E:

(a) starting date of SoCalGas/SDG& E’ s existing transmission pipeline integrity program
referenced in the above statement;

Ratepayer Advocates in the Gas, Electric, Telecommunications and Water Industries
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(b) The number of transmission pipeline miles covered during the first year and every year
thereafter by the existing transmission pipeline integrity program referenced in the statement,
with a breakdown by pipeline diameter and class category;

(c) Theamount of capital expenditures and O&M expenses (in US$ millions) requested by each
of the utilities during the first year and every year thereafter for the existing transmission
pipeline integrity program referenced in the statement;

(d) The amount of capital expenditures and O&M expenses budget authorized by the CPUC for
each of the utilities during the first year and every year thereafter for the existing
transmission pipeline integrity program referenced in the statement;

(e) The amount of actual expenditures (in US$ millions) recorded by each of the utilities during
thefirst year and every year thereafter for the existing transmission pipeline integrity
program referenced in the statement. If there is a breakdown between actual capital and
0O&M expenses recorded, then please provide those recorded expense amounts;

(f) Identify the metrics used for purposes of evaluating each utility’ s safety record for the
existing transmission pipeline integrity program; and

(9) Therecorded datafor the metricsidentified in item (f) showing each utility’ s safety record
during the first year and every year thereafter until the latest available data for the safety
record referenced in the statement.

PZS2-2. Please explain how the costs of the existing transmission pipeline integrity program for
SoCalGas and SDG&E are currently recovered, including a description of the cost alocator used
for the program, and state the reason why that cost allocator is used for the program. Please cite
the Commission decision that adopted the cost allocator for the existing transmission pipeline
integrity program.

PZS2-3. Based on the cost alocator for the existing transmission pipeline integrity program
identified in PZS2-2, please state how much of the program cost (in percent share) is alocated
to each customer class of SoCal Gas and SDG& E under the current program.

PZS2-4. On page 2 of the Exhibit reference, SoCal Gas/SDG& E state “Indeed, an emphasis on

continuous improvement is an essential part of our company culture.”

() Pleaseidentify the technologies employed by each of SoCa Gas and SDG&E for purposes of
the existing transmission pipeline integrity program during the first year and throughout the
succeeding years thereafter.

(b) Please identify any other aspect of the existing transmission pipeline integrity program that
the utilities consider part of the “continuous improvement” and explain why the company
decided to adopt those “improvements’ for the existing transmission pipeline integrity
program.

(c) Please explain whether an accurate and orderly record-keeping system is part of the existing
transmission pipeline integrity program. If not, please explain.

PZS2-5. On page 2 of the Exhibit reference, SoCal Gas/SDG&E state that “...our proposed plan
also offers proposals to enhance our system beyond the measures strictly required under D.11-
06-017, and include alternatives that can be adopted by the Commission to reduce costs for our
customers.”





(@) Pleaseidentify the measures strictly required under D.11-06-017 as referenced in the
statement above;

(b) Pleaseidentify the specific proposalsin your proposed plan referenced in the statement
above;

(c) Please explain how your specific proposals enhance your system beyond the measures
identified in item (@) above;

(d) If your specific proposalsidentified in item (b) are approved by the Commission and
become operational , please explain how the Commission will be able to verify whether
these are actually useful to your system and “enhance” your system in terms of safety;

(e) Please provide the total cost associated with the specific proposals identified in item (b),
with a breakdown between the direct capital and O&M costs for each year of the PSEP;

(f) Please state whether any overhead costs and escalation will apply to these specific
proposals, in addition to the direct costs. Please cite the workpaper references that support
the overhead costs and escalation for these specific proposals,

(g) Pleaseidentify the “aternatives that can be adopted by the Commission to reduce costs for
our customers’ as referenced in the above statement.

(h) Please explain how the “aternatives’ identified in item (g) can reduce costs for your
customers and indicate an estimate of how much cost reduction can be achieved by adopting
these alternatives.

PZS2-6. On page 17 of the Exhibit reference, SoCal Gas/SDG& E state “ Cost effectivenessisthe
final major guiding principle of our Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan.” Please explain “cost
effectiveness’ as defined and referenced in the statement. Please explain how “cost
effectiveness’ is specifically used as amajor guiding principle in your PSEP. Please cite
references to the workpapers to support your statement about cost effectiveness.

PZS2-7. On page 21 of the Exhibit reference, SoCal Gas/SDG&E state “ To date, we have
incurred costs of approximately $3 million and forecast that we will spend atotal of about $7
million by year-end above and beyond those forecast in our most recent General Rate Cases. All
of these costs are attributable to our review of records and our implementation of interim safety
enhancement measures’

(a) Please provide a detailed breakdown of the $3 million of costsincurred to date, and explain
how you arrived at the forecasted $7 million by year-end. Please cite workpaper references
that support your statement; and

(b) Pleaseidentify all the interim safety enhancement measures implemented by
SoCa Gas/SDG& E (outside of the proposed PSEP) as referenced in the statement.

PZS2-8. On page 122 of Exhibit reference, SoCa Gas/SDG& E state “ The incremental Capital
and O& M costs for the Proposed Case and Base Case are adjusted to include applicable
overhead rates and escalation rates...overhead rates are estimated using Y ear 2010 actuals, but
are only intended to be indicative for forecasting purposes; actual overhead rates each year will
be used in the calculation of the actual revenue requirement. Only overheads that are considered
incremental to each Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan Case are included.” Please explain how
you determine and decide each case on whether to consider the overhead as incremental or not.





PZS2-9. On page 132 of Exhibit reference, SoCa Gas/SDG& E state “ Since the residential
market is arelatively homogeneous market in terms of natural gas demand, SoCal Gas and
SDG& E determined that a fixed monthly PSEP Surcharge is reasonable for this class. Dueto
the wide range of demand profiles among the non-residential customer classes, a volumetric
surcharge is more reasonable for these customers.” Please provide all the natural gas demand
information that was reviewed and analyzed by SoCalGas and SDG& E that specifically shows
“arelatively homogeneous market” for the residential market and “awide of demand profiles’
for the non-residential customer classes.

PZS2-10. On page 132 of Exhibit reference, SoCal Gas/SDG&E statein part “...SDG&E will
not be charged the PSEP Surcharge as part of wholesale service. Thisis due to the integration
of the Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan between the two utilities, with the Surcharge being
determined on a combined cost and demand basis.” Please explain how the Surchargeis
“determined on a combined cost and demand basis.” Please explain al calculations and
assumptions underlying the combined cost and demand basis determination of the Surcharge for
SDG&E as awholesale customer of SoCalGas. Please cite workpaper references to support
your statements.

Please send your response to the Originator, and a copy of your response to Project Coordinator and an e-copy to DRA
Counsel Marion Peleo at map@cpuc.ca.gov

Please provide two copies of the above information as it becomes available but no later than the due date identified
above. If you are unable to provide the information by this date, please provide awritten explanation to the data request
Originator seven calendar days before the due date describing why the response date cannot be met, and your best
estimate of when the information can be provided. Please identify the person who provides the response and hig/her
phone number and email address.

Provide electronic responses, if possible, and a set of paper responses with your submittal to the DRA Project
Coordinator and the originator of data request. All data responses need to have each page numbered, referenced, and
indexed so worksheets can be followed. 1f any number is calculated, include a copy of all electronic files so the
formulas and their sources can be reviewed. State any assumptions underlying your responses.

If you have any questions regarding this data request, please contact the originator.





DRA

505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Division of Ratepayer Advocates Phone: (415) 703-2381
California Public Utilities Commission Fax: (415) 703-1673
http://dra.ca.gov

Joseph P. Como, Acting Director

DATA REQUEST / R.11-02-019
SoCa Gas/SDGE& E Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan

Data Reguest No: DRA-PZS-3

Date of this Request: 10-13-2011

Date Responses Due: On or before 10-20-2011

To: Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprauitilities.com
Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprauitilities.com
213 244-2955

From: Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

Division of Ratepayer Advocates
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108
San Francisco, CA 94102

Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

Originated by: Pearlie Sabino

Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov
Phone: (415) 703-1883
Subject: Follow Up to SoCalGas/SDG& E Response PZS1

Exhibit Reference: SoCal Gas/SDG& E Prepared Testimony in R.11-02-019

Please provide the following information:

PZS3-1. In Response PZS1-4, SoCa Gas/SDG& E indicated in the assumptions that “ Storage
isincluded in SCG transmission.” In Response PZS1-16 (b), SoCa Gas/SDG& E states “ There
were two other methods considered. First, was to include the costs on the function’s cost and
alocate in the manner the function is allocated. This has been referred to as the “ default
allocation” and would result in the following....” The allocation percentages to the different
customer classes were provided in that response as follows:
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Allocation at Default Method
% @ $1,000

Res 47% $470
CCl 15% $150
Gas A/C (SoCal Only) 0.01% $0.1
Gas Engine (SoCal Only) 0.1% $1

NGV 1% $10
NCCI-D 12% $120
EG-D 1% $40
TLS 21% $210

a. Please explain whether the term “function” as used in Response PZS1-16(b) refersto the
SoCal Gas transmission function.

b. If theterm “function” refers to the SoCal Gas transmission function, please clarify whether
the term includes both backbone transmission pipelines and local transmission pipelines as
those terms are used in the Biennial Cost Allocation Proceedings (BCAP). If not, please
explain.

c. If theterm “function” refersto the SoCal Gas transmission function, please confirm that
storage isincluded in the SoCal Gas transmission function as used in the calculation of the
allocation for Response PZS1-16(b).

d. Based on your responses to the above, please confirm all the components of the term
“function” as used in Response PZS1-16(b).

e. Please provide the original workpapers and active excel spreadsheet that result in the
allocation percentages to the different SoCal Gas/SDG& E customer classes shown in the
table provided with Response PZS1-16(b). The workpapers should show how 47% was
arrived at for residential customers based on the “function” cost and allocated in the manner
as described in Response PZS1-16. The workpapers should show the derivation of 15% and
al the rest of the allocation percentages to the different customer classes as well.

PZS3-2. In Response PZS1-16 (c), SoCa Gas/SDG& E states that “As shown in Table X-13 of
the testimony, the EPAM method accomplishes this with rate impacts of approximately 11% to
13%to all classes.”

a. Please cite reference to your testimony and workpapers where you showed the rate impacts
of the Default Method to the different customer classes in the manner shown for the EPAM
method.

b. If no references were made to your testimony or workpapers showing the rate impacts,
please explain why those were not shown and provide them in response to this data request.

PZS3-3. In Response PZS1-17(b), SoCa Gas/SDG& E identified “ 385 miles of transmission
pipeline located in Class 3 and 4 locations and Class 1 and 2 High Consequence Aresas that do
not have sufficient documentation of a post construction pressure test to at least 1.25 times the
maximum allowable operating pressure.” In Response DAO2-2, SoCal Gas/SDG& E indicated
that it plansto pressure test 407 milesin Phase 1. Please explain the difference in the number of
miles as the two statements in the responses appear inconsistent in terms of the miles of
transmission pipelines that are planned to be subject to pressure testing under your PSEP.






Please send your response to the Originator, and a copy of your response to Project Coordinator and an e-copy to DRA
Counsel Marion Peleo at map@cpuc.ca.gov

Please provide two copies of the above information as it becomes available but no later than the due date identified
above. If you are unable to provide the information by this date, please provide a written explanation to the data request
Originator three calendar days before the due date describing why the response date cannot be met, and your best
estimate of when the information can be provided. Pleaseidentify the person who provides the response and hig/her
phone number and email address.

Provide electronic responses, if possible, and a set of paper responses with your submittal to the DRA Project
Coordinator and the originator of data request. All data responses need to have each page numbered, referenced, and
indexed so worksheets can be followed. |f any number is calculated, include a copy of all electronic files so the
formulas and their sources can be reviewed. State any assumptions underlying your responses.

If you have any questions regarding this data request, please contact the originator.
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505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Division of Ratepayer Advocates Phone: (415) 703-2381
California Public Utilities Commission Fax: (415) 703-1673
http://dra.ca.gov

Joseph P. Como, Acting Director

DATA REQUEST / R.11-02-019
SoCa Gas/SDGE& E Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan

Data Request No: DRA-PZS-4

Date of this Request: 10-21-2011

Date Responses Due: On or before 10-28-2011

To: Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprauitilities.com
Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprauitilities.com
213 244-2955

From: Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

Division of Ratepayer Advocates
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108
San Francisco, CA 94102

Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

Originated by: Pearlie Sabino

Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov
Phone: (415) 703-1883
Subject: SoCa Gas/SDG& E Proposed Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan

Exhibit Reference: Chapter X, SoCa Gas/SDG& E Prepared Testimony in R.11-02-019

Please provide the following information:

PZS4-1. On page 132 of the above exhibit reference, SoCal Gas/SDG& E propose to “charge a

flat monthly surcharge for residential customers and a volumetric charge for non-residential

customers.”

(a) Please provide the current or latest available number of residential gas customers for each of
SoCalGas and SDG&E.
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(b) Please explain whether the flat monthly surcharge for residentia gas customers means that
regardless of the volume of gas consumed (i.e., whether the gas consumed is 50 therms or
200 therms for the month), the monthly customer bill will show the same amount of PSEP
surcharge.

(c) Please explain whether aflat monthly surcharge for residential gas customersis also possible
using the default cost allocation for the function. If not, please explain.

(d) Please explain whether the PSEP Surcharge will appear on the customer bill as a separate
lineitem. Will the gas customer be able to see the PSEP Surcharge on his or her monthly
bill? If not, please explain.

PZS4-2. On page 132 of the above reference exhibit, SoCa Gas/SDG& E propose “to apply this
PSEP Surcharge methodology until the assets are fully recovered.” Please provide amore
specific timeframe for applying the PSEP Surcharge than “until the assets are fully recovered.”

PZS4-3. On Table X-13 shown on page 136, SoCal Gas/SDG& E present the consolidated rate
impacts for Phase 1A of the above subject. The proposed case shows a change of 7.5% for
residential. Please provide the historical monthly residentia gas rates from 2005 up to the latest
available month for each of SoCalGas and SDG&E in an Excel spreadsheet. Please show the
total residential gas rate for each month with a breakdown between the procurement charge and
the transportation charge on a $ per therm basis.

Please send your response to the Originator, and a copy of your response to Project Coordinator and an e-copy to DRA
Counsel Marion Peleo at map@cpuc.ca.gov

Please provide two copies of the above information as it becomes available but no later than the due date identified
above. If you are unable to provide the information by this date, please provide a written explanation to the data request
Originator three calendar days before the due date describing why the response date cannot be met, and your best
estimate of when the information can be provided. Please identify the person who provides the response and hig/her
phone number and email address.

Provide electronic responses, if possible, and a set of paper responses with your submittal to the DRA Project
Coordinator and the originator of data request. All data responses need to have each page numbered, referenced, and
indexed so worksheets can be followed. 1f any number is calculated, include a copy of all electronic files so the
formulas and their sources can be reviewed. State any assumptions underlying your responses.

If you have any questions regarding this data request, please contact the originator.





Data Request Set 1 of the Greenlining Institute to San Diego Gas and Electric Company

R.11-02-019
Please respond to both:
Enrique Gallardo Melissa Kassnitz
The Greenlining Institute Center for Accessible Technology
1918 University Avenue, Second Floor 3075 Adeline Street, Suite 220
Berkeley, CA 94704 Berkeley, CA 94703
Telephone: 510 926 4017 Telephone: 510-841-3224
Facsimile: 510 926 4010 service@cforat.org

E-mail: enriqueg@greenlining.org

1. Please demonstrate the bill impact of your proposed Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan on the
total average bill of the following types of customers across your service territories. Please
report on bill totals for an entire year for the first three years after implementation.

a) non-CARE residential customers using 100% of the baseline amount in all months;
b) non-CARE residential customers using 200% of the baseline amount in all months;
c) non-CARE residential customers using 300% of the baseline amount in all months;
d) CARE residential customers using 100% of the baseline amount in all months;
e) CARE residential customers using 200% of the baseline amount in all months;
f) CARE residential customers using 300% of the baseline amount in all months.





Data Request Set 1 of the Greenlining I nstitute to Southern California Gas Company

R.11-02-019
Please respond to both:
Enrique Gallardo Melissa Kassnitz
The Greenlining Institute Center for Accessible Technology
1918 University Avenue, Second Floor 3075 Adeline Street, Suite 220
Berkeley, CA 94704 Berkeley, CA 94703
Telephone: 510 926 4017 Telephone: 510-841-3224
Facsimile: 510 926 4010 service@cforat.org

E-mail: enriqueg@greenlining.org

1. Please demonstrate the bill impact of your proposed Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan on the
total average bill of the following types of customers across your service territories. Please
report on bill totals for an entire year for the first three years after implementation.

a) non-CARE residential customers using 100% of the baseline amount in all months;
b) non-CARE residential customers using 200% of the baseline amount in all months;
c) non-CARE residential customers using 300% of the baseline amount in all months;
d) CARE residential customers using 100% of the baseline amount in all months;
e) CARE residential customers using 200% of the baseline amount in all months;
f) CARE residential customers using 300% of the baseline amount in all months.





SCE’s First Operational Request for Data vl 0

SCE has a few questions that are based on the testimony quoted below:
Page 57, lines 9-15

During mobilization for the pressure test, knowledge obtained though (sic) in-line inspection using a TFI
tool can be used to facilitate proactive mitigation of any pipeline anomalies that may lead to a potential
pipeline failure at higher pressure test levels. By mitigating potential sources of pressure test failures
before conducting the pressure test, planners can avoid the pitfalls associated with entering into a cycle
of pressure test failures. In this manner, in-line inspection using TFl technology prior to the pressure test
can augment and improve the likelihood of a successful pressure test, thereby reducing both the time
and the costs.

Page 57, lines 16-24

Moreover, SoCalGas and SDG&E seek authorization to analyze the data obtained through this in-line
inspection process to validate TFI as an equivalent means of validating the long seam stability of in-
service pipelines. This technology has not yet been recognized by the Commission as an equivalent
means to validate the safety margin of a pipeline. SoCalGas and SDG&E seek to analyze and compare the
results of pressure testing with the results of in-line-inspections in Phase 1, in order to demonstrate that
TFI provides an equivalent alternative to pressure testing for Phase 2 pipelines. Particularly for Phase 2
pipelines that are already piggable, this may present an opportunity to greatly reduce the costs of
achieving compliance with the Commission’s directives in this Rulemaking.

Question 1
Considering the “Phase 1A” miles separately from the “Accelerated Miles”:

(a) How much will the TFI tests cost by grouping and by company?

(b) How much will the hydro-tests cost by grouping and company?

(c) What is the projected cost savings to resolve pipelines failures because of the data identified by
TFI tests, by grouping and by company?

Question 2

What is the estimated total cost of performing “Accelerated Miles” testing in Phase 1A versus the cost of
performing that testing in Phase 2? Please provide answer by grouping and company.

Question 3

Please state SoCalGas and SDG&E's estimate of the probability that TFI tests can be used as a viable
substitute in Phase 2?

Question 4





What is the probability that deferring “Accelerated Miles” until Phase 2 will reduce total costs?





1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

1.5.

Southern California Generation Coalition
First Data Request to
Southern California Gas Company
R.11-02-019
Please provide a working electronic copy of every Excel spreadsheet (or other Excel
model) that was used in preparing testimony. As used throughout this data request,
working Excel spreadsheets contain all data used and all formulas employed to
derive the tables and charts shown in the testimony or otherwise support figures
stated or conclusions drawn in the testimony. Working Excel spreadsheets contain
all links to other Excel spreadsheets in active format.
Please provide all workpapers that support this testimony. Please ensure that the
workpapers are provided for each table presented in the testimony including those in
the appendices.
Please post all data requests received in this proceeding and the responses to those
data requests on SoCalGas’ website including all attachments to those responses.
Please post all spreadsheets so provided in active format as defined in Q.1.1.
Please provide a detail explanation of the differences between the pipeline
replacement, pressure testing, in-line-inspection work proposed in this application
and the “3X2-Transmission Pipelines—Replacements and Pipeline Integrity
Management Program (PIP)” that SoCalGas proposes in its general rate case
application, A.10-12-005. (For example, see RKS-11 of Ex SCG-5 in the latter
proceeding.)
Comparing the mileage presented in Table V-5 to the cost projections shown in
Appendices B and C under Pipeline Replacement:
1.5.1. Please state in detail the assumptions that SoCalGas relied upon in developing
the cost figures.
1.5.2. Did SoCalGas assume that each pipeline that was tested had to be replaced?
1.5.3. If the answer to the previous question is “no,” please state what percentage of
the pipelines tested SoCalGas assumed would require replacement and explain
how SoCalGas developed its assumption.
1.5.4. Did SoCalGas use a $/mile replacement cost assumption for projecting costs?
1.5.5. If the answer to the previous question is “yes,” please provide the data or
study that SoCalGas relied upon to develop the $/mile replacement cost

figure.
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1.5.6. If the answer to the question preceding the prior question is “no,” please
explain in detail how SoCalGas developed its pipeline replacement costs
figure for each year.

1.6. Considering the “Mitigation of Pre-1946 Construction Methods” category shown in
Appendix B:

1.6.1. Does this category include replacing the pre-1946 pipes or “surgical
replacement of oxy-acetylene girth welds and wrinkle bends” or other
activity?

1.6.2. If the answer to previous question is “other activity,” please define the other
activity in detail.

1.6.3. Why should SoCalGas’ ratepayers pay $1.08 billion to mitigate pre-1946
construction methods” when they will also pay for $818 million in pipeline

replacement that is expected to replace pre-1946 pipelines?
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Please provide a breakdown in dollars between the backbone and local transmission
systems (as defined in the tables below) of the revenue requirement associated with
all pipeline safety enhancement work proposed in this application to take place
during Phase 1A under the Proposed Case.
Please provide a breakdown in dollars between the backbone and local transmission
systems (as defined in the tables below) of the revenue requirement associated with
all pipeline safety enhancement work proposed in this application to take place
during Phase 1A under the Base Case.
Please provide a breakdown in dollars between the backbone and local transmission
systems (as defined in the tables below) of the revenue requirement associated with
all pipeline safety enhancement work proposed in this application to take place
during Phase 1B under the Proposed Case.
Please provide a breakdown in dollars between the backbone and local transmission
systems (as defined in the tables below) of the revenue requirement associated with
all pipeline safety enhancement work proposed in this application to take place
during Phase 1B under the Base Case.
Please identify by pipeline number the pipelines that are currently designated as
requiring or potentially requiring replacement during Phase 1 A under the Proposed
Case.
Please identify by pipeline number the pipelines that are designated as currently
designated as requiring or potentially requiring replacement during Phase 1 A under
the Base Case.
Please identify by pipeline number the pipelines that are designated as currently
designated as requiring or potentially requiring replacement during Phase 1 B under
the Proposed Case.
Please identify by pipeline number the pipelines that are currently designated as
requiring or potentially requiring replacement during Phase 1 B under the Base

Case.
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The tables below list the pipelines by number that are designated by SoCalGas as Local
Transmission (“LT”) and Backbone (“BBT”) as presented by SoCalGas/SDG&E at the
Backbone Transmission Service Embedded Cost and Functionalization Study
Conference, July 12, 2011

SoCalGas LT SoCalGas BBT

12 1017 1211 6903
104 1018 1218 6911
115 1019 1219 6912
133 1020 1230 6913
145 1021 1232 6914
160 1022 1233 6915
173 1023 1234 7000

53 1031 5012
85 1180 5015
90 1181 5034
103 1185 5036
119 1186 5041
127 1187 5043

202 1024 1236 7025 B I E———
214 1025 1240 7038 255 BT O
222 1026 1241 7042 225 1215 6904
317 1029 1242 7043 235 1216 6905
325 1129 1243 7044 245 1220 6906
407 1132 1244 7049 247 1221 6907
408 1167 2002 7051 293 1229 6916
512 1170 2003 7052 294 2005 7039
765 1171 2006 7054 300 2051 7053
767 1172 2007 7055 303 3006 7200
775 1173 3001 7056 309 3008 8100
800 1174 3002 7058 335 3009 8105
1003 1175 3004 7059 963 4000 8106
1010 1176 3005 7067 1004 4002 8107
1011 1200 3007 8032 1005 5000 8108
1013 1202 6000 8038 1027 5002 8109

1014 1203 6001 8045
1015 1205 6902 8112
1016 1207

1028 5010 8110
1030
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3.1. Please identify any existing SoCalGas balancing account that includes an account
entry based on forecasted revenue requirement.

3.2. Please describe in detail each monthly entry (both debit and credit) that SoCalGas
would expect to make in its proposed Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan Cost
Recovery Account.

3.3. Please describe in detail each monthly entry (both debit and credit) that SoCalGas
would expect to make in its proposed Pipeline Safety and Reliability Memorandum
Account.

3.3.1. Does SoCalGas intend to create subaccounts for the Pipeline Safety and
Reliability Memorandum Account to record expenditures on expense items
separately from expenditures on capital items?

3.3.2. If the answer to the previous question is “yes,” how many subaccounts would
SoCalGas expect to create?

3.3.3. If the answer to the question prior to the previous question is “no,” please
explain in detail how SoCalGas would propose to keep track of the expense
items separately from the capital expenditures.

3.4. With respect to the statement at page 121 of the SoCalGas’ Testimony in Support of
Proposed Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan: “We propose for the
authorized Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan revenue requirement and post-test
year spending requests to have a separate attrition mechanism and the regulatory
accounting treatment to be handled as described below.” We propose to recover the
costs of implementing our Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan through a separate
line-item “PSEP Surcharge” to be reflected on our customers’ bills on a monthly
basis. Even though approval of Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan costs for 2016
and beyond will be rolled into other proceedings, we propose to continue to recover
those costs through the PSEP Surcharge. Should there be a delay of our 2016
General Rate Cases, we request approval to continue recovering the Pipeline Safety
Enhancement Plan revenue requirements consistent with the proposal laid out in our
ten-year Phase 1 plan, for the time period not addressed due to a delay in the

General Rate Case(s):”
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3.4.2.

3.4.3.

3.4.4.

3.4.5.

3.4.6.

3.4.7.

3.4.8.

9/13/2011

Southern California Generation Coalition
Third Data Request to
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Is SoCalGas proposing to make its pipeline safety enhancement activities part
of its (proposed) test year 2016 general rate case application?
If the answer to the previous question is “yes,” would the incremental
operating and maintenance (“O&M?”) costs associated with the pipeline safety
enhancement activities be included within the transmission O&M expenses
and the incremental capital costs associated with the pipeline safety
enhancement activities be included within the rate base calculation and thus
both reflected in the results of operation calculation for the test year?
If the answer to the previous question is “no,” does SoCalGas propose to
conduct a separate process within the general rate case to develop the test year
revenue requirement associated with its pipeline safety enhancement
activities?
If the answer to the previous question is “yes,” please describe in detail the
manner in which SoCalGas proposes to conduct this separate development of
test year pipeline safety enhancement revenue requirement.
If the test year pipeline safety enhancement activities are included in the base
rate, please explain in detail why SoCalGas believes that it is necessary to
continue the surcharge?
If the test year pipeline safety enhancement activities are included in the base
rate, please explain in detail why SoCalGas believes that it is necessary to
recover the costs through the Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan Cost
Recovery Account instead of through base revenues and subsequent attrition
adjustments? Please include all limitations to the latter that SoCalGas is
concerned about.
Please explain all reasons why SoCalGas believes that the costs associated
with the pipeline safety enhancement activities should be subject to a separate
attrition mechanism.
Please describe in detail how the separate attrition mechanism would work
and in particular explain how it would interact with SoCalGas’ proposed
Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan Cost Recovery Account.
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3.5. With respect to the overhead loaders listed in Table X-1, please explain in detail
how each item meets the “only overheads that are considered incremental to each
Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan Case” test that is stated in lines 10-11 at page
122 of the SoCalGas’ Testimony in Support of Proposed Natural Gas Pipeline
Safety Enhancement Plan.

3.6. With respect to the statement at page 123 of the SoCalGas’ Testimony in Support of
Proposed Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan: “The revenue
requirement evaluation assumes all Capital costs, including Allowance For Funds
Used During Construction, are recovered through depreciation’’ over the book-life
of the assets and assumes that O&M is recovered in the period it is spent:”

3.6.1. Is SoCalGas expecting to earn AFUDC on each capital expenditure made in
support of its Proposed Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan?

3.6.2. Does SoCalGas expect to identify when each capital item goes into service so
as to determine the end of the accrual of AFUDC?

3.6.3. If the construction period for a capital item is less than one month, would
SoCalGas expect to earn AFUDC on this amount?

3.6.4. Does SoCalGas expect to earn AFUDC on capital expenditures once they
have been reflected in the Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan Cost Recovery
Account?

3.6.5. If the answer to the previous question is “yes,” why should SoCalGas be
allowed to earn AFUDC on capital costs for which the associated revenue
requirement is covered in an interest bearing balancing account?

3.7. In proposing that SoCalGas make an annual update filing regarding its pipeline
safety plan activities at page of 126 the SoCalGas’ Testimony in Support of
Proposed Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan:

3.7.1. Is SoCalGas expecting that there would be a formal review each year of these
activities?

3.7.2. Would SoCalGas object to the Commission conducting a formal review each
year of SoCalGas’ pipeline safety enhancement activities for the previous

year?
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If the answer to the previous question is “yes,” please provide the basis for the

objection.

3.8. With respect to the statement at page 127 of the SoCalGas’ Testimony in Support of

Proposed Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan: *As stated above, in

connection with our annual regulatory account balance update filings in October of

each year, the current-year forecasted year-end balances in the Pipeline Safety

Enhancement Plan Cost Recovery Accounts, combined with the revenue

requirements for the coming year, will be incorporated into rates, as appropriate. We

propose to file expedited advice letters requesting approval for any adjustments to

the overall level of Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan funding requirements

previously approved. These advice letters will include an explanation for changes

from the original revenue requirements, as previously proposed and approved.”

3.8.1.

3.8.2.

3.8.3.

3.8.4.

3.8.5.

9/13/2011

On what date each year would SoCalGas propose to “file expedited advice
letters requesting approval for any adjustments to the overall level of Pipeline
Safety Enhancement Plan funding requirements previously approved”?

Why would it be necessary for the advice letter to be expedited? In other
words, please explain all of the reasons why the normal advice letter process
would be insufficient for the purpose of updating the Pipeline Safety
Enhancement Plan funding requirements.

Would SoCalGas include information regarding actual expenditures that had
been made through the end of August for pipeline safety enhancement
activities as well as forecasted expenditures to be made for the remaining
months of the year?

Would SoCalGas provide the recorded account balances for January through
August as well as forecasted account balances for September to December in
its proposed Pipeline Safety and Reliability Memorandum Account?

Would SoCalGas provide the recorded account balances for January through
August as well as forecasted account balances for September to December in

its proposed Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan Cost Recovery Account?
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3.8.6. Would SoCalGas provide a determination of the revenue requirement
associated with the costs that were actually spent during the year through
August and estimated to be spent during the remaining months of the year,
September to December?

3.8.7. If the answer to the previous question is “yes,” would these amounts be
booked into the Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan Cost Recovery Account?

3.8.8. If the answer to the previous question is “yes,” please describe what entry or
entries the amounts would be recorded in within the Pipeline Safety
Enhancement Plan Cost Recovery Account.

3.8.9. If the answer to the question prior to the previous question is “no,” please
explain in detail how SoCalGas would provide a determination as to whether
the surcharge rate revenues actually collected during the recorded months and
projected to be recorded during the remaining months of the year would
exceed or fall short of the revenue requirement associated with the costs that
were actually spent during the recorded months and projected to be recorded

during the remaining months of the year.
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4.1. Following up the September 23, 2011 meet and confer regarding SCGC Data

Request Questions 2.1 to 2.4:

41.1.

4.1.2.

4.1.3.

Please state whether a breakdown of direct PSEP transmission costs (both
O&M and capital) in percentage terms between backbone and local
transmission would provide a reasonable breakdown of total PSEP
transmission revenue requirement in percentage terms between backbone and
local transmission.

If the answer to the previous question is “no,” please explain in detail what
factors would prevent the breakdown of direct costs from being a good
approximation of the breakdown of revenue requirement.

Please designate the following pipelines as either Local Transmission or
Backbone: Lines 404, 406, 2000, 2001, 3000, 5009, and 6100. These lines
show up in PSEP Workpapers WP-1X-1-5, WP-1X-24, WP-1X-1-25, WP-1X-
1-39, or WP-IX-1-51, but do not show up in the list of Local Transmission or
Backbone lines as presented by SoCalGas/SDG&E at the Backbone
Transmission Service Embedded Cost and Functionalization Study
Conference, July 12, 2011.

4.2. With respect to SoCalGas’ Proposed Plan, Phase 1A, please provide a detailed

breakdown of activities by type and corresponding costs that denote the differences

between the Proposed Plan and the Base Case during Phase 1A.
4.3. With respect to the statement at page WP-1X-1-6 of Chapter IX Cost Workpapers:

“Based on historical projects, it was estimated that an average of one repair would

be needed for each pressure test segment, and the repairs would cost an average of
$50,000 (10% labor and 90% non-labor) each.”

43.1.
4.3.2.
4.3.3.

4.3.4.

9/13/2011

How many historical projects did SoCalGas examine?

What time span did SoCalGas take its historical projects?

Did SoCalGas examine a sample of projects or the entirety of the projects
during that period?

What is the standard deviation for the average of one repair per pressure test

segment?
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4.3.6.
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Please provide the workpapers for the derivation of the average $50,000 repair
cost including a description of all escalation factors and loaders that were
used.

Please provide a standard deviation for the average cost figure.

4.4. With respect to SoCalGas’ response to SCGC Data Request 1, Q.1.5.6, which states:

4.4.1.

44.2.

443.

4.4.4.

445.

9/13/2011

To formulate these estimates, SPEC Services obtained
material cost quotes from suppliers. Construction costs are
based on recent construction estimates and/or bid data from
other SPEC Services projects. SPEC studied maps and
aerial photos of the pipelines in order to distinguish
between various construction labor types for segments
along the route. One of seven different Construction Types
was assigned based on the relative complexity of the
construction effort in that area. No engineering was
completed in preparing the estimates. Material take-offs
were developed assuming the replacement pipe would
parallel the existing pipe. Actual material take-offs would
be developed after detailed engineering is performed on
pipe routing.

In percentage terms, how much uncertainty is inherent in SoCalGas’ cost
estimates as they were completed using the methodology described in the
response to Q.1.5.6?

In SoCalGas’ experience, how much additional cost is likely to be identified
once the detailed engineering is completed?

Is SoCalGas assuming that each replacement line will be built on the same
right of way (“ROW?”) as was the previous line?

If the answer to the previous question is “no,” please state whether the cost of
the replacement includes the projected ROW cost.

If the answer to the previous question is “no,” please state the expected ROW

cost associated with the project, or at least a range of likely ROW costs.
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5.1. Please provide a working electronic copy of the each cost allocation and rate design
workpaper supporting Slide 4 in the September 19, 2011 SoCalGas-SDG&E
Briefing on the Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan. As used throughout this data
request, working Excel spreadsheets contain all data used and all formulas
employed to derive the tables and charts shown in the testimony or otherwise
support figures stated or conclusions drawn in the testimony. Working Excel
spreadsheets contain all links to other Excel spreadsheets in active format.

5.2. Please provide a breakdown by the pipeline numbers listed on workpaperWP-1X-1-5
of the 3996 wrinkle bends shown on workpaper WP-1X-1-48 that are proposed to be
replaced on lines that are scheduled to be pressure tested during the years 2012-
2015.
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Please explain why the total in spreadsheet “PSEP Transmission Electronic
Attachment.xIsx” that is provided in response to SCGC Data Request No.1.1 as part
of Mr. Rivera’s workpapers does not tie to the total for “Base Valve Work” of
$234.7 million as shown in H22 in the “Valves Cap Summary” tab of the
spreadsheet “PSEP Workpaper VALVES MAB (2011-9-1).xIsx” (unsure of date in
name). Please describe all of the differences between the figures identified in the

question.

From PSEP Transmission Electronic Attachment

SOCAL TOTAL $230,314

LESS ASV TO RCV CONVERSIONS $21,049

SOCAL BASE TRANSMISSION VALVES_1b $209,265
SDGE BASE TRANSMISSION VALVES 1a $19,278
OVERALL TOTAL $249,591

Does the spreadsheet “PSEP Transmission Electronic Attachment.xIsx” list any
valve upgrades that correspond to any of the following categories: “94 ASV to
RCV,” “COMM to 100 ASV,” “20 Large Meter Sites,” “120 Backflow Prev Sites,”
“40 Tap Meters,” or “SCADA System”?

If the answer to the previous question is “yes,” please list the category and the
associated valve upgrades including the line number, cost, and other associated
information.

If the answer to the question prior to the previous question is “no,” why are there
about 360 valve upgrade activities listed in the spreadsheet “PSEP Transmission
Electronic Attachment.xlsx” while Table V-1 states that only 347 valve upgrade
activities correspond to the “upgrade existing manual control valves to ASC/RCV”?
Why don’t all of the pipeline numbers listed in the spreadsheet as corresponding to
valve replacement work, that is, having an installation type of NV/NP in the fifth
column, have pipeline numbers that correspond to the list of pipeline replacement
lines in PhaselA or 1B? For example, refer to lines 37, 120, 1004, 1011, 1027,
1176, and 2002 that have the installation type NV/NP but do not have a
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corresponding entry in either the pipeline replacement list for Phase 1A or the
pipeline replacement as mitigation for pre-1946 construction.
6.6. Please explain how the three replacement segments of pipeline 2000, which together

total less than 0.25 miles in length, corresponds to 22 separate entries of NV/NP for

line 2000.
Table B
VALVE ENHANCEMENT PLAN CAPITAL COSTS ($ Millions) BY ELEMENT
(SOCALGAS and SDG&E)
( so;zgjgl\lcf::l 8 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 22%1125 22%1251' Total
BASE VALVE WORK 286.7
DIRECT LABOR 3.90 | 3.90 | 3.90 | 3.90 15.60 23.40 | 39.00
DIRECT NON-LABOR | 24.77 | 24.77 | 24.77 | 24.77 | 99.09 | 148.63 | 247.71
94 ASV TO RCV 20.87
DIRECT LABOR - 0.19 | 019 | 0.19 0.57 5.86 1.79
DIRECT NON-LABOR - 203 | 203 | 2.03 6.09 39.54 | 19.08
COMM TO 100 ASVs 0.22
DIRECT LABOR - - 0.01 | 0.01 0.02 4.72 0.10
DIRECT NON-LABOR - - 0.02 | 0.02 0.03 26.64 0.12
20 LAI;?TEEQIIETER AoE
DIRECT LABOR 0.04 | 0.04 | 0.04 | 0.04 0.15 0.22 0.37
DIRECT NON-LABOR | 0.59 | 0.59 | 0.59 | 0.59 2.34 3.52 5.86
120 BACKFLOW PREV SITES 23.29
DIRECT LABOR 0.08 | 0.08 | 038 | 038 0.92 2.29 3.21
DIRECT NON-LABOR | 0.28 | 0.28 | 2.44 | 244 5.45 14.63 | 20.08
40 TAP METERS 4.05
DIRECT LABOR - - 011 | 0.11 0.22 0.33 0.55
DIRECT NON-LABOR - - 0.70 | 0.70 1.40 2.10 3.50
SCADA SYSTEM EXPANSION 3.75
DIRECT LABOR - - 0.20 | 0.20 0.40 - 0.40
DIRECT NON-LABOR - - 1.68 | 1.68 3.35 - 3.35
SDGE RADIO SYSTEM EXP 3.07
DIRECT LABOR - 0.13 | 013 | 013 0.39 - 0.39
DIRECT NON-LABOR - 0.89 | 0.89 | 0.89 2.68 - 2.68
SCG RADIO SYSTEM EXP 13.28
DIRECT LABOR 0.60 | 0.60 | 0.60 | 0.60 2.39 1.20 3.59
DIRECT NON-LABOR | 1.34 | 1.34 | 1.17 1.77 5.62 4.08 9.69
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6.7. Table B (WP-1X-2—3) above reports $247.71 million for direct non-labor cost
associated with “Base Valve Work” plus another $39.00 million for direct labor, but
the total of the major transmission valve upgrades (WP-1X-2—23) is $249.59
million with $21.049 million attributed to ASV to RCV conversions and the
SDG&E Distribution valve work (WP-1X-2—25) is $32.658 million. Please
reconcile the base valve work costs on Table B to the basic valve work shown in the
two tables where the costs are broken out by line, explaining the basis for any
difference in the figures.

6.8. Please provide a breakdown by transmission and distribution pipeline number of the
direct costs associated with the “94 ASV to RCV,” “COMM to 100 ASV,” “20
Large Meter Sites,” “120 Backflow Prev Sites,” and “40 Tap Meters” work

categories that are shown in Table B.

9/13/2011 3





Southern California Generation Coalition
Seventh Data Request to
Southern California Gas Company
R.11-02-019

7.1. Regarding the statement on page WP-1X-1-47: “As explained in Chapter IV of
testimony, in an effort to further enhance public safety, non-piggable pipelines that
were installed prior to 1946 using historic welding and construction practices that
are no longer industry standard are targeted for replacement under the proposed
Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan. Specifically, we propose to address pipeline
segments that contain oxy acetylene girth welds and/or wrinkle bends.”

7.1.1. Have the oxy acetylene girth welds and/or wrinkle bends been identified as a
risk factor in reports or findings issued by National Transportation Safety
Board the National Transportation Safety Board (“NTSB”), the US
Department of Transportation (“DOT”), or the Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration (“PHMSA”)?

7.1.2. If the answer to the previous question is “yes,” please identify the report(s) or
finding(s) with a detailed citation or provide a copy of said report(s) or
finding(s).

7.1.3. If the answer to the question prior to the previous question is “no,” please
explain in detail why SoCalGas has concluded that these girth welds and/or
wrinkle bends require expedited removal.

7.1.4. Please explain what failure rate that SoCalGas believes is associated with the
girth welds and/or wrinkle bends.

7.2. With respect to the statement on page WP-1X-1-47: “All nonpiggable pre-1946
pipeline segments that have not already been identified for replacement under the
Base Case are scheduled for replacement as part of the Proposed Case Pipeline
Safety Enhancement Plan. Replacement of wrinkle bends located on pipelines that
are scheduled to be pressure tested will be coordinated with the pressure testing, so
as to take advantage of the pipeline already being removed from service for testing.”

7.2.1. Please explain in detail why the pressure test on a line is insufficient to assure
that the girth welds/wrinkle bends on that line are safe.

7.2.2. Please explain in detail why the ILI testing on a piggable line could not be
used to determine which girth welds/wrinkle bends might require replacing
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because of specific circumstances instead of replacing all of the girth
welds/wrinkle bends on a line.

7.2.3. Please explain what creates the urgency in replacing the girth welds/wrinkle
bends on lines that are already piggable.

7.3. With respect to the statement on page WP-1X-1-38: “SoCalGas currently operates
approximately 170 miles of transmission pipeline segments located in Class 3 and 4
locations or High Consequence Areas that lack sufficient documentation of pressure
testing to satisfy the requirements of 49 CFR 192.619(a)(b) or (d) that are already
configured to allow for in-line-inspection. These pipelines have already been
inspected with a magnetic flux leakage (MFL) in-line inspection tool as part of our
existing pipeline integrity management program, with re-assessments scheduled to
occur over the next five years. During the re-assessment, in addition to running the
MFL tool, a transverse flux in-line inspection (TFI) tool will also be utilized to
allow for evaluation of the condition of the long seam as well. In order to assess
these 170 miles of pipe in Class 3 and 4 locations or High Consequence Areas with
existing launchers and receivers, a total of 667 miles will be inspected in 26 separate
in-line inspection runs.”

7.3.1. Would the approximately 170 miles of transmission pipeline segments
identified in the quote be subject to pressure testing as well as SoCalGas’
proposed MFL/TFI testing?

7.3.2. If the answer to the previous question is “yes,” please explain the detail why it
would be to the ratepayers’ advantage to pay to test the pipelines twice using
different testing approaches.

7.3.3. If the answer to the question prior to the previous question is “no,” does
SoCalGas believe that that the in-line inspection would be sufficient to meet
the Commission’s order regarding testing all lines lacking in documentation of

pressure testing?
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7.4. Comparing workpapers WP-1X-1-5 and WP-1X-1-39, the first of which summarizes
the SoCalGas transmission pressure test projects and the second of which
summarizes the SoCalGas transmission ILI projects.

7.4.1. Please confirm that there is a complete match on a pipeline by pipeline basis
between the pipelines listed on page WP-1X-1-5 and the pipelines listed on
page WP-1X-1-39.

7.4.2. For each pipeline listed on page WP-1X-1-5, does SoCalGas propose to also
perform an inline inspection of the portions of the pipeline as well as pressure
test these portions of the pipeline?

7.4.3. For each pipeline listed, the Total ILI miles shown on page WP-1X-1-39
seems to exceed the Total Miles shown on page WP-1X-1-5.

7.4.3.1.Please identify the additional segments of the pipeline that SoCalGas is
proposing to complete on an ILI basis by marking these segments on the
maps in workpapers Appendix IX-1-A or in the corresponding spreadsheets
that are named with each transmission line number.

7.4.3.2.Please explain why SoCalGas is proposing to perform an inline inspection
of the additional portions of each pipeline.

7.4.3.3.Does the ILI testing allow SoCalGas to examine the girth welds and
wrinkle bends on the listed pipelines so as to determine whether they are in
danger of failing?

7.5. With regard to the statement at workpaper WP-1X-3-2: “These series of worksheets
covers total Capital cost for the technology elements described in Chapter VI,
sections B, C, and D. This includes installing fiber optics on 276 miles of pipeline
over ten-year period, installing 2000 methane detection sensors along high pressure
pipelines, and development of computerized monitoring system to collect
information for these and other future technologies. There are three basic
worksheets (sub-workpapers) detailing cost developed for each of these elements.

These papers include unit costs for installation, operation and maintenance for fiber
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optic monitoring by mile, methane detectors by units installed; and for a Pipeline
Infrastructure Monitoring System.”
7.5.1. Please identify each technology element that SoCalGas believes is required by
D.11-06-017 or other Commission order.
7.5.2. For each technology identified in the answer to the previous question, please
identify the section of the order that directs the installation of this new
technology.
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8.1. Regarding the email sent to Catherine Yap from Jeff Salazar on October 5, 2011:

From: Salazar, Jeff [JLSalazar@semprautilities.com]

Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 8:32 AM

To: Catherine Yap

Ce: ‘NMorman A. Pedersen’; Ng, Deana M; Prince, Rasha; Tomkins, Sharon
Subject: RE: SCGC Data Request No. 2 in the Pipeline Safety OIR, R.11-02-019
Cathy,

Following are the stationing points for each transmission pipeline where it changes function from backbone to local
transmission. Segment stationing lower than these points are on the backbone portion of the pipeline, while stationing
greater than these points are on the local portion. All transmission work proposed in the PSEP filing is stationed and can
be found in Appendix IX-1-A of the workpapers.

Line 404 23543520

Line 406 224438.00

Line 2000* 105943200

Line 2001** 1096444 80

LIne3000*** 1353158 .40
*  Applies to 2000, 2000-0.18-BO, 2000-0.18-X01, and 2000-0.18-X02 in Appendix 1X-1-A
™ Applies to 2001 East in Appendix IX-1-A; 2001 West in Appendix IX-1-A is all local
**  Applies to 3000-261.73-BO and 3000-261.73 BR in Appendix IX-1-A; 3000 in Appendix IX-1-A is all backbone
For Transmission Line 324, pipeline segments listed in Appendix IX-1-A less than 63360.00 are on the local transmission
portion of the pipeline, and segments greater than that point are on the backbone portion of the pipeline (i.e_, the
stationing is reversed on Line 324 relative to the other pipelines discussed).
Transmission Line 3003 does not have any segments identified in Appendix IX-1-A.
Example: Hydrotest workpapers for Transmission Line 404 can be found in Appendix IX-1-A, pages WP-IX-1-A13 through
WP-1X-1-A17, with each segment to be tested identified by its station start and stop point. From the above information,
Line 404 changes function from backbone to local transmission at station 235435.20. This station point falls within the
segment on page WP-IX-1-A16, line 20, about halfway down the page: station 233242 00 to station 236241.00. Test
segments before this position are on the backbone portion of Line 404, while test segments after this position are on the
local portion of the pipeline.

-Jeff

8.1.1. Please describe in detail each of the features of Line 404 that makes it a
backbone transmission line for segment stations up to station number
235435.20.

8.1.2. Please describe in detail each of the features of Line 404 that makes it a local
transmission line for segment stations greater than station number 235435.20.

8.1.3. Please describe in detail each of the features of Line 406 that makes it a
backbone transmission line for segment stations up to station number
224438.00.

8.1.4. Please describe in detail each of the features of Line 406 that makes it a local
transmission line for segment stations greater than station number 224438.00.

8.1.5. Please describe in detail each of the features of Line 2000 (including 2000-
0.18-BO, 2000-0.18.X01, and 2000-0.18.X02) that makes it a backbone

transmission line for segment stations up to station number 1059432.00.
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8.1.9.

8.1.10.

9/13/2011

Southern California Generation Coalition
Eighth Data Request to
Southern California Gas Company
R.11-02-019
Please describe in detail each of the features of Line 2000 (including 2000-
0.18-B0O, 2000-0.18.X01, and 2000-0.18.X02) that makes it a local
transmission line for segment stations greater than station number
1059432.00.
Please describe in detail each of the features of Line 2001 East that makes it a
backbone transmission line for segment stations up to station number
1096444.80.
Please describe in detail each of the features of Line 2001 East that makes it a
local transmission line for segment stations greater than station number
1096444.80.
Please describe in detail each of the features of Line 3000-261.73-BO/3000-
261.73-BR that makes it a backbone transmission line for segment stations up
to station number 1353158.40.
Please describe in detail each of the features of Line 3000-261.73-BO/3000-
261.73-BR that makes it a local transmission line for segment stations greater
than station number 1353158.40.
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9.1. Regarding SoCalGas’ response to SCGC Data Request Question 4.1.1 that states:

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)

(4th DATA REQUEST FROM SCGC)

QUESTION 4.1:

4.1. Following up the September 23, 2011 meet and confer regarding SCGC Data
Request Questions 2.1 to 2.4:

4.1.1. Please state whether a breakdown of direct PSEP transmission costs (both
Q&M and capital) in percentage terms between backbone and local
transmission would provide a reasonable breakdown of total PSEP
transmission revenue requirement in percentage terms between backbone
and local transmission.

4.1.2. If the answer to the previous question is “no,” please explain in detail what
factors would prevent the breakdown of direct costs from being a good
approximation of the breakdown of revenue requirement.

4.1.3. Please designate the following pipelines as either Local Transmission or
Backbone: SoCalGas Lines 37, 120, 324, 404, 406, 1600, 2000, 2001, 3000,
3003, 5009, and 6100. SDG&E Lines 1028, 1601, 2010, 3010 and 3600.
These lines show up in PSEP Workpapers WP-I1X-1-5, WP-IX-24, WP-IX-1-
25, WP-IX-1-39, or WP-IX-1-51, but do not show up in the list of Local
Transmission or Backbone lines as presented by SoCalGas/SDG&E at the
Backbone Transmission Service Embedded Cost and Fictionalization Study
Conference, July 12, 2011.

RESPONSE 4.1.1:

Without breaking out the costs and modeling the revenue requirements explicitly,
SoCalGas is unable to determine whether the proportion of direct backbone and local
transmission costs would be a reasonable estimate of the proportion of related revenue
requirements. This analysis was not performed in preparation for this filing.

In SCGC’s meet and confer with SoCalGas that was held on September 23, 2011,
SoCalGas’ revenue requirement witness, Ms. Shepherd, stated that she believed that a
breakdown of direct PSEP costs between the backbone and local transmission
functions provided a reasonable approximation of the PSEP revenue requirement
between the backbone and local transmission functions. However, the written
response to Q.4.1.1, as shown above, states that SoCalGas cannot make a
determination as to “whether the proportion of direct backbone and local transmission
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costs would be a reasonable estimate of the proportion of related revenue

requirements. This analysis was not performed in preparation for this filing.”

9.1.1.

9.1.2.

9.13.

9.14.

9/13/2011

Please provide a breakdown in dollars between the following functions,
backbone transmission, local transmission, distribution, and storage, of the
SoCalGas and SDG&E combined revenue requirement associated with all
pipeline safety enhancement work proposed in this application to take place
during Phase 1A under the Proposed Case. Please use the FERC definition of
functions in answering this question. Please show the SDG&E revenue
requirement separately from the SoCalGas revenue requirement.

Please provide a breakdown in dollars between the following functions,
backbone transmission, local transmission, distribution, and storage, of the
SoCalGas and SDG&E combined revenue requirement associated with all
pipeline safety enhancement work proposed in this application to take place
during Phase 1A under the Base Case. Please use the FERC definition of
functions in answering this question. Please show the SDG&E revenue
requirement separately from the SoCalGas revenue requirement.

Please provide a breakdown in dollars between the following functions,
backbone transmission, local transmission, distribution, and storage, of the
SoCalGas and SDG&E combined revenue requirement associated with all
pipeline safety enhancement work proposed in this application to take place
during Phase 1B under the Proposed Case. Please use the FERC definition of
functions in answering this question. Please show the SDG&E revenue
requirement separately from the SoCalGas revenue requirement.

Please provide a breakdown in dollars between the following functions,
backbone transmission, local transmission, distribution, and storage, of the
SoCalGas and SDG&E combined revenue requirement associated with all
pipeline safety enhancement work proposed in this application to take place
during Phase 1B under the Base Case. Please use the FERC definition of
functions in answering this question. Please show the SDG&E revenue

requirement separately from the SoCalGas revenue requirement.
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N N N N N N N

FIRST DATA REQUEST OF
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA INDICATED PRODUCERS
AND WATSON COGENERATION COMPANY

Pursuant to the procedural schedule established by the Presiding Administrative Law
Judge, the Southern California Indicated Producers and Watson Cogeneration (SCIP/Watson)
hereby serve their First Data Request upon the Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas)
and San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) in the proceeding referenced above.

SCIP/Watson request a response to this data request by December 6, 2011, which
provides SoCalGas/SDG&E with the standard ten working days to respond. To the extent any
requests are objected to, SCIP/Watson request that any and all objections be specified and the
nature of those objections be fully articulated, on or before Wednesday, November 23, 2011.

One copy of the responses should be sent to each of the following:

Mr. R. Thomas Beach

Crossborder Energy

2560 Ninth Street, Suite 213A
Berkeley, California 94710
Telephone: (510) 549-6922

Fax: (510) 649-9793

E-mail: tomb@crossborderenergy.com

and

Seema Srinivasan

Alcantar & Kahl

33 New Montgomery Street, Suite 1850
San Francisco, CA 94105

Telephone: (415) 421-4143

Facsimile: (415) 989-1263

E-Mail: sls@aklaw.com
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First Data Request of SCIP/Watson upon SoCalGas / SDG&E in R. 11-02-019
November 18, 2011

Page 2
A. GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS
The following General Instructions and Definitions apply to each attached data request:

1. In response to each data request, provide all relevant and responsive information
available from the corporate files of SoCalGas and SDG&E.

2. If any of the information sought in a data request will not be available by the response
date for that request, state the projected date on which such information first will become
available.

3. Each data request is continuing in nature and requires supplemental responses as soon as
further information is obtained that is responsive to the request.

4. Each document or written response or objection should designate the respective data
request, data request item, and subpart or portion of the item under which it is being
provided.

5. Any responsive information that is in electronic format should be provided in electronic

format in addition to printed format. Spreadsheets should be provided with all formulas
intact, so that SCIP/Watson can understand how the calculations were performed.

B. DATA REQUESTS

1. Please provide the workpapers associated the August 26, 2011 implementation plan filing of
SoCalGas / SDG&E. In particular, please provide workpapers in Excel spreadsheet format,
where possible, with working formulas intact.

2. SoCalGas and SDG&E apply their current weighted average costs of capital, equal to 8.68%
and 8.40%, respectively, to calculate the revenue requirement. Please provide a summary of
the previously-approved costs of capital for SoCalGas and for SDG&E, effective in the years
2001 through 2010. Please include the return on equity, cost of debt, cost of preferred shares,
and the relative weightings of each of these cost of capital components that go into the
calculation of each authorized weighted average cost of capital.

3. Please provide a summary of SoCalGas and SDG&E historical spending, both capital and
expenses, for gas transmission pipeline safety, during the years 1990 to 2010. For each of

Crossborder Energy
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10.

the following categories, please indicate each utility's annual capital expenditures and
expenses, broken down by backbone, local transmission, or storage services:

strength or pressure testing

pipeline replacement

pipeline retrofits for ILI1 tools

use of ILI tools

direct inspection

pressure reductions

valve replacement or automation

other

S@ o oo o

Please describe the existing gas transmission safety projects that are included in SoCalGas
and SDG&E rates today, as well as the amounts that SoCalGas/SDG&E are authorized to
spend on each such project. SoCalGas/SDG&E can aggregate projects costing less than $1
million.

We understand that SoCalGas/SDG&E classify portions of their pipeline systems as High
Consequence Areas (HCAS) pursuant to 49 CFR, Part 192, Subpart O. For all of the HCA
miles on the SoCalGas/SDG&E systems, please provide data on the number of miles for
which the primary type of buildings or sites within the Potential Impact Radius are (1)
primarily residential, (2) primarily commercial, or (3) primarily industrial.

Please provide an estimate of the number of SoCalGas and SDG&E customers, by rate
group, that are located within the Potential Impact Radius in the HCAs on the SoCalGas /
SDG&E transmission pipeline systems.

Does the scope of the PSEP overlap with any elements of existing pipeline safety programs
for SoCalGas / SDG&E? If so, please describe the extent of the overlap in scope.

Does the PSEP benefit from the utilities' Operational Excellence 20/20 program? Please
describe whether and by how much the OpEx 20/20 program has reduced the expected cost
of the PSEP plan.

Please describe how the SoCalGas/SDG&E PSEP filing relates to the Transmission Integrity
Management Program (TIMP) and the Distribution Integrity Management Program (DIMP).
Avre the safety enhancements that SoCalGas seeks to implement incremental to the TIMP /
DIMP program costs and activities? (See SCG-05 of A. 10-12-012 for a description of
TIMP/DIMP costs in the SoCalGas 2012 GRC filing).

If SoCalGas/SDG&E have established a web-based data request & response repository for
this case, please provide instructions on how SCIP/Watson may access that repository.

Crossborder Energy





		DRA Data Request DAO1 for SCG SDG&E in R11-02-019

		Data Request No:  DRA-DAO- 1

		Date of this Request: 09-26-2011

		Date Responses Due: On or before 10-03-2011

		To:  Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprautilities.com

		Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprautilities.com

		213 244-2955

		From:  Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

		Division of Ratepayer Advocates

		505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108

		San Francisco, CA 94102

		Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

		Originated by:  Dao Phan

		Email:  dao@cpuc.ca.gov

		Phone:  415-703-5249

		Subject:



		DRA Data Request DAO2 for SCG SDG&E in R11-02-019

		Data Request No:  DRA-DAO- 2

		Date of this Request: 09-27-2011

		Date Responses Due: On or before 10-04-2011

		To:  Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprautilities.com

		Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprautilities.com

		213 244-2955

		From:  Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

		Division of Ratepayer Advocates

		505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108

		San Francisco, CA 94102

		Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

		Originated by:  Dao Phan

		Email:  dao@cpuc.ca.gov

		Phone:  415-703-5249

		Subject: Pressure Testing



		DRA Data Request DAO3 for SCG SDG&E in R11-02-019

		Data Request No:  DRA-DAO- 3

		Date of this Request: 09-27-2011

		Date Responses Due: On or before 10-04-2011

		To:  Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprautilities.com

		Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprautilities.com

		213 244-2955

		From:  Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

		Division of Ratepayer Advocates

		505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108

		San Francisco, CA 94102

		Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

		Originated by:  Dao Phan

		Email:  dao@cpuc.ca.gov

		Phone:  415-703-5249

		Subject: Phase 1A PSEP



		DRA Data Request DAO4 for SCG SDG&E in R11-02-019

		Data Request No:  DRA-DAO- 4

		Date of this Request: 10-5-2011

		Date Responses Due: On or before 10-12-2011

		To:  Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprautilities.com

		Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprautilities.com

		213 244-2955

		From:  Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

		Division of Ratepayer Advocates

		505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108

		San Francisco, CA 94102

		Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

		Originated by:  Dao Phan

		Email:  dao@cpuc.ca.gov

		Phone:  415-703-5249

		Subject: Existing Transmission Pipeline Integrity Program Requirements



		DRA Data Request DAO5 for SCG SDG&E in R11-02-019

		Data Request No:  DRA-DAO- 5

		Date of this Request: 10-7-2011

		Date Responses Due: On or before 10-14-2011

		To:  Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprautilities.com

		Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprautilities.com

		213 244-2955

		From:  Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

		Division of Ratepayer Advocates

		505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108

		San Francisco, CA 94102

		Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

		Originated by:  Dao Phan

		Email:  dao@cpuc.ca.gov

		Phone:  415-703-5249

		Subject: Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan Test/Replace Decision Tree



		DRA Data Request DAO6 for SCG SDG&E in R.11-02-019

		Data Request No:  DRA-DAO- 6

		Date of this Request: 10-7-2011

		Date Responses Due: On or before 10-14-2011

		To:  Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprautilities.com

		Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprautilities.com

		213 244-2955

		From:  Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

		Division of Ratepayer Advocates

		505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108

		San Francisco, CA 94102

		Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

		Originated by:  Dao Phan

		Email:  dao@cpuc.ca.gov

		Phone:  415-703-5249

		Subject: Proposed SoCalGas Transmission Pressure Testing Cost Estimates



		DRA Data Request DAO7 for SCG SDG&E in R11-02-019

		Data Request No:  DRA-DAO- 7

		Date of this Request: 10-19-2011

		Date Responses Due: On or before 10-26-2011

		To:  Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprautilities.com

		Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprautilities.com

		213 244-2955

		From:  Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

		Division of Ratepayer Advocates

		505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108

		San Francisco, CA 94102

		Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

		Originated by:  Dao Phan

		Email:  dao@cpuc.ca.gov

		Phone:  415-703-5249

		Subject: Proposed Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan (PSEP)



		DRA Data Request DAO7 Corrected for SCG SDG&E in R11-02-019

		Data Request No:  DRA-DAO- 7 Corrected

		Date of this Request: 10-19-2011

		Date Responses Due: On or before 10-26-2011

		To:  Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprautilities.com

		Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprautilities.com

		213 244-2955

		From:  Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

		Division of Ratepayer Advocates

		505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108

		San Francisco, CA 94102

		Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

		Originated by:  Dao Phan

		Email:  dao@cpuc.ca.gov

		Phone:  415-703-5249

		Subject: Proposed Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan (PSEP)



		DRA-DAO-08

		DRA Data Request DAO9 for SCG SDG&E in R11-02-019

		Data Request No:  DRA-DAO- 9

		Date of this Request: 10-28-2011

		Date Responses Due: On or before 11-4-2011

		To:  Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprautilities.com

		Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprautilities.com

		213 244-2955

		From:  Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

		Division of Ratepayer Advocates

		505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108

		San Francisco, CA 94102

		Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

		Originated by:  Dao Phan

		Email:  dao@cpuc.ca.gov

		Phone:  415-703-5249

		Subject: Follow up to Sempra’s Responses to DRA Data Requests and Sempra Testimony



		DRA Data Request DAO10 for SCG SDG&E in R11-02-019

		Data Request No:  DRA-DAO- 10

		Date of this Request: 10-31-2011

		Date Responses Due: On or before 11-14-2011

		To:  Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprautilities.com

		Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprautilities.com

		213 244-2955

		From:  Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

		Division of Ratepayer Advocates

		505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108

		San Francisco, CA 94102

		Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

		Originated by:  Dao Phan

		Email:  dao@cpuc.ca.gov

		Phone:  415-703-5249

		Subject: Installation Dates



		DRA Data Request KCL1 for SCG SDG&E in R11-02-019

		Data Request No:  DRA-KCL-1

		Date of this Request: 10-26-2011

		Date Responses Due: On or before 11-02-2011

		To:  Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprautilities.com

		Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprautilities.com

		213 244-2955

		From:  Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

		Division of Ratepayer Advocates

		505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108

		San Francisco, CA 94102

		Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

		Originated by: Kelly Lee

		Email:  kcl@cpuc.ca.gov

		Phone:  415-703-1795

		Subject: Valve Enhancement Plan



		DRA Data Request KCL2 for SCG SDG&E in R11-02-019

		Data Request No:  DRA-KCL-2

		Date of this Request: 11-16-2011

		Date Responses Due: On or before 12-2-2011

		To:  Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprautilities.com

		Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprautilities.com

		213 244-2955

		From:  Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

		Division of Ratepayer Advocates

		505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108

		San Francisco, CA 94102

		Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

		Originated by: Kelly Lee

		Email:  kcl@cpuc.ca.gov

		Phone:  415-703-1795

		Subject: Valve Enhancement Plan



		DRA Data Request PZS1 for SCG SDG&E in R11-02-019

		Data Request No:  DRA-PZS - 1

		Date of this Request: 09-15-2011

		Date Responses Due: On or before 9-22-2011

		To:  Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprautilities.com

		Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprautilities.com

		213 244-2955

		From:  Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

		Division of Ratepayer Advocates

		505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108

		San Francisco, CA 94102

		Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

		Originated by: Pearlie Sabino

		Email:  pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

		Phone:  (415) 703-1883

		Subject: Ratemaking and Regulatory Accounting Treatment



		DRA Data Request PZS2 for SCG SDG&E in R11-02-019

		Data Request No:  DRA-PZS - 2

		Date of this Request: 09-15-2011

		Date Responses Due: On or before 09-22-2011

		To:  Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprautilities.com

		Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprautilities.com

		213 244-2955

		From:  Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

		Division of Ratepayer Advocates

		505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108

		San Francisco, CA 94102

		Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

		Originated by: Pearlie Sabino

		Email:  pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

		Phone:  (415) 703-1883

		Subject: Proposed Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan



		DRA Data Request PZS3 for SCG SDG&E in R11-02-019

		Data Request No:  DRA-PZS - 3

		Date of this Request: 10-13-2011

		Date Responses Due: On or before 10-20-2011

		To:  Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprautilities.com

		Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprautilities.com

		213 244-2955

		From:  Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

		Division of Ratepayer Advocates

		505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108

		San Francisco, CA 94102

		Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

		Originated by: Pearlie Sabino

		Email:  pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

		Phone:  (415) 703-1883

		Subject: Follow Up to SoCalGas/SDG&E Response PZS1



		DRA Data Request PZS4 for SCG SDG&E in R11-02-019

		Data Request No:  DRA-PZS - 4

		Date of this Request: 10-21-2011

		Date Responses Due: On or before 10-28-2011

		To:  Sharon L. Tomkins, STomkins@semprautilities.com

		Deana Michelle Ng, dng@semprautilities.com

		213 244-2955

		From:  Pearlie Sabino, Project Coordinator

		Division of Ratepayer Advocates

		505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4108

		San Francisco, CA 94102

		Email: pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

		Originated by: Pearlie Sabino

		Email:  pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

		Phone:  (415) 703-1883

		Subject: SoCalGas/SDG&E Proposed Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan
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