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A.10-12-006

Date:  
March 28, 2011
Responses Due:  April 11, 2011
To:

Ronald van der Leeden
RvanderLeeden@semprautilities.com

(213) 244-2009

From:

Truman Burns, Project Coordinator



Donna Fay Bower, Assistant Project Coordinator



Division of Ratepayer Advocates



505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4205



San Francisco, CA  94102

Originated by:  
Dao Phan

Phone:
415-703-5249

Email:
dao@cpuc.ca.gov

Data Request No:  DRA-SCG-064-DAO
Exhibit Reference:   SCG-5 and SCG-15

Subject:
CARB Requirements 

Please provide the following:

1. With regard to SCG’s discussion of GHG Programs as stated on pages LPG-7 to LPG-11, please answer the following questions:

a. Provide a copy of the 2009 GHG emission report that was due in June 2009.

b. Provide the expenses associated with the preparation and filing of the June 2009 report.

c. Did SCG use a third-party verification vendor to verify the emissions for the June 2009 report?  If yes, please identify the third-party verification vendor and provide the expenses for the verification services.  If not, please explain why not.  Please include a copy of the contract between SCG and the vendor.  

d. Provide a copy of the 2010 GHG emission report and a copy of the 2011 draft or the final GHG emission report, if it is available.

e. Provide the cost of preparation and the estimated, or actual cost if available, of filing of the 2010 report.

f. Did SCG use a third-party verification vendor to verify the emissions for the 2010 or the 2011 reports?  If yes, please identify the third-party verification vendor and provide the expenses for the verification services.  If not, please explain why not.  Please include a copy of the contract between SCG and the vendor.  

2. On page RKS-21 of SCG-5, SCG states that, “the first category of AB 32 GHG expense is the program administration fee.  The fee value was derived from initial work prepared by CARB for the new GHG rule.”

a. Please explain how you determined that the “first” category of AB 32 GHG expense is “the program administration fee.”  Please reference specific language of AB 32 in answering this inquiry.

b. Please provide a copy of the “initial work prepared by CARB”.

c. Please provide a detailed explanation and walk-through showing how SCG derived a $4.5 million cost from CARB’s initial work.

d. Please provide the CARB formula referred to on pages RKS-21 and RKS-22.

e. Please provide SCG’s formula used to calculate a $4.5 million cost as discussed on page RKS-22.  

3. On page RKS-22, SCG states, “SoCalGas used the methodology as defined by CARB and AB 32 to develop its cap-and-trade forecast for the emission credits.”  

a. Please provide the methodology “as defined by CARB” and “as defined by AB 32.”  Please provide specific, complete references to CARB regulations and decisions that define the “methodology” used to develop a cap-and-trade forecast for the emission credits.  Please provide references to AB 32 that define the “methodology” used to develop a cap-and-trade forecast for the emission credits. 

b. Please provide SCG’s formula, as referenced in that statement, to calculate the $5 million cost for emission credits as discussed on page RKS-22.

4. Referring to Planning and Analysis work activities on page RKS-21, please provide a complete description of the work activities for each of the 3 incremental cost factors: (1) program and administrative fees; (2) cap-and-trade costs, and (3) compliance and reporting requirements.  

5. For each of the cost factors in question 4 above, please tie in and link the description of the work activities to the corresponding forecasted amounts for 2012.  

6. Please identify the specific forecast for cost factor 3, “compliance and reporting requirements,” as tracked in cost center 2200-0323, because this is not discussed in this testimony.

 7.  Please explain the impact, if any, of the March 18, 2011, decision in Association of Irritated Residents, et.al. v. California Air Resources Board, Case No. CPF-09-509562 (Superior Court, County of San Francisco), provided at http://www.latimes.com/media/acrobat/2011-03/60311754.pdf ,on SCG’s request for GHG-compliance costs in this proceeding.

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 as to 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.

Provide electronic responses if possible, and set of hard copy responses with your submittal to the data request originator and the DRA Project Coordinator(s).  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 formula and their sources can be reviewed.

If you have any questions regarding this data request, please call the originator at the above phone number.
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