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

(DATA REQUEST DRA-DBP-TCAP-PSEP-5)
______________________________________________________________________


QUESTION  DRA-DBP-TCAP-PSEP-5-1:

 In Chapter 1, p. 4, line 14, et seq. refers to the “Scope of Proposed Penalty.”
a. Please identify the DRA exhibit by number, page and line where DRA proposes a

“penalty.”
RESPONSE DRA-DBP-TCAP-PSEP-5-1:

SoCalGas/SDG&E consider the disallowances recommended by TURN and other Intervenors to be equivalent to penalties typically levied on a utility for violating established rules or policies. It is explained in Chapter 1 of the rebuttal testimony that:

“In order to fulfill our statutory obligation to provide safe and reliable natural gas service to all of our customers, SoCalGas and SDG&E must operate our natural gas systems in accordance with applicable regulations and requirements, including the new post-San Bruno standards established by this Commission. The costs to comply with these new standards are therefore an unavoidable cost of providing natural gas service to our customers. In exchange for providing utility service pursuant to regulated rates, SoCalGas and SDG&E are entitled to recover these pipeline safety program costs, just as we are entitled to recover all other costs necessary to carry out our utility mission, as part of the regulatory compact.”  (page 5 lines 9-17)

“…this enormous cost-shifting would effectively be a penalty but without any showing of unsafe or imprudent utility conduct.” (page 2 lines 14-15)

Expert Witness Montgomery further makes the connection between the proposed disallowances and the penalties that they would effectively represent in Chapter 2 of the rebuttal testimony:

“A penalty in the form of disallowance of future costs is an example of a misguided penalty.” (page 6 lines 13-14)

“By denying future cost recovery of the utility, the suggested penalty creates a disincentive for making precisely the investments in pipeline maintenance and safety that the regulator is trying to encourage.” (page 7, lines 17-19)

As such, in the following statements DRA recommends SoCalGas/SDG&E be assessed a penalty:

“Any investment associated with the Applicants’ Plan, that is required to replace existing gas transmission pipeline installed in 1955 or subsequent years should be borne entirely by the Applicants’ shareholders.”  (Exhibit 1, page 12, lines 25-27).

“…all costs of hydrostatic testing or replacing pipelines installed in1955 or subsequent years for which a reliable record of a pressure test cannot be located showing that a hydrostatic test was properly performed, should be borne by the Applicants’ shareholders. (Exhibit 1, page 15, lines 13-16).

“… all costs of hydrostatic testing associated with the Applicants’ Plan on pipelines installed between 1935 and 1955 with no missing or insufficient records showing that a hydrostatic test was properly performed, should be borne by the Applicants’ shareholders.” (Exhibit 1, page 16, lines 18-22).

QUESTION  DRA-DBP-TCAP-PSEP-5-2:

In Chapter 1, p. 6 at line 23 to p. 7, line 1, the SoCalGas/SDG&E witness states: “...

GO 28 has been understood and interpreted by utility personnel and by the Commission as applying only to accounting records.”

a. Please provide decision numbers/ citations for every authority upon which the witness

relies for the statement that “GO 28 has been understood and interpreted ... by the

Commission as applying only to accounting records.”
RESPONSE DRA-DBP-TCAP-PSEP-5-2:

OII Instituting Rulemaking and the Service Quality Standards for All Telecommunications Carriers and Revisions to General Order 133-B, R.02-12-004, (Dec. 5, 2002).
QUESTION  DRA-DBP-TCAP-PSEP-5-3:

In Chapter 1, p. 7, lines 14-17, the SoCalGas/SDG&E witness states: “In the few

Commission decisions in which GO 28 retention requirements have been discussed in detail, rather than imposing an indefinite retention requirement, the Commission simply redefined the utilities’ obligation to retain documents as limited to reasonable periods of time of between one and seven years.”

a. Please provide the citations for each of the “few decisions in which GO 28 retention

requirements have been discussed in detail...” referenced in this statement.
RESPONSE DRA-DBP-TCAP-PSEP-5-3:

In re Conlin-Strawberry Water Co., Inc., D.05-07-010 (July 21, 2005).

Re Tariff Filing Rules for Telecommunications Utilities, Other than Local Exchange Carriers and AT&T-C, D.90-08-032, (Dec. 4, 1991).
QUESTION  DRA-DBP-TCAP-PSEP-5-4:

Please provide complete responses to Data Request TURN DR Set 6, questions 1

through 19, and 21 through 28.
RESPONSE DRA-DBP-TCAP-PSEP-5-4:

Responses to TURN’s 6th Data Request is posted at the following link: http://www.socalgas.com/regulatory/R11-02-019.shtml

2

