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SOCALGAS REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF FRANK B. AYALA 1 

(GAS DISTRIBUTION) 2 

 3 

I. SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES 4 

TOTAL O&M - Constant 2013 ($000) 

 
Base Year 

2013 
Test Year 

2016 
Change 

 
SoCalGas 108,667 144,986 36,319 
ORA1 108,667 128,686 20,019 
TURN 108,667 129,477 20,810 

 5 

TOTAL CAPITAL - Constant 2013 ($000) 
 2014 2015 2016 
SoCalGas 274,426 271,848 273,616 
ORA2 247,368 239,400 273,626 
TURN 247,368 244,872 268,903 

 6 

In total, Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas or SCG) requests the Commission 7 

adopt its Test Year 2016 (TY2016) forecast of $144,986,000 for Gas Distribution Operations and 8 

Maintenance (O&M) expenses, which is composed of $137,077,000 for non-shared service 9 

activities and $7,909,000 for shared service activities.  While SoCalGas does not oppose the 10 

proposed reductions to its 2014 capital forecasts, SoCalGas requests the Commission adopt its 11 

forecast for capital expenditures in 2015 and 2016 of $271,848,000 and $273,616,000, 12 

respectively.  These forecasts support SoCalGas’ fundamental philosophy to achieve operational 13 

excellence while providing safe and reliable delivery of natural gas to customers at reasonable 14 

cost.  This commitment requires that SoCalGas continue to invest in its employees, pipeline 15 

assets, and support services to mitigate risks associated with the safety of the public and 16 

employees; system reliability; and infrastructure integrity.  These commitments also require Gas 17 

Distribution to respond to changing regulations that require ongoing changes to business 18 

processes, increasing data analysis corresponding changes to Gas Standards, updating technology 19 

1 SoCalGas identified and attempted to correct errors/omissions in ORA’s summary O&M tables.  The 
TY2016 total shown for ORA ($128,626,000) does not match the ORA’s summary table ($126,704,000). 
2 SoCalGas identified and attempted to correct errors in ORA’s capital tables, which accounts for the 
different values shown in this testimony as compared with those shown in ORA’s testimony. 
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to synchronize with the business process changes, and training employees on updated processes 1 

and technology. 2 

A. ORA 3 

 Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) issued its report on Gas Distribution on April 24, 4 

2015.3  The following is a summary of ORA’s positions: 5 

• ORA reduces my 2016 Non-Shared Services O&M forecast of $137.077 million by 6 

$12.772 million.4  ORA proposes reductions in Field O&M – Locate and Mark, Field 7 

O&M – Main Maintenance, Field O&M – Field Support, Asset Management, and 8 

Operations Management and Training. 9 

• ORA reduces my 2016 Shared Services O&M forecast of $7.909 million by $3.528 10 

million.  ORA proposes these reductions in Operations Leadership and Support.5 11 

• For Capital, ORA recommends the following: 12 

o Reduce my 2014 forecasts in total by $27.058 million, to match 2014 recorded 13 

capital expenditures.6 14 

o Reduce my 2015 forecast by $32.448 million, by incorporating 2014 spend data 15 

and employing alternate forecasts, and recommending delays in purchasing.7  16 

o For all capital areas except Routine and Non-Routine Capital Tools,8 ORA agrees 17 

with SoCalGas’ 2016 forecast.9   18 

B. TURN 19 

 The Utility Reform Network (TURN) submitted testimony on May 15, 2015.10  The 20 

following is a summary of TURN’s positions: 21 

• TURN reduces my 2016 Shared Services forecast for Operations Leadership and Support 22 

by $2.737 million, asserting portions of the Gas Distribution Monitoring and Control 23 

3 Exhibit ORA-10 (D. Phan), Report on SoCalGas Gas Distribution (full title truncated) (ORA-10). 
4 ORA-10, page 1, lines 24 – 25 and page 2, Table 10-1. 
5 ORA-10, page 1, lines 26 – 28. 
6 ORA-10, page 2, lines 9 – 11 and page 3, Table 10-2. 
7 ORA-10, page 2, lines 12 – 13 and page 3, Table 10-2. 
8 ORA-10, page 68, lines 2 – 12. 
9 ORA-10, page 2, lines 14 – 15 and page 3, Table 10-2. 
10 Prepared Testimony of John E. Sugar on Behalf of TURN (TURN/Sugar).   
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Program Assessment and Blueprint Development cost are one time and should be 1 

normalized over three years.11 2 

• TURN reduces my capital forecast for Main Replacement by $4.723 million per year 3 

(2015 and 2016), on the basis that Gas Distribution’s Main Replacement effort and 4 

Pipeline Integrity’s DREAMS program lack coordination.12 5 

• For all other areas, TURN generally supports ORA’s forecasts.13   6 

• TURN challenges ratepayer funding of political dues and contributions, events tickets, 7 

and logoed clothing.14  8 

C. UWUA 9 

 Utility Workers Union of America (UWUA) submitted testimonies on May 15, 2015.15  10 

UWUA states it fully supports SoCalGas’ overall GRC request.  However, SoCalGas does not 11 

agree with aspects of UWUA’s discussion of riser leaks and cathodic protection, as well as 12 

UWUA’s opinions regarding workforce levels.  13 

D. EDF 14 

 Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) submitted testimony on May 15, 2015.16  EDF does 15 

not specifically propose alternate cost forecasts; however, it makes recommendations involving 16 

leak quantification, which is an issue EDF is actively pursuing in the Senate Bill (SB) 1371 17 

Rulemaking.17  18 

  19 

11 TURN/Sugar, pages 29 – 30. 
12 TURN/Sugar, pages 31 – 39. 
13 TURN/Sugar, page 28, Part 2, Section V. 
14 Prepared Testimony of William B. Marcus on behalf of TURN (TURN/Marcus), pages 45 - 48. 
15 Exhibits UWUA-1 through UWUA-10 (UWUA-1, et al.). 
16 Opening Testimony of Environmental Defense Fund (EDF/O’Connor).  
17 Order Instituting Rulemaking (R.) 15-01-008, CPUC Gas Leak Abatement Rulemaking Pursuant to 
Requirements in SB 1371. 
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II. REBUTTAL TO PARTIES’ O&M PROPOSALS 1 

A. Non-Shared Services O&M 2 

NON-SHARED O&M - Constant 2013 ($000) 

 
Base Year 

2013 
Test Year 

2016 
Change 

 
SoCalGas 105,258 137,077 31,819 
ORA18 105,258 124,305 19,047 

 Based on a review of ORA’s report, SoCalGas believes ORA’s TY2016 forecast for non-3 

shared O&M is $124,305,000 instead of $122,320,000, which is shown in ORA’s Table 10-1.19  4 

The difference of $1,985,000 should therefore be added to ORA’s TY2016 forecast for non-5 

shared O&M as a correction.  The following chart breaks out the non-shared O&M categories, 6 

and compares the forecasts of SoCalGas and ORA, based on what SoCalGas believes to 7 

represent ORA’s intended forecasts.  Because TURN agrees with ORA’s cost analysis, TURN’s 8 

amounts are likewise shown with corrected ORA forecasts. 9 

18 See FN 1. 
19 ORA-10, page 2. 
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1. Field O&M – Locate and Mark 1 

 2 

Locate and Mark is a process mandated by 49 CFR 192 and California’s “One Call” 3 

statute (Cal. Gov. Code § 4216, et seq.), which requires the owner of underground facilities to 4 

identify substructures at locations of planned excavations.  The activities completed under this 5 

cost workgroup are preventative in nature and are required to avert damages caused by third-6 

party excavators working near gas underground substructures.  The work is primarily comprised 7 

of locating and marking SoCalGas’ underground pipelines, conducting job observations, and 8 

performing depth checks.  SoCalGas expects to see costs in this workgroup increase as economic 9 

conditions improve due to increases in construction activity near pipelines.  For this reason, the 10 

Locate and Mark forecast is based on the linear trend observed during the last three years (2011 11 

through 2013), which more accurately reflects current and future forecasted activity.  12 

ORA recommends a $1.483 million reduction to my forecast, by using a five-year (2009-13 

2013) linear trend instead of my three-year (2011-2013) linear trend.20  ORA projects a lower 14 

growth level compared to SoCalGas; and while it does not oppose a linear trend, ORA asserts 15 

that SoCalGas’ choice of a three-year linear trend was not explained.21  SoCalGas does in fact 16 

explain why a three-year linear trend is appropriate.  The five-year trend does not appropriately 17 

account for the increase in work anticipated over the forecast period, as construction activities 18 

continue to increase.22  This can be seen in the 2014 recorded spending for this workgroup 19 

($11.557 million), which has exceeded the three-year linear trend forecast for 2014 ($11.517 20 

20 ORA-10, page 8. 
21 ORA-10, page 8. 
22 Ex. SCG-04-R, page FBA-18, lines 19-21. 
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million).  SoCalGas anticipates that 2015 and 2016 will follow this same linear trend as the 1 

economy continues to improve.  ORA’s three-year trend data includes years associated with a 2 

historic recession (2009-2010), which significantly lowers the resulting forecast.  Further, 3 

including 2009-2010 in a trend analysis dampens the impact of the recent rise in construction 4 

activities and non-farm employment growth.  Gas Distribution selected non-farm employment 5 

growth, as reported by IHS Global Insight, as a directional indicator for general economic 6 

conditions and potential economic growth, which generally drive construction activities.23  As 7 

shown in the figure below,24 non-farm employment was decreasing during the 2009 – 2010 8 

period and has been increasing since 2011.  It is expected to increase at an even faster rate during 9 

the forecast period.  The non-farm employment growth during the 2011 – 2013 period is more 10 

in-line with the 2014 – 2016 forecast period. 11 

 12 

 13 

Given ORA’s support for a trend analysis for this cost, my three-year trend is more reliable and 14 

indicative of test year 2016 costs, given the limitations of the data associated with 2009-2010, 15 

and a trend that incorporates that data. 16 

23 Ex. SCG-04-R, page FBA-18, lines 11 – 13. 
24 Ex. SCG-04-R, page FBA-B-6. 
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For the reasons discussed above, the Commission should adopt SoCalGas’ forecast for Field 1 

O&M – Locate and Mark.  2 

2. Field O&M – Main Maintenance 3 

 4 

The main maintenance work in this workgroup is designed to meet federal (49 CFR 192) 5 

and state (General Order 112-E) pipeline safety regulations and to extend the life of distribution 6 

main pipelines and related infrastructure.  Main maintenance work is generally corrective in 7 

nature and is required to keep the natural gas system operating safely and reliably.  Main 8 

maintenance work is primarily comprised of leak evaluations, leak repairs, franchise alterations, 9 

compliance maintenance, and miscellaneous main maintenance.  When pipelines are damaged by 10 

a third-party, Gas Distribution pursues a claim against the party responsible for the damage, and 11 

after some time, and frequently litigation, SoCalGas may receive some reimbursement, which is 12 

taken as a credit to this account.  The funds that the utility collects from third parties, and which 13 

is an element of the overall Main Maintenance expense, is treated separately from the forecasts 14 

for the labor and the remaining portion of non-labor.  ORA reduces my base forecast by $2.672 15 

million, asserting that SoCalGas’ method of trending the 2009-2013 for some cost elements and 16 
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not others to forecast an overall test year expense amount is inappropriate.25  ORA claims that if 1 

SoCalGas had taken the overall historical costs of Main Maintenance, which includes the annual 2 

damage credits received, and trended these costs, the resulting forecast would be $14.213 3 

million, or $2.672 million lower.26  4 

First, ORA’s forecast contains a calculation error, ORA applied the damage credits twice.  5 

The historical non-labor amounts in its calculation already include the damage credits; therefore, 6 

by including the damage credits as a separate line in its calculation, ORA double counts the 7 

credits, which results in a 2016 forecast of $14.213 million.27  Removing the double counted 8 

credits will, under ORA’s methodology, increase ORA’s 2016 forecast by $1.902 million.  As 9 

shown in the reconciliation below, ORA would have produced a 2016 forecast of $16.115 10 

million: 11 

 12 

          5 Year Trend 13 

 14 

The remaining difference of $770,000 is supported by the evidence presented in direct 15 

testimony that the five-year (2009–2013) average of the damage credits is best suited for these 16 

activities, given the unpredictability of damages – both in terms of frequency and severity – and 17 

the complexity and timing of collecting funds from third parties.  Furthermore, the collection of 18 

the damage credit frequently can occur in a different year as the damage itself.28   19 

For the reasons discussed above, the Commission should adopt SoCalGas’ forecast for 20 

Field O&M – Main Maintenance. 21 

25 ORA-10, page 11. 
26 ORA-10, page 11, lines 9 -23. 
27 ORA-10, page 12, line 4. 
28 Ex. SCG-04-R, page FBA-34, lines 13-17. 
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3. Field O&M – Field Support 1 

 2 

Recorded to the Field Support workgroup are a variety of support services necessary to 3 

successfully complete daily Gas Distribution O&M activities.  The primary components are field 4 

supervision, clerical support, dispatch operations, off-production time, materials support, and 5 

removal of abandoned mains.  With the projected incremental work in all of the Gas 6 

Distribution’s Field O&M categories, there will be an increase in work activities within this 7 

workgroup to oversee, schedule, and support that work; such as clerical, dispatch, training, and 8 

supervision.  In addition, Gas Distribution expects to see increases related to employee training, 9 

removal of abandoned pipe, and increased regulatory pressures.  Given these diverse and 10 

growing influences, SoCalGas determined that a five-year (2009 through 2013) historical linear 11 

trend best reflects future requirements for this workgroup.  The trend will capture the growth in 12 

work activities, which is anticipated to continue.  Added to this base are the following 13 

incremental work elements not reflected in the base forecast that are necessary to adequately 14 

fund the critical Field Support activities in TY2016: 15 

• Administrative Advisors 16 

• Field Instructors 17 

• Field Operator Qualification Training 18 

• Electronic Leak Survey Tracker 19 
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a. Base Forecast 1 

ORA reduces my base forecast by $2.283 million, using 2014 recorded cost as its test 2 

year forecast.  In ORA’s opinion, the 2014 recorded amount provides for an increase above the 3 

2013 base year to account for some growth in the test year.29  My forecast methodology is a five-4 

year (2009 – 2013) linear trend, which is a more sound and supportable methodology than 5 

ORA’s use of 2014 recorded costs.  The fact that ORA observed increased costs from 2013 to 6 

2014 suggests there is a rising trend.  Further supporting a trend-based forecast are the cost 7 

drivers that are discussed in detail in my direct testimony, including the experiencing of 8 

increased regulatory pressures from additional Commission audits and compliance-driven work 9 

associated with Emergency Plans pursuant to 49 CFR 192.615 and SB 44.30  Incremental to 10 

those regulatory pressures are operational demands for increased training and abandonment of 11 

pipe, which put upward pressure on O&M.31  Selecting one year’s cost levels to forecast the base 12 

costs in this cost category will not reflect these pressures.  This is not adequate to meet the future 13 

needs. 14 

SoCalGas’ base forecast also provided for an increase above the 2013 base year to 15 

account for some growth, so it is not clear why ORA objects to SoCalGas’ base forecast.  16 

SoCalGas clearly explained in its testimony why a five-year linear trend was the appropriate base 17 

forecast methodology for Field Support.  This discussion can be found in my direct testimony32 18 

and summarized below: 19 

• Generally, the services provided within the Field Support workgroup are driven by the 20 

amount of field work to be completed, the need for contractor oversight and support, the 21 

complexity of jobs, the number of employees, and incremental operations, compliance, 22 

and safety requirements that impact the Gas Distribution workforce.  With the projected 23 

incremental work in Gas Distribution’s critical maintenance and safety related Field 24 

O&M work, as discussed in the Field O&M sections of my direct testimony;33 there will 25 

be an increase in work activities within this workgroup, such as clerical, dispatch, 26 

training, and supervision. 27 

29 ORA-10, page 16, lines 17 – 20. 
30 Ex. SCG-04, page FBA-44, line 30 through page FBA-45, line 3. 
31 Ex. SCG-04, page FBA-45, lines 4 – 10. 
32 Ex. SCG-04-R, pages FBA-44 – FBA-45. 
33 Ex. SCG-04, pages FBA-15 – FBA-50. 
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• SoCalGas is experiencing an increase in regulatory pressures, such as additional CPUC 1 

audits, which result in more record-keeping, data research activities, and follow-up. 2 

• SoCalGas expects that employee training will increase due to additional Operator 3 

Qualification requirements, increased employee turnover caused by a maturing workforce 4 

leading to retirements, as well as generally more training required to keep employees 5 

current with ongoing changes in Gas Standards and regulations. 6 

• Municipalities are increasing their requests to remove abandoned pipe long after the 7 

associated capital project closed, resulting in an O&M pressure that will continue to 8 

increase costs in this workgroup. 9 

Given these diverse and growing influences, SoCalGas determined that a five-year (2009 10 

through 2013) historical linear trend best reflects future requirements for this workgroup.  These 11 

influences did not stop in 2014.  They are increasing and are continuing to impact Gas 12 

Distribution’s Field Support area.  A linear trend of the historical expenses is necessary to 13 

adequately fund these increasing activities during the forecasted years, and for this reason, the 14 

Commission should adopt SoCalGas’ base forecast for Field Support. 15 

b. Administrative Advisors 16 

SoCalGas’ TY2016 forecast for Field O&M – Field Support includes $618,000 for six 17 

Administrative Advisors to support frontline supervisors with compliance duties, such as review 18 

of pending and completed work orders, compliance follow-up requirements, and leak survey 19 

maps for data completeness.  These advisors will also: 20 

• Perform daily, monthly, and yearly self-audits. 21 

• Monitor and verify that employee operator qualifications are current. 22 

• Track new business work. 23 

• Create custom reports for tracking key performance indicators. 24 

• Identify continuous improvement opportunities. 25 

• Monitor compliance data tracking and follow-up required on leak orders. 26 

• Monitor all work order statuses and create follow-up orders if field employees cannot 27 

complete the original work order for some reason. 28 

• Coordinate CPUC district audits. 29 

• Provide compliance training to new local field supervisors. 30 

• Audit completed paving repairs. 31 
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• Assist district supervisors with tracking mandatory employee training. 1 

The additional compliance support will allow local field supervisors to better manage the 2 

balance between compliance paperwork requirements, company crew support and contractor 3 

oversight.  The critical nature of the role of local field supervisors is described in my direct 4 

testimony: 5 

Supervisors are responsible for providing daily work direction and inspecting 6 
contractor work at 52 operating bases throughout the service territory.  These 7 
employees also have on-call responsibilities to respond to off-hour emergencies such 8 
as gas line breaks, damaged gas facilities, and gas leak investigations.  They are in a 9 
leadership role and provide training, coaching, and mentoring to SoCalGas’ frontline 10 
employees and third-party contractors.  These supervisors encourage and counsel 11 
employees to work safely, follow Company procedures, deliver superior customer 12 
support, and build and maintain a safe and reliable natural gas delivery system.34 13 

Generally, there are only two Distribution Field Operations Supervisors at each of the 52 14 

Operating Districts across the territory.  Supervisors of the larger sized districts supervise 15 

between 15 and 25 employees at each location and inspect various pipeline contractors who are 16 

completing construction work in their districts.  In addition, the SAP work management, CLICK 17 

Schedule and CLICK Mobile new technologies installed recently help manage compliance work 18 

more accurately; however, they generate more data which requires more review by supervisors to 19 

check for completeness and to see if operational follow-up is required.  To address this increase 20 

in administrative work, SoCalGas chose to propose six Administrative Advisors to complete this 21 

data mining and review rather than add more supervision to all 52 District operating locations. 22 

ORA proposes no funding for Administrative Advisors, stating that the justification is 23 

inadequately supported.35  ORA points out that the effective date for SB 44 and 49 CFR 192.615 24 

was in 2011, and SoCalGas should already have been complying with these requirements.36 25 

SoCalGas’ Local field supervisors do currently comply with SB 44 requirements; 26 

however, additional compliance requirements have increased compliance monitoring activities 27 

for frontline supervisors, which takes away from time that they could be spending supporting 28 

field employees and overseeing contractor work in their districts.  The additional compliance 29 

support from the Administrative Advisors (their multiple tasks outlined above) will allow local 30 

supervisors to better manage the balance between compliance paperwork requirements and 31 

34 Ex. SCG-04-R, page FBA-43, lines 6 – 13. 
35 ORA-10, page 14, line 17. 
36 ORA-10, page 14, line 17 through page 15, line 7. 
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company crew support and contractor oversight.  Local supervisors will be able to perform 1 

additional safety field inspections and provide improved critical coaching and mentoring / 2 

counseling to field employees.37   3 

For the reasons discussed above, the Commission should adopt SoCalGas’ forecast for 4 

this activity. 5 

c. Field Instructors 6 

SoCalGas’ TY2016 forecast for Field O&M – Field Support includes $412,000 for four 7 

Field Instructors to assist new Distribution employees with on-the-job training, Mobile Data 8 

Terminal support, mentoring, guidance on new policies and procedures, construction and safety 9 

inspections, and other support activities.  ORA opposes funding for the incremental Field 10 

Instructors, asserting that SoCalGas has not provided adequate support for its request.38  Since 11 

the new field technologies were implemented many years ago, in ORA’s opinion, the new 12 

employees would have been already trained, and this is not a new activity in this test year 13 

period.39 14 

SoCalGas disagrees with ORA’s assessment of this incremental activity.  ORA focuses 15 

on the new technologies that SoCalGas implemented but does not consider Gas Distribution’s 16 

testimony on the need to develop a skilled and experienced workforce through field instructors: 17 

SoCalGas is experiencing increased pressures associated with maintaining a highly 18 
trained and qualified workforce, such as increased turnover in workforce due 19 
primarily to retirements and employee movement as a result of promotions and 20 
transfers.  This presents issues of knowledge transfer, skills development, and overall 21 
proficiency of the replacement workforce.  Gas Distribution is taking appropriate 22 
measures to maintain this highly skilled workforce recognizing that safety and system 23 
reliability cannot be sacrificed during a time of employee transition.40 24 

In response to an ORA Data Request,41 Gas Distribution provided data on historical 25 

retirements to demonstrate the increased turnover in its workforce: 26 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
Distribution Field 
Employees 17 23 18 11 34 34 

Field Supervisors 5 8 9 6 15 5 

37 Ex. SCG-04-R, page FBA-46, lines 4 – 7. 
38 ORA-10, page 16. 
39 ORA-10, page 15, lines 17 – 23. 
40 Ex. SCG-04-R, page FBA-46, lines 20 – 27. 
41 Data Request ORA-SCG-DR-087-DAO, Question 1.c. 
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With every retirement of a senior Gas Distribution field employee, there are typically three 1 

employees that will need to be trained and coached as they fill in the vacancies in classifications 2 

below that level, until SoCalGas ultimately hires from the street.  As an example, when a Gas 3 

Distribution Lead Construction Technician retires, an Energy Technician – Distribution will need 4 

to be trained to be the new Lead Construction Technician, a Construction Technician will be 5 

need to be trained to become the replacement Energy Technician – Distribution, and a new Gas 6 

Distribution employee will come from some internal unrelated classification or from the street to 7 

be trained to become a Construction Technician.  These employees will go through several 8 

weeks of formal training; however, centralized training only begins the process of teaching 9 

employees to perform their complex work safely, consistent with Gas Standards.  Centralized 10 

training shows employees how to complete work on the most common conditions, consistent 11 

with Gas Standards.   12 

 With almost 100,000 miles of pipe installed over the decades, in all types of geographic 13 

conditions, employees will need to be taught how to apply those Gas Standards to many 14 

conditions, unique to their operating areas.  When they leave centralized training to start field 15 

work, they will require coaching as they start to perform new safety sensitive activities under all 16 

of these varying conditions.  The Field Instructors will provide on-the-job training in the higher 17 

turnover districts to supplement the formal centralized training, as well as the mentoring 18 

provided by local management; and will fill the need to transition the employee from training in 19 

a controlled environment to training in real work conditions.  There are no Distribution Field 20 

Instructors currently; however, they have been used very effectively to train and mentor other 21 

critical safety sensitive classifications in other departments like the Customer Services Energy 22 

Technicians-Residential.  Four incremental Field Instructors will enable SoCalGas to maintain a 23 

skilled, qualified, and dedicated workforce. 24 

For the reasons discussed above, the Commission should adopt SoCalGas’ forecast for 25 

this activity. 26 

d. Electronic Leak Survey Tracker 27 

SoCalGas’ TY2016 forecast for Field O&M – Field Support includes $188,000 for 28 

Electronic Leak Survey Tracker Training.  The implementation of an electronic leak survey 29 

handheld device will allow employees to perform leak survey using GPS and GIS technology to 30 

FBA-15 
Doc# 297731 



 

record surveyed areas.  The deployment of this technology is expected to take place in the year 1 

2016 and will require training for field employees. 2 

ORA does not oppose the incremental activity or total forecast, but recommends that the 3 

expenses be normalized over the three-year GRC period since the training is a one-time activity 4 

planned to take place in 2016.42   5 

This training is related to a new capital tool that will be purchased by the end of 2016.  6 

ORA has no objection to the timing of the GIS-Based Leak Survey Tracker or the Leak 7 

Detection Equipment that it will be linked to, as they agree with SoCalGas’ forecast for the 2016 8 

purchase of the non-routine capital tool;43 however, by normalizing the funding for this training, 9 

ORA is recommending that the tool deployment be delayed until after all employees have been 10 

trained in 2018.  In order to deploy these tools that will enable more accuracy and real time 11 

capture of leak survey data once they are purchased, Gas Distribution needs to train all of the 12 

employees immediately who will use the new Electronic Leak Survey Tracker before the end of 13 

2016.  For this reason, the Commission should adopt SoCalGas’ forecast for this training. 14 

4. Asset Management  15 

 16 

Recorded to this workgroup are activities and associated O&M expenses incurred in the 17 

evaluation of the condition of the distribution system.  This includes maintaining many asset 18 

records, identification of corrective maintenance solutions, and coordinating with field personnel 19 

42 ORA-10, page 16, lines 12 – 15. 
43 ORA-10, page 68, lines 2 – 12. 
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on completion and recording of operations and maintenance activities.  SoCalGas’ Technical 1 

Office provides many of the technical and administrative services needed for the successful and 2 

timely completion of the O&M activities discussed in the Field O&M sections of my direct 3 

testimony.44  Activities include identifying construction design requirements, evaluating pressure 4 

specifications, conducting pipeline planning, providing project drawings, identifying material 5 

selection, preparing work order estimates, acquiring third-party contract services, and obtaining 6 

permits.  7 

Asset Management work is driven by the level of operations and maintenance activity in 8 

other workgroups discussed in my direct testimony.  As the level of maintenance work, general 9 

pipeline construction, municipality work and customer-generated activity increases, so will the 10 

support provided by the Technical Offices.  Given these incremental activities and a review of 11 

historical costs and underlying cost drivers, SoCalGas determined that a five-year (2009 through 12 

2013) historical linear trend best reflects future requirements for this workgroup.  Added to the 13 

base forecast are incremental costs for Compliance Technical Advisors and Administrative 14 

Control Clerks for Pipeline Records Management.  15 

ORA does not oppose the cost for the incremental positions;45 however, ORA opposes 16 

SoCalGas’ base forecast.  ORA asserts that by forecasting trended growth in 2014, 2015, and 17 

2016 while also requesting additional positions for 2016, SoCalGas is requesting funding for the 18 

growth in labor expenses twice, once with trending, and once by specifically itemizing the 19 

additional positions.46  ORA recommends using the 2014 recorded expenses, saying it reflects 20 

the recognition of growth above the 2013 recorded level in the test year.47 21 

SoCalGas disagrees with ORA’s assessment of this workgroup.  SoCalGas does not 22 

factor for the same growth twice.  The base forecast methodology accounts for internal and 23 

external growth factors, like levels of maintenance work, general pipeline construction, 24 

municipality work, and customer-generated activity increases.48  As this work demand increases, 25 

as forecasted in the Field Operations and Maintenance categories, so will the need for the support 26 

provided by the Technical Offices.  In contrast, the incremental positions are requested for 27 

44 Ex. SCG-04, pages FBA-15 – FBA-50. 
45 ORA-10, page 18, lines 10 – 14. 
46 ORA-10, page 18, lines 6 – 9. 
47 ORA-10, page 18, lines 17 – 18. 
48 Ex. SCG-04-R, page FBA-52, lines 1 – 2. 
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factors separate from the base forecast.  A list of new critical and expanded activities that these 1 

advisors and clerks will perform was provided to ORA in response to an ORA Data Request.49  2 

Some examples of activities for the Compliance Technical Advisors include expanding existing 3 

compliance monitoring, record-keeping, and reporting; providing additional training to field 4 

personnel and local management; and reviewing compliance reports from a broad perspective to 5 

identify and correct potential compliance issues.  Examples of activities for the Administrative 6 

Control Clerks for Pipeline Records Management include tracking pipeline records being 7 

checked in and out, and verifying that documents are returned to archives. 8 

ORA’s use of the 2014 recorded cost as the test year forecast is overly simplistic and not 9 

reflective of the specific cost pressures for this workgroup, especially considering this 10 

workgroup’s role in supporting the safety and reliability of SoCalGas’ system by evaluating the 11 

condition of the distribution pipeline system, as described in my direct testimony.50  SoCalGas’ 12 

forecast methodology produces a more reasonable and robust result than ORA’s use of 2014 13 

recorded costs. 14 

For the reasons discussed above, the Commission should adopt SoCalGas’ forecast for 15 

Asset Management. 16 

49 ORA-SCG-DR-017-DAO, Questions 4 and 8 (see Appendix). 
50 Ex. SCG-04-R, page FBA-51, lines 15 – 23. 

FBA-18 
Doc# 297731 

                                                           



 

5. Operations Management and Training 1 

 2 
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 The Operations Management and Training workgroup is a critical component of 1 

managing the integrity of the pipeline system to prevent and reduce risks and is necessary to 2 

provide customers with safe and reliable service.  The activities completed within this workgroup 3 

support the safety and reliability of SoCalGas’ system by providing the proper level of 4 

operations leadership, field management, operations support, and field technical skills training. 5 

In general, operations leadership, field management, operations support, and personnel 6 

training increase as levels of work and workforce increase; as new programs, processes and 7 

technologies are implemented; and as regulatory or compliance requirements change.  As a 8 

foundational forecast, SoCalGas used the 2013 adjusted recorded expense, which represents the 9 

base level of leadership, management, support, training personnel, and associated non-labor 10 

necessary to maintain current operations.  Added to this base are the following incremental work 11 

elements not reflected in the base forecast that are necessary to adequately fund Operations 12 

Management and Training activities in TY2016: 13 

• Operator Qualification Program 14 

o Operator Qualification Program Enhancement in Training Services - Technical 15 
Specialists, Training Instructors, Administrators 16 

o Operator Qualification Program Enhancement in Training Services - Operations 17 
Training Administrator Clerks 18 

o SAP Enhancement for Operator Qualifications 19 
 20 

• Training Services 21 

o Gas Distribution - High Pressure Technical Advisors 22 
o Instructors for Formal Clerical Training 23 
o Technical Specialist for Modernization of Training Materials 24 
o Classroom Technology 25 
o Situation City Enhancement – Metal Canopy 26 

 27 
• Quality Assurance and Compliance Assurance 28 

o Gas Operations Pipeline Maintenance - Quality Assurance Program 29 
o Gas Operations Pipeline Maintenance - Cathodic Protection Technical Advisor 30 
o Gas Operations Pipeline Maintenance - Compliance Assurance Technical Advisor  31 

 32 
• Field Technology Support 33 

o Gas Operations Pipeline Maintenance - Business Systems Advisors 34 
o Gas Operations Pipeline Maintenance - Technical Advisor 35 
o Gas Operations Construction Planning and Design - Process Advisors 36 
o Gas Operations Enterprise Systems Solutions - Business Systems Analysts and 37 

Manager 38 

FBA-20 
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a. Operator Qualification Program  1 

• Operator Qualification Program Enhancement in Training Services - Technical 2 

Specialists, Training Instructors, Administrators  3 

SoCalGas’ TY2016 forecast for Operations Management and Training includes requests 4 

for $1,080,000 for two Technical Specialists (for program development), four Training 5 

Instructors (to conduct employee training and qualification), one Subject Matter Expert (to assist 6 

in the development of program materials), and two Operator Qualification Program 7 

Administrators for the Operator Qualification program enhancements.  Safety is fundamental to 8 

employee training and qualification, and maintaining a skilled, qualified and dedicated 9 

workforce is critical to SoCalGas’ success.  It is through the efforts of these employees that 10 

SoCalGas is able to continue to deliver safe and reliable service to its customers and maintain the 11 

integrity of its pipeline infrastructure.  An integral component of overall workforce proficiency is 12 

the Operator Qualification program. 13 

ORA believes the request for nine total FTEs is an excessive increase from the 3.5 FTE 14 

count in the base year.51  First, the base year FTE count is 5.5, not 3.5, which SoCalGas 15 

explained to ORA in a data request response: 16 

In addition, several Training Instructors assisted the Operator Qualification 17 
department each year as subject matter experts with training / testing material 18 
development; however, their time was not tracked.  It is estimated that their time is 19 
approximately equal to 2 FTEs per year.52 20 

ORA did not count the two FTEs in the base year.  Second, SoCalGas disagrees with ORA’s 21 

assertion that SoCalGas’ forecast is not adequately supported. 53   22 

To support the increase in the number of Operator Qualification tasks from 55 to 125, 23 

SoCalGas provided the list of existing and expanding tasks in a response to ORA’s data 24 

request.54  This expansion will better align with industry leading practices, which generally 25 

follow the American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) B31Q standard.55  The ASME 26 

standard is also referenced on the website of the U.S. Department of Transportation Pipeline and 27 

Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA), in its instructions on operator 28 

51 ORA-10, page 22, lines 3 – 12. 
52 Data Request ORA-SCG-DR-015-DAO, Question 4. 
53 ORA-10, page 22, line 14. 
54 ORA-SCG-DR-087-DAO, Question 2.c. 
55 ASME B31Q Edition 10 (September 30, 2010). 
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qualification enforcement guidance.56  This material is given to the students who are trained by 1 

PHMSA to be auditors. 2 

ORA also states the following: 3 

SoCalGas states in testimony that as a result of feedback from CPUC auditors from 4 
the CPUC operations audit on July 2013, it will add eight new elements for 5 
employees.57  However, SoCalGas does not explain what feedback informed the 6 
decision or how SoCalGas reduced the feedback to an increase in staff.  No formal 7 
written communication communicated to or from the Commission was provided to 8 
support this request.58 9 

ORA’s statement is not accurate, as SoCalGas provided written documentation in the form of a 10 

letter sent to the CPUC regarding the audit.59  In response to the Area of Probable Violation IV, 11 

SoCalGas provided the following action: 12 

 13 

In response to the Area of Probable Violation V, SoCalGas provided the following action: 14 

 15 

In addition, it appears that ORA misunderstood the data that SoCalGas provided on the 16 

number of employees qualified under the Operator Qualification Program.  While the historical 17 

number of employees qualified has been approaching 1,000 in recent years, as ORA states,60 that 18 

is not the same as the number of operator qualification tasks that these employees are qualified to 19 

perform.  Each employee must be qualified in a number of tasks each year, and it is the number 20 

of tasks and the frequency of re-evaluation that are increasing under the program enhancements.  21 

Since Gas Distribution is moving to a three-year re-evaluation schedule, the incremental operator 22 

qualification tasks were spread so that approximately one-third of the tasks would be completed 23 

56 http://phmsa.dot.gov/foia/e-reading-room, Section III. Staff Manuals and Instructions, “OQ 
Enforcement Guidance (6 24 2014).” 
57 Ex. SCG-04-R, page FBA-58. 
58 ORA-10, page 23, lines 7 – 12. 
59 Data Request ORA-SCG-DR-015-DAO, Attachment ORA-SCG-DR-015-DAO_Q9.pdf.  
60 ORA-10, page 23, line 21 through page 24, line 2. 
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in each year 2015 – 2017, to balance the workload.  The incremental increases in re-evaluations 1 

are approximately equally shared each year.  2014 was a ramp-up year with fewer tasks than the 2 

years 2015 – 2017.  In response to another ORA data request, SoCalGas provided information on 3 

the incremental tasks, the hours required per employee, and the number of employees to be 4 

qualified under each task.61  SoCalGas observes that ORA misconstrued a number of material 5 

facts contained in data request responses which, if properly construed, could have resulted in a 6 

finding of sufficient support for its request. 7 

Further, ORA agreed with SoCalGas’ forecast for the incremental time associated with 8 

the qualification of field employees (under the categories Field O&M- Measurement and 9 

Regulation,62 Field O&M – Cathodic Protection,63 and Field O&M – Field Support64).  10 

However, this increase in field operator qualification training cannot be accomplished without 11 

the enhancements to the current Operator Qualification Program being proposed in this 12 

workgroup category.  There is a significant amount of work involved in developing and 13 

maintaining the training and qualification materials for each new operator qualification task as 14 

business processes and regulations change.  Once a potential new operator qualification task is 15 

identified, the Operator Qualification department verifies that the task meets the four part criteria 16 

under CFR Subpart N 192.801 (b): 17 

(1) Is performed on a pipeline facility; 18 
(2) Is an operations or maintenance task; 19 
(3) Is performed as a requirement of this part; and 20 
(4) Affects the operation or integrity of the pipeline.65 21 

The Operator Qualification department discusses which organizations may be effected and what 22 

potential changes might be involved in training, testing, and Gas Standard updates.  Once these 23 

departments are identified, an in-person meeting is arranged with the Subject Matter Experts to 24 

discuss the new task.  Once there is an agreement that the new task has met the four-part criteria, 25 

a meeting with all involved departments is arranged and a plan for implementation is developed. 26 

This plan includes identifying all job classifications that will be impacted for both 27 

SoCalGas and SDG&E.  Gas Operations Training, working with subject matter experts, will 28 

61 ORA-SCG-DR-087-DAO, Question 3.a. 
62 ORA-10, page 9, lines 7 -8. 
63 ORA-10, page 10, line 2. 
64 ORA-10, page 16, line 8. 
65 Data Request ORA-SCG-DR-087-DAO, Question 2.a. 
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select or assist with the development of suitable training material; develop testing material as 1 

necessary for both knowledge (written) and performance (hands-on) testing; and develop a 2 

timeline for implementation. 3 

The training and testing material is developed with the assistance of a technical writer 4 

from the Gas Operations Training department.  The time estimated to develop training and 5 

testing material is estimated to be 40 hours of design time for every one hour of instructor level 6 

training.  In addition, this process requires additional time associated with the subject matter 7 

expert who works with the designer to develop the material.  8 

Once the training and testing material is developed, initial training and qualifying will be 9 

rolled out to all of the impacted job classifications.  This training is either conducted at the 10 

centralized training facility or in the field.  As is the requirement, re-qualification is performed 11 

on a recurring cycle.  Under the expanded program, re-evaluation will occur every three years for 12 

many of the Operator Qualification elements. 13 

ORA did not explain how its forecast for this area was developed; however, they 14 

recommend reducing the funding to only one third of the level that SoCalGas forecasted for 15 

these essential program enhancements.  For all of the reasons described above, the Commission 16 

should adopt SoCalGas’ forecast for Technical Specialists, Training Instructors, Subject Matter 17 

Expert, and Operator Qualification Program Administrators for the Operator Qualification 18 

program enhancements. 19 

• Operator Qualification Program Enhancement in Training Services - Operations Training 20 

Administrator Clerks 21 

SoCalGas’ TY2016 forecast for Operations Management and Training includes $349,000 22 

for five Administrative Control Clerks to support the Operator Qualification program 23 

enhancements.  ORA objects to this forecasted increase, asserting it is excessive and 24 

inadequately supported.66  ORA states that the 70 additional tasks that SoCalGas plans to add are 25 

unsupported, and the rate of qualification of 1,000 employees each year is comparable to the 26 

employees qualified on current tasks in previous years, and as such ORA recommends only one 27 

clerk instead of five. 67 28 

66 ORA-10, page 24, lines 3 – 4. 
67 ORA-10, page 24, lines 11 – 14. 
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ORA does not consider the list of existing and expanding tasks provided in response to a data 1 

request.68  Also, as stated in the previous section, while the historical number of employees 2 

qualified has been approaching 1,000 in recent years, that is not the same as the number of 3 

operator qualification tasks that each employee is qualified to perform.  The 55 current elements 4 

in the OpQual program result in employees needing to be qualified in three to 27 tasks each, 5 

depending on their job classification.  When we increase the elements to 125, the number of 6 

tasks and the frequency of re-evaluation that are increasing under the program enhancements will 7 

increase this qualification number dramatically.  Furthermore, this increase in field operator 8 

qualification69 cannot be accomplished without enhancements to the current Operator 9 

Qualification Program.  The increase in field operator qualification training will lead to a 10 

significant increase in the number of documents that will need to be initiated, logged, processed, 11 

and verified by the Operator Qualification department. 12 

For the reasons described above, the Commission should adopt SoCalGas’ forecast for 13 

Administrative Control Clerks to support the Operator Qualification program enhancements.  14 

• SAP Enhancement for Operator Qualifications 15 

SoCalGas’ TY2016 forecast for Operations Management and Training includes $363,000 16 

for a new electronic process to support the Operator Qualification program enhancements. 17 

ORA does not take issue with this activity; however, they recommend a reduction to the 18 

TY2016 forecast, saying: 19 

SoCalGas should not receive the full requested amount for the test year.  While the 20 
qualification and training of employees is a continuous process, the development of 21 
program materials to revise and/or add new tasks to the program should be a non-22 
recurrent event.70 23 

ORA’s recommends normalizing SoCalGas’ forecast, which would reduce the TY2016 amount 24 

to only one third of SoCalGas’ forecast. 25 

As stated above, ORA agreed with SoCalGas’ forecast for the incremental time 26 

associated with the qualification of field employees;71 however, this increase in field operator 27 

qualification cannot be accomplished without enhancements to the current Operator 28 

Qualification Program, including these SAP enhancements.  The increase in field operator 29 

68 Data Request ORA-SCG-DR-087-DAO, Question 2.c. 
69 ORA-10, page 9, lines 7 - 8; ORA-10, page 10, line 2; and ORA-10, page 16, line 8. 
70 ORA-10, page 24, lines 18 – 21. 
71 ORA-10, page 9, lines 7 - 8; ORA-10, page 10, line 2; and ORA-10, page 16, line 8. 
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qualification training will lead to a significant increase in the number of documents that will 1 

need to be initiated, logged, processed, and verified by the Operator Qualification department.  2 

As stated in testimony, one of the alternatives to this electronic option was to expand the current 3 

manual data entry process, which would have added approximately 60 clerks.  Given the large 4 

expense associated with adding this level of workforce, SoCalGas determined that this was not 5 

an acceptable option.  Other electronic options SoCalGas reviewed are significantly more 6 

expensive.  Therefore, the option that SoCalGas selected was the least cost option for the new 7 

Operator Qualification records documentation electronic process.72  If the enhancement to SAP 8 

is not finished in 2016, it will delay the implementation of the operator qualification program 9 

expansion.  SoCalGas needs the full funding that it forecasted for TY2016 in order to complete 10 

the SAP enhancement in 2016.  11 

While this specific project is a one-time activity, Gas Distribution anticipates that it will 12 

experience other types of activities in this workgroup in future years.  For example, Gas 13 

Distribution reflected $561,000 for new technology training (CPD Instructors)73 in workpapers 14 

as an incremental cost for 2014 for Operations Management and Training.  This activity was not 15 

reflected in the TY2016 forecast, but it is an example of another one-time activity experienced in 16 

this category.  Normalizing the TY2016 cost for this workgroup will overly limit the level and 17 

specific types of costs recorded in this workgroup over the GRC cycle.  18 

For the reasons discussed above, the Commission should adopt SoCalGas’ forecast for 19 

this activity. 20 

b. Training Services 21 

• Gas Distribution - High Pressure Technical Advisors 22 

SoCalGas’ TY2016 forecast for Operations Management and Training includes $206,000 23 

for two Technical Advisors to develop and provide high pressure pipeline construction training. 24 

ORA asserts:  “Based on SoCalGas’ statements that it already received funding in rates 25 

for one position, that the training module takes one year to develop, and the fact that it already 26 

has a high pressure training program, ORA finds that SoCalGas has not adequately supported its 27 

requested funding for 2 additional FTEs.”74  While one of these positions is currently funded by 28 

the Distribution Integrity Management Program (DIMP) through 2015, it is not included in 29 

72 Exhibit SCG-04-R, page FBA-59, line 32 through page FBA-06, line 4. 
73 Exhibit SCG-04-WP, page 91, $561,000 forecast adjustment for CPD Instructors. 
74 ORA-10, page 27, lines 1 – 4. 
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Pipeline Integrity’s forecast for TY2016.  As such, it is an appropriate incremental request for 1 

Gas Distribution.  SoCalGas explained in a data request response: 2 

These three activities initiated within DIMP and are currently tracked and charged to 3 
the DIMP balancing account.  Starting in 2016, these activities will become part of 4 
routine operations and will no longer be tracked and charged to the DIMP balancing 5 
account.  Rather, as shown in Frank Ayala’s Gas Distribution testimony, these 6 
activities will be managed as part of the Gas Distribution Operations Management 7 
and Training.75 8 

Gas Distribution’s forecast transfers this one employee from DIMP (Pipeline Integrity) to Gas 9 

Distribution in 2016, and adds a second Technical Advisor in 2016.  By recommending no 10 

funding in this area, ORA is essentially recommending that the existing FTE that is currently 11 

under DIMP be eliminated in 2016, leaving SoCalGas with zero High Pressure Technical 12 

Advisors.  This does not appear to be ORA’s intention, as they state, “ORA believes that the 13 

additional one position already funded through DIMP will be adequate for SoCalGas’ training 14 

needs.”76  It appears that ORA misunderstood SoCalGas’ forecast for this area, since the existing 15 

position currently funded through DIMP is one of the two FTEs included in Gas Distribution’s 16 

forecast for TY2016. 17 

 It also appears that ORA misunderstood SoCalGas’ response to another data request.  18 

SoCalGas is not just adding one high pressure training module, such that development is going to 19 

be completed in a single year.  Each module is estimated to take one year to develop. 20 

Each module is estimated to take one year for development and one year to roll-out; 21 
however, it is anticipated that there will be an ongoing need for new modules as 22 
regulations change, policies are updated, and new technologies are introduced.77 23 

Gas Distribution provided a list of some proposed modules: 24 

Proposed additions to the program will include double block in bleed training, non-25 
destructive testing, and the comprehensive expanded operator qualification industry 26 
standards associated with the implementation of B31Q.78 27 

The high pressure training work to be performed by these Technical Advisors is not a 28 

one-time event that will be completed in a year, but rather an ongoing activity, as these advisors 29 

keep the high pressure training material current and deliver high pressure training to employees.  30 

This was described in my direct testimony: 31 

75 Data Request ORA-SCG-DR-006-DAO, Question 1.d.ii. 
76 ORA-10, page 27, lines 6 – 8. 
77 Data Request ORA-SCG-DR-073-DAO, Question 6.c. 
78 Data Request ORA-SCG-DR-073-DAO, Question 6.b. 
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These Technical Advisors will be dedicated to develop new and refine existing 1 
training modules and deliver initial Operator Qualification technical training to 2 
Managers and Supervisors involved with high pressure pipeline construction.  In 3 
addition, this team will deliver initial technical training to contract employees who 4 
are supporting with tasks such as Welding Inspections and Pipeline Coating 5 
Inspections.  This team will also incorporate new and expanded federal mandates into 6 
existing Company standards, address compliance concerns related to field 7 
construction of high pressure pipelines, modify policies and procedures as necessary, 8 
and reinforce these policy and procedure changes with technical training.  These 9 
Technical Advisors will be the responsible document owners for the high pressure 10 
distribution field procedures.  In addition, this team will provide on-demand field 11 
support in the area of policy and procedure interpretation, and provide 12 
recommendations on a case-by-case basis, giving consideration to any abnormal field 13 
conditions.   14 

These Technical Advisors will also be responsible for providing high pressure 15 
training sessions throughout the year.79 16 

For the reasons described above, the Commission should approve Gas Distribution’s 17 

forecast for High Pressure Technical Advisors. 18 

• Instructors for Formal Clerical Training 19 

SoCalGas’ TY2016 forecast for Operations Management and Training includes $321,000 20 

for three Instructors to develop and deliver formal courses for the office clerical workforce.  The 21 

work these clerks perform directly impacts compliance and pipeline facility records 22 

management.  Therefore having knowledgeable, highly-skilled clerks is critical to the safety and 23 

integrity of the gas system.  As SoCalGas continues to experience increased turnover, the need 24 

for this training has increased. 25 

ORA recommends no funding for this area, saying that “SoCalGas has not presented 26 

adequate support for why existing training cannot also be used to train new clerical 27 

employees.”80  ORA points out that the existing clerks have all been trained, and that the new 28 

technologies were implemented many years ago.  ORA also points out that “SoCalGas already 29 

has a training process in place for training existing clerical staff.”81  However, as SoCalGas has 30 

stated, it is not a formal training program: 31 

As stated in testimony, the employees currently completing work have been trained 32 
on the job.  As of March 2015, the formal centralized training classes for new clerical 33 
employees are in the process of being created and have not been delivered.  While 34 

79 Ex. SCG-04-R, page FBA-60 line 28 through page FBA-61, line 10. 
80 ORA-10, page 28, lines 2 – 5. 
81 ORA-10, page 27, lines 24 – 25. 
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having received no centralized formal training, the existing Distribution office clerks 1 
have received end-user training as the new technologies have been implemented.82 2 

Existing clerical employees have been trained on the job, and they received training when the 3 

new technologies were rolled out.  The training for the new technologies was only provided 4 

when the technologies were rolled out, and is not an ongoing training available for future new 5 

employees.  In addition, Gas Distribution continues to complete hundreds of enhancements to the 6 

technologies and the corresponding business processes as external forces and internal standards 7 

change.  Each enhancement requires updating training modules and providing new training to the 8 

existing employees and their replacements. 9 

These new technologies have changed the clerical work from a manual process to a more 10 

complex computerized one, so on-the-job training is not an effective method to train future 11 

clerical employees.  The computerized processes of the new technologies require formal training 12 

materials which will deliver specific and consistent information on the new electronic systems, 13 

updated Gas Standards, and work processes.  Job aid training handouts need to be developed by 14 

the training instructors so that methods followed are consistent in all technical offices.   15 

For the reasons described above, the Commission should approve Gas Distribution’s 16 

forecast for Instructors for formal clerical training. 17 

• Technical Specialist for Modernization of Training Materials 18 

SoCalGas’ TY2016 forecast for Operations Management and Training includes $350,000 19 

for three Technical Specialists to modernize training videos and instructional content. 20 

ORA takes issue with this forecast, saying that current formal training includes up-to-date 21 

regulations, Gas Standards, and changes in business practices and field technologies.83  ORA 22 

says that updating training materials is part of the existing work of Training Services, not a new 23 

work activity.84  For this reason, ORA recommends no funding for this area.85 24 

Gas Distribution’s request for this area is specifically for updating training videos, which 25 

are used as visual aids.  Over time, videos become obsolete as regulations, Gas Standards, field 26 

technologies, and business practices change.  The updating of videos has not been part of the 27 

existing work of Training Services, so this is a new work activity.   28 

82 Data Request ORA-SCG-DR-073-DAO, Question 3.a. 
83 ORA-10, page 28, lines 12 – 14. 
84 ORA-10, page 28, lines 23 – 24. 
85 ORA-10, page 29, line 2. 
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Hazardous and unsatisfactory conditions occurring across the country have resulted in 1 

new guidelines designed to eliminate potential hazards.  Videos currently shown in training 2 

contain outdated safety equipment and tools.  These videos do not include process steps that have 3 

been added for safety, such as tools for pressure control, venting gas, purging pipelines, marking 4 

for valve inspections, and other documentation steps required in the construction process.  When 5 

showing outdated videos to students, instructors have to make disclaimers for the outdated 6 

materials and explain differences with current processes. 7 

SoCalGas currently has over 35 videos that are outdated and need complete updating.  8 

The cost of having the material developed by outside vendors can exceed $100,000 per video, 9 

excluding the time of SoCalGas subject matter experts.  By using SoCalGas employees to 10 

develop the videos instead of external vendors, there will be a small trade-off in professional 11 

quality; however, it will cost less.  The forecasted number of technical specialists was estimated 12 

based on completing the videos in a timely way and the estimated time to keep these videos 13 

current considering changing external requirements, laws, and regulations. 14 

The Commission should approve SoCalGas’ forecast for this area so that Gas 15 

Distribution can start to update its videos to reflect current safety procedures, new equipment and 16 

tools, and changes in regulations. 17 

• Classroom Technology 18 

SoCalGas’ TY2016 forecast for Operations Management and Training includes $84,000 19 

to upgrade training material such as screens, mounting hardware, and cables. 20 

ORA does not oppose this request; however since this is a one-time purchase, they 21 

recommend normalizing SoCalGas’ forecast, which would reduce the TY2016 amount to only 22 

one third of SoCalGas’ forecast.86 23 

ORA’s proposed reduction would delay SoCalGas’ installation of this equipment.  24 

SoCalGas anticipates that this installation will be completed in 2016, so they expect to spend the 25 

full amount in 2016.   26 

While this specific project is a one-time activity, the same expectation that exists for SAP 27 

Enhancement for Operator Qualifications applies to this cost category.  That is, the Operations 28 

86 ORA-10, page 29, lines 3 – 7. 
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Management and Training workgroup will be used for costs for other types of activities in future 1 

years, like the CPD Instructors training shown in the 2014 forecast year.87  2 

For the reasons above, the Commission should approve SoCalGas’ TY2016 forecast for 3 

Classroom Technology.  4 

• Situation City Enhancement – Metal Canopy 5 

SoCalGas’ TY2016 forecast for Operations Management and Training includes $10,000 6 

for a new metal canopy in Situation City, a simulation training facility, where students can gather 7 

to receive safety and course matter instructions.   8 

ORA does not oppose this request; however since this is a one-time purchase, they 9 

recommend normalizing SoCalGas’ forecast, which would reduce the TY2016 amount to only 10 

one third of SoCalGas’ forecast.88   11 

ORA’s proposed reduction would delay SoCalGas’ installation of the new metal canopy.  12 

SoCalGas anticipates that this installation will be completed in 2016, so they expect to spend the 13 

full amount in 2016.   14 

While this specific project is a one-time activity, the same expectation that exists for SAP 15 

Enhancement for Operator Qualifications and Classroom Technology applies to this cost 16 

category.   17 

For the reasons above, the Commission should approve SoCalGas’ TY2016 forecast for 18 

the metal canopy.  19 

c. Quality Assurance and Compliance Assurance 20 

• Gas Operations Pipeline Maintenance – Quality Assurance Program 21 

SoCalGas’ TY2016 forecast for Operations Management and Training includes 22 

$1,339,000 for twelve Quality Assurance Specialists and one Team Lead for the expanded 23 

Quality Assurance program.  The expanded Quality Assurance program will perform audits for 24 

leak survey, pipeline patrol, bridge and spans, valve inspections, and locate and mark.  The new 25 

Quality Assurance Specialists will bring consistency across the entire Company with respect to 26 

how these audits are performed, the elements that are examined, and the follow-up corrective 27 

action that must be completed, documented, and verified.  Additionally, this centralized audit 28 

function will be better equipped to identify trends, provide direct employee refresher training, 29 

87 Exhibit SCG-04-WP, page 91, $561,000 forecast adjustment for CPD Instructors. 
88 ORA-10, page 29, lines 3 – 7. 
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and determine the effectiveness and adequacy of the procedures used in normal operations and 1 

maintenance activities and recommend modifications or enhancements to policies and 2 

procedures when deficiencies are found.89 3 

ORA takes issue with this forecast, asserting that SoCalGas has not provided adequate 4 

support for the proposed audit frequency level or the forecasted funding amount.90  ORA states 5 

that since SoCalGas’ forecast is for twice the number of auditors that it currently has in the 6 

DIMP pilot program, the funding should only be twice the funding recorded to DIMP in 2013.91 7 

SoCalGas disagrees with ORA’s assessment.  The table below shows the data that is used 8 

by ORA,92 showing the expenses and employees in the DIMP Quality Assurance Program.   9 

 
2011 2012 2013 

Employees 2 Part Time* 2 Part Time* 5** 
Annual Expense (Nominal $) $ 78,772 $ 17,226 $ 340,955 
* Part Time Instructors   
** DIMP Quality Assurance Program fully staffed in the third quarter of 2013  

As indicated by the note below the table, the program did not have the full five 10 

employees until the third quarter of 2013.  Therefore, ORA’s recommendation for twice the 11 

amount of costs in 2016 for twice the number of auditors should not be based on a figure 12 

($340,955) that does not represent costs for five employees for the full year.   13 

In addition, SoCalGas’ forecast is for 13 employees, which is more than double the five 14 

employees that were in the program at the end of 2013, during the pilot.  The pilot was intended 15 

to identify the opportunities for program enhancement and propose a right-sized quality 16 

assurance organization.  The 13 positions forecasted include the incremental five FTEs that were 17 

previously funded by DIMP and provide the additional resources necessary to complete the 18 

safety, consistency, compliance, and reliability assurance objectives of the Quality Assurance 19 

Program.  ORA states that SoCalGas did not provide adequate support for the proposed audit 20 

frequency level; however, SoCalGas provided the following information in response to a data 21 

request, which does support the expected rise in audit frequency: 22 

89 Ex. SCG-04-R, page FBA-64, lines 6 – 13. 
90 ORA-10, page 30, lines 18 – 20. 
91 ORA-10, page 30, lines 16 – 18. 
92 Data Request ORA-SCG-DR-015-DAO, Question 6.a. 
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Locate and Mark audits are currently completed twice a year for each base.  Leak 1 
Survey, Pipeline Patrol, Bridge and Span, and Valve Inspection audits are completed 2 
four times per year for each base.  Data gathered to date demonstrates not only the 3 
need for this critical program, but the expansion and deepening of the program.  By 4 
expanding this program, each base will be audited at an increased rate of six audits 5 
per year (every other month) in 2016.  This increased rate will benefit each base in 6 
several ways, including reinforcement of current policies and methods, reinforcement 7 
of revised policies and methods when updates occur, enhanced communication 8 
between bases and QA regarding possible or suspected deficiencies in policies and/or 9 
procedures, immediate feedback to employees if there are gaps in training, and 10 
increased developmental opportunities for employees performing compliance 11 
inspections and locate and mark functions.93 12 

For the reasons described above, the Commission should adopt SoCalGas’ forecast for 13 

this Quality Assurance Program. 14 

• Gas Operations Pipeline Maintenance – Cathodic Protection Technical Advisor 15 

SoCalGas’ TY2016 forecast for Operations Management and Training includes $206,000 16 

for two Cathodic Protection Technical Advisors. 17 

ORA takes issue with SoCalGas’ forecast for this area, and recommends zero funding, 18 

saying that the request is excessive and inadequately supported.  ORA points to the funding that 19 

they recommended in the area of Field O&M – Cathodic Protection, and states that these 20 

additional employees are excessive. 21 

SoCalGas disagrees with ORA’s assessment.  These employees are separate from the 22 

forecasted Cathodic Protection (CP) System Enhancements in the area of Field O&M – Cathodic 23 

Protection.  These Technical Advisors are needed to support the growing need for additional 24 

technical expertise, analysis of trends, mitigation program development, and training.  As 25 

described in my direct testimony: 26 

Due to long term deterioration of coating on older pipeline systems, CP systems are 27 
requiring additional analysis and improvements to maintain and improve corrosion 28 
control practices.  The analysis and development of improvement projects requires 29 
additional technical and analytical expertise.  Furthermore, workforce turnover in 30 
cathodic protection field positions, will lead to a loss of expertise in certain areas of 31 
the Company.  Employees with less time in the job, require more ongoing technical 32 
support with CP troubleshooting, understanding how to apply cathodic protection 33 
practices, and when to use each of the cathodic protection methods (magnesium 34 
anodes, rectifier protection, shallow well, deep well, bond, insulator, etc.).94 35 

93 Data Request ORA-SCG-DR-074-DAO, Question 1.e. 
94 Ex. SCG-04-R, page FBA-64, line 30 through page FBA-65, line 5. 
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In response to a data request,95 SoCalGas provided the number of cathodic protection 1 

employees who will be eligible to retire in each forecast year.   2 

Employee Classification Current 
Employees 

(As of 
4/28/14) 

Number of Employees 
Eligible to Retire 

Percentage of 
Employees Eligible 

to Retire 
2014 2015 2016 2014 2015 2016 

Lead System Protection 
Specialist / Planner 13 10 10 10 77% 77% 77% 
System Protection 
Specialist 63 25 27 30 40% 43% 48% 

SoCalGas’ request for Cathodic Protection Technical Advisors will provide the newer 3 

employees and their supervisors with the technical support that they will need.  For the reasons 4 

provided above, the Commission should adopt SoCalGas’ forecast for this the Cathodic 5 

Protection Technical Advisors. 6 

• Gas Operations Pipeline Maintenance – Business Systems Advisors 7 

SoCalGas’ TY2016 forecast for Operations Management and Training includes $206,000 8 

for two Business Systems Advisors to develop, test, and implement a data warehouse reporting 9 

tool. 10 

ORA does not oppose this activity; however, they believe that it is “a one-time activity 11 

and SoCalGas has not provided adequate support for the continuous funding of these positions 12 

beyond the test year.”96  For this reason, ORA recommend normalizing SoCalGas’ forecast, 13 

which would reduce the TY2016 amount to $69,000, only one third of SoCalGas’ forecast.97 14 

ORA’s statement that this is a one-time activity is not accurate.  This is not a one-time 15 

expense, but rather an ongoing activity.  The ongoing activities are described in my direct 16 

testimony: 17 

These Advisors will train Region employees in the use of the reporting tool and will 18 
also provide reports and develop ad hoc queries for Distribution Operations to help 19 
more effectively manage its business.98 20 

In order to provide continued support for this new tool, ongoing funding is required, starting in 21 

2015 and continuing after 2016.  The level of funding that ORA is recommending would not 22 

95 Data Request ORA-SCG-DR-015-DAO, Question 7.g. 
96 ORA-10, page 32, lines 14 – 16. 
97 ORA-10, page 32, lines 16 - 17. 
98 Ex. SCG-04-R, page FBA-66, lines 27 – 30. 
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even cover a single incremental employee, and would not adequately fund this activity.  Below 1 

are examples of ongoing services that these employees will provide: 2 

• Run the compliance reports routinely and address high priority concerns with the affected 3 

user groups to ensure concerns are addressed appropriately to reduce the risk of non-4 

compliance.   5 

• Run the key performance indicator (KPI) reports routinely and address concerns with the 6 

affected user groups to ensure concerns are addressed appropriately.   7 

• Perform analysis of the KPI reports and help assess the reliability of Gas Distribution 8 

systems and processes.  The monitoring of these KPIs will help assist Gas Operations run its 9 

business safely and efficiently.  10 

• Be the point of contact for all data requests related to compliance activities that cannot be 11 

addressed through existing reports.  These data requests may come from CPUC auditors, 12 

internal auditors, senior management, and other interested stakeholders. 13 

• Meet routinely with affected user groups to address any potential modifications or new report 14 

requests. 15 

• Work directly with Compliance Assurance and Business Intelligence Information 16 

Technology departments to document requirements, test solutions implemented by IT, and 17 

train affected user groups on the use of modified or new reports. 18 

• Provide quarterly training to Field Supervisors and Region Clerical on all the available 19 

compliance reports, and provide miscellaneous training to Area Managers and Field 20 

Supervisors on the available KPI reports.  For both types of reports, describe how each report 21 

benefits their organizations, the frequency of use of each report, and how to address any 22 

issues identified on the reports.  This training is required due to the high turnover in the 23 

positions that use these reports as well as changes and additions in KPIs.   24 

In addition, ORA’s proposed normalization of costs should be based on the full cost of 25 

the program, not just costs for 2016.  SoCalGas’ forecast has this activity starting in 2015, and 26 

continuing through 2016 and beyond.  Even if ORA had only considered the forecast shown in 27 

2015 and 2016, and not future years, the normalized cost would have been higher than its 28 

forecast. 29 
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For these reasons, the Commission should approve SoCalGas’ TY2016 forecast for these 1 

Business Systems Advisors. 2 

d. Field Technology Support 3 

• Gas Operations Enterprise System Solutions – Business Systems Analysts and Manager 4 

SoCalGas’ TY2016 forecast for Operations Management and Training includes $840,000 5 

for seven Business Analysts and one Project Manager to support Operational Excellence 20/20 6 

Program projects and implementation of SAP Plant Maintenance (SAP-PM) as the work 7 

management system.  These employees will provide live help desk support to over 1,200 8 

employees and quality assurance support upon execution of system enhancements. 9 

ORA takes issue with SoCalGas’ forecast for this area, saying that SoCalGas provided 10 

inadequate justification for two of the forecasted positions, and that help desk support for new 11 

programs or software “is not a continuous activity, but one that decreases with time as employees 12 

adapt.”99  ORA’s forecast is based on removing two of SoCalGas’ forecasted FTEs and 13 

normalizing the remaining FTEs and associated expenses.  ORA’s resulting forecast is $213,000 14 

per year. 15 

SoCalGas disagrees with ORA’s assessment that this help desk support is not continuous.  16 

This team provides support for more than 1,000 field mobile data terminals, which periodically 17 

need to be repaired or upgraded.  In addition, as operating systems and software programs are 18 

regularly upgraded by vendors, the computer applications must be accordingly upgraded, tested, 19 

and deployed to accommodate the upgrades to the core systems.  Some enhancements are 20 

extensive and users require timely support to effectively use the systems in their daily work.  For 21 

this reason, Gas Distribution does not expect the need for help desk support to decrease after 22 

2016. 23 

In addition, ORA did not consider all of the ongoing support activities that will be 24 

provided by this group.  In addition to the ongoing help desk support for over 1,200 employees, 25 

and their ongoing replacements, this team has additional activities, as described in my direct 26 

testimony: 27 

Regulatory, business and work practice changes will drive system enhancements of 28 
these automated tools as identified by users and process owners, requiring detailed 29 
analysis, planning and implementation over the next several years.  Furthermore, the 30 
above Work Management, Scheduling and Mobile applications are highly integrated 31 

99 ORA-10, page 33, lines 13 – 14. 
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with other information systems and hence, require substantial Quality Assurance 1 
support upon execution of system enhancements to verify all systems are working 2 
properly.100 3 

This is the technology support group that keeps more than 1,000 mobile data collection units up 4 

and running.  Without these units, distribution work orders cannot be scheduled and sent to the 5 

field for execution.  These activities are not expected to decrease after 2016. 6 

In order to meet the day-to-day support activities of the applications that were deployed 7 

through the Operational Excellence 20/20 Program, Gas Distribution forecasted six incremental 8 

Business Systems Analysts to provide timely support to more than 1,200 users in the field and to 9 

monitor interfaces between systems.  Reducing the funding for these employees, as ORA is 10 

recommending, would significantly delay critical support to the field, which would lead to delays 11 

in field O&M and capital work, some of which is mandated compliance and safety-related. 12 

In addition to these day-to-day support activities, there are more than 250 pending 13 

enhancements that need to be planned and implemented in order to meet user expectations, 14 

business process, and regulatory requirements.  For each of these enhancements, a Business 15 

Systems Analyst gathers requirements to clearly define the work that is needed.  The Project 16 

Manager then coordinates the implementation of the enhancement or change requests.  These 17 

pending enhancements and change requests cannot be effectively completed without the two 18 

positions. 19 

In addition, ORA’s normalization proposal should have been based on the full cost of the 20 

program, not just costs for 2016.  SoCalGas’ forecast has this activity starting in 2015 and 21 

continuing through 2016 and beyond.  Even if ORA had only considered the forecast shown in 22 

2015 and 2016, and not future years, the normalized cost would have been higher than its 23 

forecast. 24 

For the reasons described above, the Commission should approve SoCalGas’ TY2016 25 

forecast for these Business Systems Analysts and Project Manager. 26 

// 27 

//  28 

100 Ex. SCG-04-R, page FBA-68, lines 1 - 6. 
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B. Shared Services O&M 1 

SHARED O&M - Constant 2013 ($000) 

 
Base Year 

2013 
Test Year 

2016 
Change 

 
SoCalGas 3,409 7,909 4,500 
ORA 3,409 4,381 972 
TURN 3,409 5,172 1,763 

 2 

1. Operations Leadership and Support 3 

 4 

Similar to the O&M Non-Shared Services workgroup, Operations Management and 5 

Training, the activities completed within this category are related to operations leadership, 6 

operations support, and field training, all of which are necessary for SoCalGas’ ability to provide 7 
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customers with safe and reliable service.  The personnel covered under this workgroup are tasked 1 

with appropriately considering risk when providing service to Gas Distribution personnel, 2 

including in leadership decisions of short and long term objectives, development of appropriate 3 

gas standards and field training programs, development of appropriate employee qualification 4 

programs, and efficient support of field technologies and equipment. 5 

In projecting the future expense requirements for these functions, SoCalGas reviewed the 6 

2009 through 2013 historical spending for this entire workgroup.  The 2013 adjusted recorded 7 

expense represents the base level of leadership, management, support, training personnel, and 8 

services necessary to maintain current operations.  Added to this base is the following 9 

incremental work element -- Gas Distribution Monitoring and Control Program Assessment and 10 

Blueprint Development -- not reflected in the base forecast that is necessary to adequately fund 11 

Operations Leadership and Support activities in TY2016.   12 

SoCalGas’ TY2016 forecast for Operations Leadership and Support includes $4,500,000 13 

for a Gas Distribution Monitoring and Control Program Assessment and Blueprint Development.  14 

SoCalGas and SDG&E have a long history of providing safe and reliable service to customers.  15 

As they continue to enhance pipeline systems and business processes to improve asset 16 

knowledge, better monitor and control gas distribution pipeline infrastructure, and more quickly 17 

respond to emergencies, SoCalGas and SDG&E will incur incremental costs for the 18 

implementation of a Gas Distribution Monitoring and Control Program.  This program will be 19 

designed and developed to significantly enhance their capability to remotely monitor and control 20 

their gas distribution system, providing the ability to more quickly and effectively respond to 21 

emergencies.  The overall objective of this program is to enhance public and employee safety 22 

and system reliability.  Furthermore, this effort is in compliance with the requirements of Public 23 

Utilities Code Sections 961 and 963, which were enacted by SB 705.  Section 961 requires 24 

pipeline operators to provide “[e]quipment and personnel procedures to limit the damage from 25 

accidents,” “[t]imely response to reports of leaks, hazardous conditions, and emergency events,” 26 

and “[p]repare for and respond to earthquakes and other major events.”101 27 

This incremental project was forecasted as five components: 28 

1. Benchmarking ($876,000) 29 

2. Remote Monitoring and Control Plan ($1,752,000) 30 

101 Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 961(d)(5,6,8).   
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3. Enhancement of Current Business Processes Plan ($876,000) 1 

4. Implementation and Ongoing Support Team ($339,000) 2 

5. Miscellaneous Non-Labor Expenses ($657,000) 3 

ORA and TURN propose reductions in these components, as described below. 4 

a. ORA 5 

• Benchmarking 6 

ORA agrees with SoCalGas’ base forecast for this component.102   7 

• Remote Monitoring and Control Plan 8 

ORA recommends that the Commission reject SoCalGas’ forecast for the Remote 9 

Monitoring and Control Plan, saying that it is premature, and the benchmark must first be 10 

performed to see what changes should be made, how, and when.103  ORA only discusses the 11 

electronic pressure monitors and the next generation enhancements to those monitors, asserting:  12 

“SoCalGas’ benchmark is an exploratory study to determine the next generation of pressure 13 

monitoring enhancements.  Therefore it is not imperative that funding be made immediately 14 

available for the possibility of changing its current remote monitoring practices and/or tools.”104  15 

ORA’s statement referred to a specific data request question about electronic pressure monitors; 16 

however, the remote monitoring and control plan is about much more than just pressure 17 

monitoring.  Additional examples of activities that would be contemplated were provided in my 18 

direct testimony: 19 

• Development of a plan for the installation of controls at pipeline valves, as 20 
appropriate for the pipeline function and in accordance with code requirements, 21 
such as DOT 49 CFR 192, parts 179, 181 and 935.  Automatic valve controls 22 
allow pipeline operators to further enhance response time to isolate a pipeline 23 
following a rupture caused by earthquakes, landslides, third party impacts, or 24 
other significant events.  SoCalGas and SDG&E operate a large number of valves.  25 
The valve installation plan will need to provide a blueprint and selection criteria 26 
for addressing installation of controls at critical valves such as:  27 
 28 

o In-line supply line valves 29 
o Regulator station inlet valves  30 
o Fire control valves 31 

102 ORA-10, page 36, lines 2 - 4. 
103 ORA-10, page 36, lines 6 – 13. 
104 ORA-10, page 36, lines 15 – 19. 
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• Development of a field workforce plan for ongoing operations and maintenance 1 
of the new monitoring and control field equipment.105 2 

In addition, SoCalGas explained in a data request response that the Gas Distribution 3 

Control Center Plan is also included in the Remote Infrastructure Monitoring and Control 4 

Plan,106 which covers items such as the following: 5 

• Plan for the development and implementation of a Gas Distribution Control 6 
Center.  This plan will assess items such as the level of integration between this 7 
new control center and the current Transmission Control Center, the dispatch 8 
function, and the Gas Emergency Centers; as well as the degree of physical and 9 
virtual integration. 10 
 11 

• Plan for a centralized Control Center to utilize the integrated dispatch of 12 
personnel, gas system analysis technical support, and monitored information 13 
(electronic pressure monitors and SCADA) to provide centralized and efficient 14 
emergency response on a 24/7 basis. 15 
 16 

• Plan for upgrading the SCADA system to incorporate the additional real-time 17 
operating data-telemetry communication sites throughout the distribution pipeline 18 
system.  This will include recommendation of the type of communications needed 19 
for the new sites. 20 
 21 

• Workforce plan for the personnel needed to staff the Control Center, and to 22 
maintain and operate the SCADA system. 23 
 24 

• Plan describing the requirement for building space, equipment and technology 25 
needed for the additional personnel and facilities. 26 
 27 

• Plan for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the new systems, facilities 28 
and equipment.107 29 

Gas Distribution plans to move forward with the development of the Remote Monitoring 30 

and Control Plan as soon as the Benchmarking study is completed.  There is no reason to wait 31 

until the entire blueprint is laid out.  There will always be advancements in technology, so it does 32 

not make sense to wait on the next generation of enhancements.  The Remote Monitoring and 33 

Control Plan can be developed with information gathered during the Benchmarking study.  To 34 

wait would make the Benchmarking study less than optimal.  Gas Distribution believes the 35 

deployment of the early phases of the blueprint, based on the benchmarking and best practices in 36 

105 Ex. SCG-04-R, page FBA-85, lines 1 – 13. 
106 Data Request ORA-SCG-DR-009-DAO, Question 3. 
107 Ex. SCG-04-R, page FBA-85, line 19 through page FBA-86, line 6. 

FBA-41 
Doc# 297731 

                                                           



 

the industry, can be implemented while finalizing the overall blueprint deployment strategy, thus 1 

expediting the advantages of the Gas Control and Monitoring program.  For these reasons, the 2 

Commission should adopt SoCalGas’ forecast for this activity. 3 

• Enhancement of Current Business Processes Plan 4 

ORA recommends that the Commission reject SoCalGas’ Enhancement of Current 5 

Business Processes Plan, saying that “the benchmarking study has not been performed and, at 6 

this time, it is not known whether deficiencies exist with SoCalGas’ current process to remotely 7 

monitor and control its gas distribution system if any changes need to be made and to what 8 

extent.”108 9 

As discussed above, it does not make sense for SoCalGas to wait on the development of 10 

the final Remote Monitoring and Control Plan.  If SoCalGas waits until the Benchmarking and 11 

the final Remote Monitoring and Control Plan are complete before we start deployment of 12 

enhancements, the benchmarking will be outdated by the time SoCalGas seeks funding to 13 

implement the Plan in the next GRC cycle.  Deployment can be fast tracked and begin in parallel 14 

to the completion of all phases of the study.  As that plan is developed, changes will need to be 15 

made to current related business processes.  This plan is not about addressing deficiencies in 16 

SoCalGas’ current processes, but rather identifying continuous improvement opportunities and 17 

updating current processes as needed, so that they are consistent with the Remote Monitoring 18 

and Control Plan.  The activities described below are necessary changes that will need to take 19 

place in order to integrate the Gas Distribution Monitoring and Control Plan with current 20 

operations. 21 

• Development of training materials to reflect changes to work processes 22 
 23 

• Updating of gas standards and work processes 24 
 25 

• Updating of emergency procedures to better integrate the control, dispatch, and 26 
emergency response functions 27 
 28 

• Development of a plan to provide centralized Technical/Engineering personnel 29 
for 24/7 support of emergency shutdown procedures at the Gas Distribution 30 
Control Center.109 31 

108 ORA-10, page 37, lines 5 – 8. 
109 Ex. SCG-04-R, page FBA-86, lines 12 – 18. 
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For this reason, the Commission should adopt SoCalGas’ forecast for this activity so that 1 

Gas Distribution can begin these continuous improvements. 2 

• Implementation and Ongoing Support Team 3 

ORA recommends that ORA reject SoCalGas’ forecast for Implementation and Ongoing 4 

Support Team, saying that it is premature to move forward as the benchmark study has not been 5 

carried out, and SoCalGas has not yet identified any risks and/or deficiencies with its current 6 

processes.110 7 

As discussed above, Gas Distribution already knows of some items that will be included 8 

in the Monitoring and Control Plan, so the project will move forward while later phase planning 9 

is completed.  It is not necessary to wait on the results of the benchmarking study to start 10 

implementing a team of employees that can move forward with early phase implementation and 11 

support.  The results of the benchmarking study will help refine components of the plan; 12 

however Gas Distribution already plans to move forward with this project once the earliest 13 

phases are completed, so it is not necessary to wait on the total Blueprint study results. 14 

For the reasons described above, the Commission should adopt SoCalGas’ timeline and 15 

forecast for this activity. 16 

• Miscellaneous Non-Labor Expenses 17 

ORA takes issue with SoCalGas’ forecast methodology for Miscellaneous Non-Labor 18 

Expenses.  ORA bases its forecast on the 2013 non-labor ratio for the parent cost center, saying 19 

that SoCalGas’ percentage was not comparable to historical numbers.111   20 

SoCalGas disagrees with ORA’s calculation method.  The parent cost center for this 21 

incremental activity includes the expenses for the Vice President for the Field Operations 22 

organization, his or her assistant, and one-time expenses that benefit the entire organization.112  23 

These expenses will continue on into the future, while Gas Distribution also incurs expenses for 24 

this new organization.  The ratio of non-labor associated with a vice president and assistant 25 

would not be comparable to the incremental non-labor associated with developing a new team of 26 

employees for the Control and Monitoring Program.  There are many non-labor costs associated 27 

with setting up a new department, such as purchasing office equipment and technology items.  28 

110 ORA-10, page 37, lines 16 – 19. 
111 ORA-10, page 38, lines 3 – 12. 
112 Ex. SCG-04-R, page FBA-78, lines 6 – 8. 
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For this reason, the Commission should adopt SoCalGas’ forecast methodology for this activity, 1 

and use a ratio of 17% for the miscellaneous non-labor expenses. 2 

b. TURN 3 

• Benchmarking, Remote Monitoring and Control Plan, and Enhancement of Current 4 

Business Processes Plan 5 

TURN does not oppose this project; however, since these are one-time costs, it 6 

recommends normalizing the forecasts for Benchmarking, the Remote Monitoring and Control 7 

Plan, and the Enhancement of Current Business Processes Plan, which would reduce the TY2016 8 

amount to only one third of SoCalGas’ forecast for these components.113 9 

By reducing the funding for this project, TURN is delaying its implementation.  In 10 

addition, TURN is not consistent in its recommendation for the different components of the 11 

project.  It normalizes the portions of the project that are one-time expenses, spreading them over 12 

three years.  If TURN treated the forecast for the Implementation and Ongoing Support Team 13 

and associated miscellaneous non-labor in the same way, it would have actually increased the 14 

funding for that component of the project.  The TY2016 forecast for the Implementation and 15 

Ongoing Support Team only covers the last month of 2016, after the completion of the 16 

Benchmarking, the Remote Monitoring and Control Plan, and the Enhancements of Current 17 

Business Processes Plan.  Using TURN’s methodology for 2017 and 2018, this one month would 18 

need to be multiplied by 12 in order to cover the full year of funding for this ongoing support 19 

team.  The resulting forecast, as shown under “Normalized Forecast” in the table below, would 20 

actually be higher than SoCalGas’ forecast for TY2016.  By selectively normalizing the one-time 21 

costs, but only recommending the initial partial year (one month) for the ongoing costs, TURN 22 

has significantly reduced SoCalGas’ forecast.  If it had treated all components in the same way, 23 

normalizing the whole project, TURN’s TY2016 forecast would have been $4.7 million instead 24 

of $1.8 million, as shown below. 25 

113 TURN/Sugar, pages 29 – 30. 
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 1 

For this reason, the Commission should adopt SoCalGas’ forecast for this activity. 2 

• Implementation and Ongoing Support Team 3 

While ORA took issue with SoCalGas’ forecast for this component, TURN did not.114   4 

• Miscellaneous Non-Labor Expenses 5 

TURN agreed with SoCalGas’ forecast methodology for the miscellaneous non-labor 6 

expenses; however, TURN applied the non-labor percentage to its own normalized forecast.  As 7 

discussed above, the Commission should adopt SoCalGas’ forecast for the other components of 8 

this project as reasonable, which would result in SoCalGas’ forecasted total for the 9 

miscellaneous non-labor. 10 

// 11 

//  12 

114 TURN/Sugar, page 30. 
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III. REBUTTAL TO PARTIES’ CAPITAL PROPOSALS 1 

TOTAL CAPITAL - Constant 2013 ($000) 
 2014 2015 2016 
SoCalGas 274,426 271,848 273,616 
ORA115 247,368 239,400 273,626 
TURN 247,368 244,872 268,903 

 2 

 For all capital categories, ORA recommends that the 2014 recorded expenditures be 3 

adopted in lieu of SoCalGas’ 2014 forecasts.116  SoCalGas does not oppose ORA’s 4 

recommendation for 2014, but stresses that 2014 recorded levels will provide additional support 5 

for SoCalGas’ full 2015 and 2016 forecasts.  ORA accepts SoCalGas’ 2015 and 2016 forecasts 6 

for the following categories:  Pressure Betterments,117 Service Replacements,118 Main and 7 

Service Abandonments,119 Regulator Stations,120 Cathodic Protection Capital,121 Pipeline 8 

Relocations – Freeway,122 and Pipeline Relocations – Franchise.123  The Commission should 9 

adopt SoCalGas’ 2015 and 2016 forecasts.  The following charts detail the capital cost forecasts 10 

for SoCalGas, ORA, and TURN, by year. 11 

// 12 

//  13 

115 SoCalGas reflects what it believes to be corrected figures, as compared to those reflected in ORA’s 
summary tables (2014 - $247,447,000, 2015 - $239,391,000, 2016 - $273,616,000). 
116 ORA-10, page 2, lines 9 – 11 and page 3, Table 10-2. 
117 ORA-10, page 45, lines 22 – 23. 
118 ORA-10, page 50, lines 15 – 16. 
119 ORA-10, page 51, lines 9 – 10. 
120 ORA-10, page 52, line 14 – 15. 
121 ORA-10, page 54, line 11 – 12. 
122 ORA-10, page 55, lines 10 – 11. 
123 ORA-10, page 56, lines 19 – 20. 
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A. New Business 1 

 2 

This work category provides for changes and additions to the existing gas distribution 3 

system to connect new residential, commercial, and industrial customers.   4 
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1. New Business Construction124 1 

These forecasted capital expenditures support SoCalGas’ goals of providing a safe and 2 

reliable gas distribution system and in response to its obligation to serve the growing customer 3 

base, thus mitigating the risk of reduced service reliability.  This includes installations of gas 4 

mains and services, meter set assemblies, and the associated regulator stations necessary to 5 

provide service to the customer.   6 

The base forecast for New Business Construction expenditures was developed using the 7 

projected new meter sets added to the gas distribution system multiplied by the cost per meter 8 

set.  The cost per meter set is reflective of the mix of work that is anticipated to construct new 9 

main extensions and associated service laterals.  SoCalGas chose the latest three-year (2011 10 

through 2013) recorded history to forecast the cost per meter set as it reflects the start of a 11 

positive growth rate that provides a more accurate representation of the upward trending of new 12 

meter set installations, which is expected to continue in the forecast years. 13 

The 2014 and 2016 capital forecasts are not in dispute.  However, SoCalGas disagrees 14 

with ORA’s 2015 capital forecast for New Business Construction.  ORA agrees with SoCalGas’ 15 

forecast methodology and cost per meter set; however, ORA’s forecast is based on ORA’s own 16 

new meter set forecast.  “ORA’s forecast is based on fewer meters to be added to SoCalGas’ 17 

system: 35,910 meters instead of 40,339 meters SoCalGas estimated.”125   18 

ORA developed a new meter set forecast for 2016 as well as 2015, and its new meter set 19 

forecast for 2016 was actually higher than SoCalGas’ forecast.  If ORA had used its own new 20 

meter set forecast for both 2015 and 2016, its 2016 forecast for New Business Construction 21 

would have been $1.6 million higher than SoCalGas’ forecast, making ORA’s total reduction for 22 

the three forecast years $1.2 million instead of $2.8 million. 23 

SoCalGas witness, Rose-Marie Payan rebuts ORA’s meter set forecast (as found in Ex. 24 

ORA-03 – ORA Report on Customer, Sales, Cost Escalation) in her rebuttal testimony (Ex. 25 

124 UCAN states that while it did not develop alternative gas customer forecasts, both of these forecasts 
are based on outdated housing start data from IHS, and that the analyses should be re-done using more 
recent data.  Testimony of Briana Kobor, Laura Norin, and Mark Fulmer on Behalf of UCAN (full title 
truncated), page 15, lines 13 – 17 (May 15, 2015).  Since UCAN does not provide an alternative gas 
forecast for either utility, and both SDG&E and SoCalGas provide rebuttal maintaining that the gas 
forecasts are reasonable as originally forecasted (see Ex. SDG&E-232 and Ex. SCG-230), both SDG&E 
and SoCalGas disagree with UCAN’s assertion and recommendation. 
125 ORA-10, page 43, line 22 through page 44, line 1. 
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SCG-230).  Ms. Payan maintains that SoCalGas’ original new meter set forecast is still 1 

appropriate.  If the Commission adopts Ms. Payan’s new meter set forecast, then the 2 

Commission should adopt Gas Distribution’s New Business Construction forecast for 2015. 3 

B. Supply Line Replacements 4 

 5 

The Supply Line Replacements work category includes expenditures to replace high-6 

pressure distribution pipelines, referred to as “supply lines” at SoCalGas.  When deteriorated 7 

conditions are found to exist on a supply line, an engineering evaluation of the pipeline is 8 

conducted to determine the requirement for either a replacement or abandonment or localized 9 

repair.  Supply line replacement decisions are based on several factors, including pipe condition, 10 

leakage history, operating history, construction methods, system and customer demands, 11 

proximity to known potential geological hazards, and consequence of potential failure.   12 

SoCalGas recognizes that the timing to complete each supply line replacement project is 13 

difficult to predict due to the need for:  review of operating conditions; detailed planning 14 

requirements; acquisition of required permits; risk assessment; ordering of materials, some of 15 

which have long lead times; and coordination and scheduling of resources.  Therefore, SoCalGas 16 

estimated the expenditures for the years 2014 through 2016 based on the historical average of 17 

recorded expenditures of the years 2009 through 2013.   18 
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ORA recommends the 2014 recorded expenditures in lieu of SoCalGas’ 2014 forecast,126 1 

which SoCalGas does not oppose for this area.  ORA accepts SoCalGas’ 2016 forecast.  2 

However, ORA reduces SoCalGas’ 2015 forecast for Supply Line Replacements.  SoCalGas 3 

used a five-year historical average (2009 - 2013), whereas ORA recommends using the 2014 4 

recorded expenditures as the forecast for 2015, stating that its recommendation is “comparable to 5 

the last five years of historical spending while reflecting the most current spending in this 6 

category, and should capture the typical fluctuations in supply line projects from year to year.”127  7 

ORA’s statement is not accurate, as its forecast only reflects only a single year of spending, and 8 

does not capture typical fluctuations from year to year.  SoCalGas’ five-year average is more 9 

appropriate to capture five years of historical spending as well as typical fluctuations from year 10 

to year.  If ORA used a five-year average, including 2014 recorded expenditures, the resulting 11 

forecast would be $4.5 million, which is higher than SoCalGas’ forecast.  ORA’s methodology is 12 

selective and arbitrary.  As discussed in previous sections, ORA does not explain why simply 13 

using 2014 recorded expenditures produces a more reasonable or reliable forecast, given ORA’s 14 

analysis for Locate and Mark, where ORA asserts that data from as many years as possible 15 

should be used to produce a more reliable forecast.128   16 

SoCalGas experienced some delays in capital work in 2014 due to the implementation of 17 

a new electronic construction work planning system.  While this major system change will 18 

enhance planning and safety in the future, when this new system was deployed to all Distribution 19 

planners, it caused a temporary reduction in productivity as the business processes and Gas 20 

Standards were updated to synchronize with the technology changes, and planners were trained 21 

and learned to use it, and while the new technology was stabilized.  This delay had a large impact 22 

on work in the main replacement and supply line replacement categories, which are critical to 23 

sustained operation reliability and mitigating risks associated with public safety.   24 

SoCalGas’ forecasts for 2014, 2015, and 2016 represent SoCalGas’ best evaluation of the 25 

total funding requirement for the forecast period.  While individual years may be higher or lower 26 

than the forecasts for that year, the total spent across the three forecast years is representative of 27 

the capital investment SoCalGas believes needs to be made in order to maintain system 28 

reliability and safety, and is expected to be approximately equal to SoCalGas’ total forecast.  29 

126 ORA-10, page 47, lines 7 – 9. 
127 ORA-10, page 47, lines 7 – 12. 
128 ORA-10, page 8, lines 8 – 10. 
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Due to the delays caused by implementing the new electronic planning system in 2014, and 1 

current efforts to make up for prior delays, SoCalGas expects that the 2015 and 2016 spending 2 

will actually exceed the original forecast, as SoCalGas works on the delayed 2014 projects.   3 

For the reasons described above, ORA’s 2015 forecast is not appropriate, and the 4 

Commission should not reduce SoCalGas’ 2015 capital forecast for Supply Line Replacements. 5 

C. Main Replacements 6 

 7 

Expenditures recorded to this work category are for routine capital pipeline replacements 8 

critical to sustained operational reliability and mitigate risks associated with public safety.  These 9 

replacements are often due to leakage that impacts the integrity of the pipe; an anticipated 10 

increase in leakage maintenance expenses; the relative cost to install and/or maintain cathodic 11 

protection; or the deterioration of pipe material, pipe wrap, or coating.  Other criteria taken into 12 

consideration are whether the steel pipe meets cathodic protection mandates or the main is found 13 

to have active corrosion.  In addition, the pipeline may be deemed unsafe or unfit for service due 14 

to manufacturing or other defects.  Based on information collected during various O&M 15 

activities and field observations, the technical staff identifies and prioritizes pipeline segments 16 

requiring replacement. 17 

SoCalGas forecasts continuing main replacements at the five-year (2009 - 2013) 18 

historical average to mitigate potential risks associated with pipeline integrity, system reliability, 19 

and public safety.  This approach also allows SoCalGas to replace its aging infrastructure over a 20 

reasonable timeframe and to capture historical spending under a variety of conditions that reflect 21 

fluctuations in labor and non-labor expenditures associated with this work category.  22 

Furthermore, the timing of individual projects is based on a number of factors including the need 23 

FBA-55 
Doc# 297731 



 

for review of operating conditions, detailed planning requirements, acquisition of required 1 

permits, purchasing of materials and coordination and scheduling of resources.  This forecast 2 

methodology best represents the cyclical volume of work qualified on an annual basis, depending 3 

on the condition of the pipe as observed during maintenance activities, and captures the various 4 

challenges encountered during the construction of main replacements.   5 

1. ORA 6 

 ORA recommends the 2014 recorded expenditures in lieu of SoCalGas’ 2014 forecast, 7 

which SoCalGas does not oppose for this area.  ORA accepts SoCalGas’ 2016 forecast.  8 

However, ORA recommends a reduction to the 2015 capital forecast for Main Replacements.  9 

SoCalGas used a five-year (2009 – 2013) historical average, whereas ORA uses a three-year 10 

(2012 – 2014) average, stating that its recommendation “captures the fluctuations of 11 

expenditures in this work category while incorporating and reflecting SoCalGas’ most recent 12 

spending in Main Replacement.”129  ORA’s selective forecast for this area selectively excludes 13 

the two years with the highest levels of spending, and therefore, its result does not capture all of 14 

the typical fluctuations.  If ORA used a five-year (2010 – 2014) average including 2014 data, the 15 

result would have been $44.2 million, or $7.1 million above its 2015 forecast.  ORA’s 16 

methodology is selective and arbitrary.  As discussed in previous sections, ORA does not explain 17 

why using only the most recent three years of recorded expenditures produces a more reasonable 18 

or reliable forecast, given ORA’s analysis for Locate and Mark, where ORA asserts that data 19 

from as many years as possible should be used to produce a more reliable forecast.130 20 

Similar to the category of Supply Line Replacements, SoCalGas experienced some delays 21 

in capital work in 2014 due to the implementation of a new electronic construction work 22 

planning system.  While this major system change will enhance planning and safety in the future, 23 

when this new system was deployed to all Distribution planners, it caused a temporary reduction 24 

in productivity as the business processes and Gas Standards were updated to synchronize with 25 

the technology changes, and planners were trained and learned to use it, and while the new 26 

technology was stabilized.  In addition, the new system introduced new smart forms for 27 

construction crews, which temporarily slowed down the productivity of work while crews 28 

became familiar with the new processes.  These delays had a large impact on work in the main 29 

129 ORA-10, page 48, lines 18 – 20. 
130 ORA-10, page 8, lines 8 – 10. 
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replacement and supply line replacement categories, which are critical to sustained operation 1 

reliability and mitigating risks associated with public safety.   2 

SoCalGas’ forecasts for 2014, 2015, and 2016 represent SoCalGas’ best evaluation of the 3 

total funding requirement for the forecast period.  While individual years may be higher or lower 4 

than the forecasts for that year, the total spent across the three forecast years is representative of 5 

the capital investment SoCalGas believes needs to be made in order to maintain system 6 

reliability and safety, and is expected to be approximately equal to SoCalGas’ total forecast.  7 

Due to the delays caused by implementing the new electronic planning system in 2014, and 8 

current efforts to make up for prior delays, SoCalGas expects that the 2015 and 2016 spending 9 

will actually exceed the original forecast, as SoCalGas works on the delayed 2014 projects.   10 

For the reasons described above, ORA’s 2015 forecast is not appropriate, and the 11 

Commission should not reduce SoCalGas’ 2015 capital forecast for Main Replacement. 12 

2. TURN 13 

TURN takes issue with SoCalGas’ 2015 and 2016 forecast for Main Replacement, saying 14 

that the DREAMS program and the Main Replacement program appear to lack coordination.131 15 

As DREAMS appears to rely ever more heavily on pipe leak rates and history of 16 
leaks, it is not clear how the goals of the two programs differ.  TURN recommends 17 
that the programs be combined or coordinated for efficiency, and recommends 18 
reducing the budgets of both by 10%, after DREAMS costs are modified, as 19 
discussed below.  This results in reducing funding for Main replacement by $4.723M 20 
/ year and reducing DREAMS funding by $4.793M / yr.132 21 

TURN states that “the two programs’ responsibilities appear to overlap.  They use 22 

different systems for determining which pipe to replace, and leaks play a large part in both.”133  23 

TURN also states: 24 

While SoCalGas is apparently continuing to work on its DREAMS algorithm, and is 25 
now using Picarro Surveyor to conduct leak surveys to augment its information, the 26 
relative risk scores are heavily weighted towards historical pipe performance (history 27 
of pending and repaired leaks).  To TURN, this sounds more like the criteria used by 28 
the Main Replacement Program than an incremental replacement effort, based on 29 
proactively weighing probability of pipe failure and potential impacts to assess 30 
risk.134 31 

131 TURN/Sugar, page 29. 
132 TURN/Sugar, page 29. 
133 TURN/Sugar, page 36. 
134 TURN/Sugar, page 35. 
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It appears that TURN has misunderstood the information that SoCalGas has provided in 1 

testimony and data requests.  Main Replacement work is performed in response to day-to-day 2 

field observations of the pipe conditions.  This work is done to address pipe that is currently 3 

leaking, or pipe conditions that could become hazardous if not addressed.  Unlike DREAMS, 4 

Gas Distribution’s Main Replacement work does not take leakage history for repaired leaks or 5 

leakage trends into account when replacing pipelines.  Gas Distribution just addresses existing 6 

pipe conditions in its Main Replacement work.  This was described in a response to a TURN data 7 

request: 8 

a. The category of “Main Replacement” as presented within Exhibit SCG-04-R – 9 
Gas Distribution, addresses the routine main replacement activities that the 10 
operating regions face on a daily basis.  Reaction to specific local situational 11 
information drives the need for “routine” main replacement.  This situational 12 
information is described on page FBA-99 of Exhibit SCG-04-R: 13 

These replacements are often due to leakage that impacts the integrity of the pipe, 14 
an anticipated increase in leakage maintenance expenses, the relative cost to 15 
install and/or maintain cathodic protection, or the deterioration of pipe material, 16 
pipe wrap, or coating.  Other criteria taken into consideration are whether the steel 17 
pipe meets cathodic protection mandates, or the main is found to have active 18 
corrosion.  In addition, the pipeline may be deemed unsafe or unfit for service due 19 
to manufacturing or other defects.  Based on information collected during various 20 
O&M activities and field observations, technical staff identifies and prioritizes 21 
pipeline segments requiring replacement. 22 

Some additional examples include the following: 23 

• Replacement of steel pipe with plastic due to a problematic cathodic protection 24 
area of ongoing shorts and interference. 25 

• Replacement of pipe found in poor condition during leak repair, where repairs 26 
would be difficult due to conditions, and replacement would be more appropriate. 27 

• Acceleration of scheduled pipe replacement ahead of street improvements, while 28 
the opportunity arises during a municipal activity, allowing for shared costs and 29 
avoiding street moratoriums. 30 
 31 

b. Under the DIMP program, a performance based pipe replacement program 32 
(DREAMS) has been established utilizing the attributes outlined in the response 33 
to TURN-SCG-DR 07, Question 7b.  This replacement program is incremental to 34 
the routine main replacement activities.  It is a systematic evaluation of pipe 35 
attributes to prioritize replacement of pipe segments that have not historically 36 
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performed as well as others.  The intent of the program is to prioritize these 1 
segments and proactively replace them before additional leakage occurs.135 2 

TURN also states that the two programs don’t have coordination;136 however, this is not 3 

the case.  SoCalGas explained to TURN, “Planners working on Gas Distribution Main 4 

Replacement work will coordinate with the DREAMS Planning group before initiating new 5 

replacement project to avoid overlapping projects.”137  When Gas Distribution identifies a 6 

pipeline with existing conditions that need to be addressed, they will contact the DREAMS 7 

group before proceeding with the replacement, to avoid any overlap or conflict.  If a replacement 8 

project for the pipeline segment has already been initiated as a DREAMS project, then it will 9 

continue to be planned by the DREAMS planners, and be charged to DREAMS accounts. 10 

In addition, TURN states that SoCalGas presents no explanation as to why the DREAMS 11 

costs are so much higher on a unit basis.138  Due to the differences in the type of work, there will 12 

be some differences in costs.  For example, as described in a data request response, Gas 13 

Distribution Main Replacement work includes the “Acceleration of scheduled pipe replacement 14 

ahead of street improvements, while the opportunity arises during a municipal activity, allowing 15 

for shared costs and avoiding street moratoriums.”139  Due to sharing some of the costs with 16 

municipalities and avoiding street moratoriums, the cost for main replacement work ahead of 17 

street improvements would typically be less than other types of main replacement work.  This is 18 

one reason that Gas Distribution’s Main Replacement work might have a lower average cost per 19 

mile than DREAMS.   20 

It is not reasonable to assume that Gas Distribution would be able to reduce the cost of 21 

Pipeline Repair by combining Main Replacement work with DREAMS.  As described above, 22 

there are separate drivers for these two types of work, one to satisfy an immediate operating 23 

condition and one to satisfy a non-state of the art family of pipe condition that needs to be 24 

addressed longer term, which makes the average cost per pipeline replacement different.  An 25 

example of a segment of pipe replaced under Main Replacement would be a leaking pipe.  An 26 

example of a non-state of the art family of pipe replaced under DREAMS is a non-leaking Aldyl-27 

A pipe segment that meets the DREAMS criteria.  Main Replacement work is reactive, and often 28 

135 Data Request TURN-SCG-DR-17, Questions 2.a. and 2.b. 
136 TURN/Sugar, page 36. 
137 Data Request TURN-SCG-DR-17, Question 2.d. 
138 TURN/Sugar, page 38. 
139 Data Request TURN-SCG-DR-17, Question 2.a. 
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cannot be anticipated.  Due to the reactive nature of this work, the process in identifying Main 1 

Replacement work is not related to the algorithms used to prioritize DREAMS work.  Gas 2 

Distribution needs to be able to address potentially hazardous conditions as they occur.   3 

For the reasons discussed above, TURN’s assumptions and recommendations with 4 

respect to Main Replacement work are not reasonable, and the Commission should adopt 5 

SoCalGas’ forecast for 2015 and 2016.  Pipeline Integrity witness, Maria Martinez, also 6 

addresses TURN’s analysis, as she sponsors the forecast for DIMP-DREAMS (Ex. SCG-208). 7 

D. Other Distribution Capital Projects and Meter Guards 8 

 9 

The Other Distribution Capital Projects and Meter Guards work category covers the 10 

expenditures for capital adjustments to SoCalGas’ facilities not specifically included in the other 11 

categories of work and also includes meter guard installations.  The Other Distribution Capital 12 
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Projects work category covers construction projects not covered under franchise agreements, not 1 

related to freeway work, and not covered in other capital budget categories.  Meter Guards are 2 

routinely installed to protect the meter set assemblies (MSAs) at existing customer locations 3 

from vehicular traffic, in accordance with General Order 112-E and with 49 CFR 192.353(a).  4 

The meter guards are installed at targeted sites where the MSA location and/or design warrant 5 

consideration of traffic patterns and exposure to other potential sources of impact damage. 6 

To factor in periods of high levels of work, as well as years with lower volumes of work, 7 

SoCalGas chose a five-year average spending for the period 2009 through 2013 to forecast 8 

expenditures for these categories.  This approach allows SoCalGas to capture historical spending 9 

under a variety of conditions that reflect the historical fluctuations in labor and non-labor 10 

expenditures associated with this workgroup.   11 

ORA recommends the 2014 recorded expenditures in lieu of SoCalGas’ 2014 forecast, 12 

which SoCalGas does not oppose for this area.  ORA accepts SoCalGas’ 2016 forecast.  13 

However, ORA proposes a reduction to the 2015 capital forecast for the work category Other 14 

Distribution Capital Projects and Meter Guards.  SoCalGas used a five-year (2009 – 2013) 15 

historical average, whereas ORA recommends using the 2014 recorded expenditures as the 16 

forecast for 2015, stating that its recommendation “captures the most recent expenditures 17 

incurred for projects and reflects the current level of construction activity.”140  ORA’s 18 

methodology is selective and arbitrary.  As discussed in previous sections, ORA does not explain 19 

why simply using 2014 recorded expenditures produces a more reasonable or reliable forecast, 20 

given ORA’s analysis for Locate and Mark, where ORA asserts that data from as many years as 21 

possible should be used to produce a more reliable forecast.141  The same argument should apply 22 

here, since spending fluctuates from year-to-year, and the single year of spending is not 23 

reflective of ongoing requirements.  If ORA had used a five-year average including 2014, in 24 

order to include recent spending, its forecast would have been $3.6 million, or $937,000 more 25 

than its forecast based on a single year of spending. 26 

Other Distribution Capital Projects and Meter Guards is another capital category that 27 

experienced some delays in capital work in 2014 due to the implementation of a new electronic 28 

construction work planning system.  While this major system change will enhance planning and 29 

140 ORA-10, page 57, line 19 through page 58, line 2. 
141 ORA-10, page 8, lines 8 – 10. 
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safety in the future, when this new system was deployed to all Distribution planners, it caused a 1 

temporary reduction in productivity as the planners business processes and Gas Standards were 2 

updated to synchronize with the technology changes, and were trained and learned to use it, and 3 

while the new technology was stabilized.  4 

SoCalGas’ forecasts for 2014, 2015, and 2016 represent SoCalGas’ best evaluation of the 5 

total funding requirement for the forecast period.  While individual years may be higher or lower 6 

than the forecasts for that year, the total spent across the three forecast years is representative of 7 

the capital investment SoCalGas believes needs to be made in order to maintain system 8 

reliability and safety, and is expected to be approximately equal to SoCalGas’ total forecast.  9 

Due to the delays caused by implementing the new electronic planning system in 2014, and 10 

current efforts to make up for prior delays, SoCalGas expects that the 2015 and 2016 spending 11 

will actually exceed the original forecast, as SoCalGas works on the delayed 2014 projects.   12 

For the reasons described above, ORA’s 2015 forecast is not appropriate, and the 13 

Commission should not reduce SoCalGas’ 2015 capital forecast for Other Distribution Capital 14 

Projects and Meter Guards. 15 

// 16 

// 17 
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E. Measurement and Regulation Devices 1 

  2 
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The Measurement and Regulation Devices work category includes expenditures for the 1 

purchase of gas meters, regulators, electronic gas pressure and temperature correction equipment, 2 

and electronic pressure monitors. 3 

1. Meters 4 

The Meters work category includes materials, warehouse handling, technical evaluations, 5 

and quality assurance for the purchase of small meters, typical of residential and small business 6 

applications, and larger meters, typical of non-residential applications.  Meters are purchased for 7 

new business installation at new customer premises and for meter replacements, or change-outs.  8 

Planned meter change-outs (PMCs) are performed on a pre-determined replacement cycle, based 9 

on meter capacity, size, and meter class performance (meter family or group).  Routine meter 10 

change-outs (RMCs) are a result of Company or customer-identified problems due to meter 11 

accuracy, age, or operation. 12 

A zero-based forecasting methodology was used to forecast the expenditures of this 13 

capital work category.  This methodology was based on the projected number of new meter sets 14 

and the forecasted replacement meter sets.  This unit forecast was multiplied by the weighted 15 

average cost per meter type, based on historical meter purchases. 16 

 ORA recommends the 2014 recorded expenditures in lieu of SoCalGas’ 2014 forecast, 17 

which SoCalGas does not oppose for this area.  ORA accepts SoCalGas’ 2016 forecast.  18 

However, ORA proposes to reduce the 2015 capital forecast for the work category Meters, 19 

stating that “SoCalGas has not presented adequate support for the level of increase in meter 20 

purchase for New Business or for the PMC and RMC programs.”142  ORA provides its own 21 

forecast for New Business meters and meter replacements, and then uses SoCalGas’ unit costs to 22 

calculate its total 2015 forecast.  SoCalGas and ORA used the same unit cost, so the unit forecast 23 

is the cause of the difference between SoCalGas’ and ORA’s total 2015 forecast for Meters.   24 

ORA’s unit forecast for new business meters is based on its own new meter set forecast.  25 

“For 2015, ORA recommends a total of 35,910 meters instead of SoCalGas’ proposed 40,339 26 

meters.”143  As discussed in the New Business Construction section above, SoCalGas’ rebuttal to 27 

ORA’s meter set forecast can be found in the rebuttal testimony of Ms. Payan (Ex. SCG-230).  If 28 

142 ORA-10, page 61, lines 18 – 19. 
143 ORA-10, page 63, lines 9 – 10. 
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the Commission adopts Ms. Payan’s new meter set forecast, then the Commission should adopt 1 

Gas Distribution’s new business portion of the Meter forecast for 2015 ($5.132 million). 2 

ORA’s meter replacement forecast is based on the “5-year average number of meters 3 

replaced by the PMC and RMC programs combined, plus a 10% spare meters.”144  SoCalGas 4 

addresses the unit forecast for size 1 – 3 meters and size 4 and larger meters separately, as they 5 

are sponsored by different witnesses.  SoCalGas’ AMI witness Rene Garcia rebuts ORA’s meter 6 

replacement unit forecast for size 1 – 3 meters (Ex. SCG-239).  Mr. Garcia maintains that 7 

SoCalGas’ original meter replacement unit forecast for size 1 – 3 meters is appropriate.  If the 8 

Commission adopts Mr. Garcia’s unit forecast for the size 1 – 3 meter replacements, then the 9 

Commission should also adopt Gas Distribution’s Meter forecast for size 1 – 3 meters for 2015 10 

($14.631 million). 11 

For size 4 and larger meters, ORA’s calculations only include a portion of the total 12 

historical number of meters replaced.  ORA used only the planned meter replacements.145  ORA 13 

did not include the routine meter replacements in its calculations.  As shown in the table below, 14 

ORA’s meter replacement unit forecast would have more than doubled if ORA had included the 15 

full set of meter replacements, and would have actually exceeded SoCalGas’ forecast for size 4 16 

and larger meters.  For this reason, the Commission should adopt Gas Distribution’s Meter 17 

forecast for size 4 and larger meters for 2015 ($7.162 million). 18 

// 19 

// 20 

144 ORA-10, page 64, lines 3 – 5. 
145 Data Request ORA-SCG-DR-012-DAO, Question 5.c 
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 1 

2. Regulators  2 

The Regulators capital work category includes the purchase of new installation and 3 

replacement regulator materials and technical evaluations.   4 

The methodology used to calculate the required funding for regulator purchases was 5 

based on a weighted average of the unit costs multiplied by the new business installation and 6 

replacement requirements.  To determine the number of regulators needed, SoCalGas used as a 7 

basis the historical five-year (2009 - 2013) ratio between purchased meters to purchased 8 

regulators.  Multiplying the regulator-to-meter ratio with the projected number of forecasted 9 

meter purchases yielded the projected number of regulator purchases for each of the forecast 10 

years.  In addition to this routine work, SoCalGas plans to replace approximately 10,030 11 

regulators in curb meter sets in 2016, as part of a proactive replacement effort.  This effort will 12 

replace an incremental number of regulators that are either susceptible to corrosion or have 13 

exceeded their life expectancies. 14 

ORA recommends the 2014 recorded expenditures in lieu of SoCalGas’ 2014 forecast, 15 

which SoCalGas does not oppose for this area.  ORA accepts SoCalGas’ 2016 forecast.  16 

However, ORA proposes to reduce the 2015 capital forecast for the work category Regulators.  17 

ORA agrees with SoCalGas’ regulator unit forecast methodology, stating “ORA does not dispute 18 
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the regulator factor used to derive the number of regulators in the test year period.”146  In 1 

addition, ORA “applied the SoCalGas unit cost per meter size to determine the overall cost of the 2 

2015 regulators.”147  The only difference between ORA’s and SoCalGas’ 2015 forecast for 3 

Regulators is the number of meters used in the unit calculation, where ORA neglected to factor 4 

in the routine meter replacements in a portion of its calculation. 5 

As discussed in the Meters section above, the Commission should adopt SoCalGas’ 6 

forecast for the number of meters to be purchased in 2015.  Therefore, the Commission should 7 

also adopt SoCalGas’ 2015 forecast for Regulators, as the forecast is derived from the Meter unit 8 

forecast. 9 

// 10 

// 11 

146 ORA-10, page 65, lines 10 – 11. 
147 ORA-10, page 65, lines 13 – 14. 
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F. Capital Tools 1 

  2 
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The Capital Tools work category includes capital expenditures associated with the 1 

purchase of tools and equipment used by Gas Distribution field personnel for the inspection, 2 

maintenance and repair of gas pipeline systems.  The main driver of this category is the need to 3 

replace existing tools that are damaged, broken, outdated technologically, or have outlived their 4 

useful lives.  In addition, SoCalGas invests in new tools that provide innovative ways of 5 

completing the maintenance, and repair of its facilities in order to lessen customer disruptions, 6 

improve pipeline facility documentation, improve gas system safety, and improve employee 7 

safety. 8 

Routine tool purchase requirements are identified during the year, as part of the regular 9 

course of maintenance and construction activities.  SoCalGas expects routine tool purchases to 10 

continue on an increasing trend as existing tools and equipment reach their useful life 11 

expectancies and the level of construction and maintenance activities increases, adding to the 12 

number of new employees that must be equipped with tools and equipment.  A five-year (2009 13 

through 2013) linear trend forecasting methodology was used to forecast the expenditures of 14 

routine tool purchases.  Added to this base are the following incremental non-routine tools that 15 

are necessary to adequately fund Capital Tools in 2014, 2015, and 2016: 16 

• Multi-Gas Detector Replacement Effort 17 

• Combustible Gas Indicator Equipment Replacement Effort 18 

• Leak Detection Equipment Replacement Effort 19 

• GIS-Based Leak Survey Tracker 20 

• Field Training Facility Improvement for Situation City 21 

• Mobile Data Terminal Replacements 22 

1. Routine Capital Tools 23 

ORA recommends the 2014 recorded expenditures in lieu of SoCalGas’ 2014 forecast, 24 

which SoCalGas does not oppose for this area.  ORA takes issue with the 2015 and 2016 capital 25 

forecast for the work category Routine Capital Tools.  Instead of a five-year historical linear 26 

trend of the non-labor for Routine Tools, ORA recommends using the 2014 recorded 27 

expenditures for Capital Tools as the forecast for 2015148 and 2016.149 stating that based on the 28 

2014 recorded amount, “the expected linear growth did not materialize.  ORA’s recommendation 29 

148 ORA-10, page 67, lines 9 – 12. 
149 ORA-10, page 68, lines 9 – 12. 
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of using the 2014 recorded amount as the base incorporates the most recent spending for this 1 

work category and is a reasonable base from which to add incremental increases.”150 2 

The 2014 routine capital tool purchases were affected by the 2014 capital work delays 3 

related to the implementation of a new electronic construction work planning system.  While this 4 

major system change will enhance planning and safety in the future, when this new system was 5 

deployed to all Distribution planners, it caused a temporary reduction in productivity as the 6 

business processes and Gas Standards were updated to synchronize with the technology changes, 7 

and planners were trained and learned to use it, and while the new technology was stabilized.  In 8 

addition, the new system introduced new smart forms for construction crews, which temporarily 9 

slowed down the productivity of work while crews became familiar with the new processes.  10 

Capital tool purchases are tied to construction work, so when some of the 2014 construction 11 

work was delayed, the routine capital tool purchases were lower than originally forecasted.  By 12 

basing its 2015 and 2016 forecast for Routine Capital Tools on a single year, ORA is 13 

recommending a reduction in this safety-related category.  Due to safety risks, such tools must be 14 

replaced before breaking.  Otherwise, they could potentially cause injury to an employee151 and 15 

to the public. 16 

SoCalGas’ forecasts for 2014, 2015, and 2016 represent SoCalGas’ best evaluation of the 17 

total funding requirement for the forecast period.  While individual years may be higher or lower 18 

than the forecasts for that year, the total spent across the three forecast years is representative of 19 

the capital investment SoCalGas believes needs to be made in order to maintain system 20 

reliability and safety, and is expected to be approximately equal to SoCalGas’ total forecast.  21 

Due to the delays caused by implementing the new electronic planning system in 2014, and 22 

current efforts to make up for prior delays, SoCalGas expects that the 2015 and 2016 spending 23 

will actually exceed the original forecast, as SoCalGas works on the delayed 2014 projects and 24 

needs to replace more capital tools.  Gas Distribution believes the forecast is the appropriate 25 

level to provide the appropriate capital tools for the work that is anticipated. 26 

ORA’s treatment of this area is inconsistent with its forecasts for all other Gas 27 

Distribution capital categories, as this base forecast is the only area where ORA recommends 28 

reducing the 2016 capital.  SoCalGas objects to ORA’s selective treatment of the 2016 base 29 

150 ORA-10, page 67, lines 22 – 24. 
151 Ex. SCG-04-R, page FBA-134, lines 18 – 19. 
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forecast for this area.  ORA provides no explanation for why it treated 2016 differently for this 1 

one area.  2 

For the reasons described above, ORA’s 2015 and 2016 forecasts are not appropriate, and 3 

the Commission should not reduce SoCalGas’ 2015 and 2016 capital forecast for Routine Capital 4 

Tools. 5 

2. Non-Routine Capital Tools 6 

ORA recommends the 2014 recorded expenditures in lieu of SoCalGas’ 2014 forecast, 7 

which SoCalGas does not oppose for this area.  ORA accepts SoCalGas’ 2016 forecast.  8 

However, ORA takes issue with the 2015 and 2016 capital forecast for the work category Non-9 

Routine Capital Tools.  For 2015, ORA accepts SoCalGas’ forecast for the field training facility 10 

improvement for Situation City and the mobile data terminal replacements; however, it 11 

recommends only “50% funding, or $1.209 million, for multi-gas detector and calibration 12 

replacements.”152  ORA does not take issue with SoCalGas’ replacement or cost proposal; 13 

however, ORA recommends spreading the costs across 2015 and 2016 to normalize the rate 14 

impact.153  ORA’s recommendation would delay the completion of the multi-gas detector 15 

replacements.   16 

SoCalGas disagrees with ORA’s recommendation to split the forecasted cost for the 17 

multi-gas detector replacement effort between the years 2015 and 2016.  SoCalGas is on 18 

schedule to complete all of the forecasted purchase, employee training, and implementation 19 

efforts in the current year 2015.  This includes 1,300 multi-gas detector units and 60 calibration 20 

units.  There is no reason to delay into two years the safety benefits of having updated equipment 21 

in the hands of employees.  Since this project is on schedule and ORA does not take issue with 22 

SoCalGas’ equipment replacement or cost proposal,154 and it is not efficient to delay deployment 23 

of this safety equipment, the full project forecast should be kept in the forecast total for 2015, 24 

and not spread across two years. 25 

In addition to the replacement of Multi-Gas Detectors used by Customer Services field 26 

employees, SoCalGas is implementing an additional safety tool replacement project for tools that 27 

are used by Distribution employees which was originally scheduled for the year 2014.  28 

152 ORA-10, page 67, lines 12-15. 
153 ORA-10, page 68, lines 3 - 7.   
154 ORA-10, page 68, lines 3 – 4.  
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SoCalGas’ Combustible Gas Indicator Equipment Replacement Effort, was original forecasted to 1 

be completed in 2014; however, due to project delays in finding a vendor that would meet all of 2 

SoCalGas’ safety and operational requirements, no combustible gas indicators or calibration 3 

stations were placed into service in 2014.155  This $3.1 million replacement project is now 4 

scheduled to be completed by the end of this year.  To meet all of SoCalGas’ safety and 5 

operating requirements, SoCalGas anticipates that its spending for this tool will actually exceed 6 

its original forecast for Non-Routine Capital Tools in 2015.  ORA did not discuss this project in 7 

its analysis.  However, the 2014 level of expenditures does not indicate a reduction to the cost 8 

forecast, but a shifting of the timing of expenditures to 2015 for this critical safety equipment.  9 

Reducing the 2014, 2015 and 2016 forecast is not the appropriate treatment of this capital work, 10 

as it underfunds this critical safety equipment. 11 

For the reasons described above, ORA’s 2015 and 2016 forecasts are not appropriate, and 12 

the Commission should not reduce SoCalGas’ 2015 capital forecast for Non-Routine Capital 13 

Tools.  Instead, the Commission should adopt SoCalGas’ original forecast for the years 2015 and 14 

2016. 15 

G. Field Capital Support 16 

  17 

155 Data Request ORA-SCG-DR-028-DAO, Question 1. 
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This work category provides the labor and non-labor funding for a broad range of 1 

services to support Gas Distribution field capital asset construction.  Traditional work categories 2 

in this budget include project planning, local engineering, clerical support and field dispatch, 3 

field management and supervision, updating of mapping products, and off-production time for 4 

support personnel and field crews that install Gas Distribution capital assets. 5 

Collectively, the level of support activities, as outlined above, can fluctuate with the level 6 

of capital construction activity.  Generally, the greater the volume of construction activity, the 7 

larger the support costs.  Due to this relationship, the forecast expenditures for the budget 8 

category of Field Capital Support is based on the level of historical costs as a percentage of 9 

construction costs incurred.  SoCalGas applied a labor ratio of 30.4% to the overall projected 10 

capital construction cost.  This labor ratio was determined using the weighted average ratio of the 11 

four lowest percentage years (2010 through 2013).   12 

ORA recommends the 2014 recorded expenditures in lieu of SoCalGas’ 2014 forecast, 13 

which SoCalGas does not oppose for this area.  ORA accepts SoCalGas’ 2016 forecast.  14 

However, SoCalGas disagrees with ORA’s analysis of the 2015 forecast.  ORA states that its 15 

2015 forecast “is based on using the 30% SoCalGas’ labor to total projected capital construction 16 

cost for 2015, and applying this ratio to ORA’s 2015 capital construction forecast of $159.790 17 

million”;156 however, ORA’s forecast is erroneous in the following ways: 18 

• ORA’s calculation for the total projected capital construction for 2015 has an error in 19 

the New Business line item.  The number used in its calculation is not consistent with 20 

ORA’s own forecast for New Business Construction.  As shown in the corrections in 21 

the table below, the erroneous New Business Construction total that ORA used in its 22 

total projected capital construction calculation, $28.318 million, has been replaced 23 

with ORA’s 2015 forecast for New Business Construction, $30.409 million. 24 

• ORA states that its forecast uses SoCalGas’ percentage of 30%157 to calculate the 25 

labor, “based on using the five-year (2009-2013) average historical capital spending, 26 

which is 32%, and adjusting 3% downward for efficiency gains.”158  However, as 27 

156 ORA-10, page 69, lines 10 – 12. 
157 ORA-10, page 69, lines 10 – 11. 
158 ORA-10, page 69, lines 1 – 2. 
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shown in SoCalGas’ capital workpapers,159 the percentage SoCalGas used was 1 

30.4%, and was based on the four year (2010 – 2013) average ratio of Field Capital 2 

Support labor to the capital construction total: 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

This ratio has been corrected in the figure below. 7 

159 Ex. SCG-04-CWP-R, page 248, Supplemental Workpaper SCG-FBA-CAP-SUP-014, table location 
[F]. 
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 1 

The corrections discussed above would increase ORA’s 2015 forecast for Field Capital Support 2 

by $1.275 million to $49.212 million. 3 

SoCalGas does not take issue with ORA’s forecast methodology (after the corrections 4 

discussed above); however, this calculation should be applied to the appropriate total 5 

construction costs.  As Gas Distribution has discussed in the capital construction categories 6 

above, the Commission should adopt SoCalGas’ forecasts for 2015 and 2016 as reasonable, 7 

leaving SoCalGas’ 2015 forecast for Field Capital support unchanged. 8 

  9 
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IV. REBUTTAL TO OTHER ISSUES RAISED BY PARTIES 1 

A. TURN/Marcus 2 

TURN states that the Commission has not permitted utilities to charge dues to chambers 3 

of commerce dues, sporting event tickets, or clothing and other gear containing the utilities’ 4 

name and logo to ratepayers in the past.160  Thus, TURN states that the following expenses161 5 

should not be paid for by ratepayers: 6 

• Dues and Contributions to Political Organizations 7 

• Tickets to Sporting and Cultural Events 8 

• Clothing and Other Gear (Various Accounts) 9 

To the extent groups, such as Regional Public Affairs (RPA), incur legitimate business 10 

costs which are not specifically and completely disallowed by the Commission as a matter of 11 

policy, SoCalGas will seek rate recovery for those costs.  For instance, RPA is involved with 12 

chambers because they serve as a central point of contact for SoCalGas to provide critical 13 

information to business customers about planned or proposed rate changes, energy efficiency and 14 

conservation, as well as pending operational and regulatory matters that could impact these 15 

customers.162  While SoCalGas’ largest industrial customers receive critical information from an 16 

assigned SoCalGas account representative, small- and medium-size businesses, which comprise 17 

the vast majority of business customers in the service territory, do not have account 18 

representatives.  Chambers fill this gap by providing a forum for SoCalGas to communicate with 19 

these customers.  When business customers are well-informed about SoCalGas’ services, 20 

programs, and activities, they can realize the full benefit of utility services.  The community as a 21 

whole also benefits, because more efficient and effective businesses help the region’s economy 22 

thrive.   23 

Items containing the utilities’ name and logo are used at safety fairs and other civic or 24 

community events.  They are an enticement to draw customers in to information booths so that 25 

RPA can share critical information about natural gas safety and assistance programs, as well as 26 

rate changes and planned infrastructure work.  SoCalGas purchases logo clothing items for RPA 27 

team members to wear when they report to a job site, respond to local operational incidents or 28 

emergencies, or report to city and county emergency operations centers.  The logo clothing 29 

160 TURN/Marcus, page 44, Section V. 
161 TURN/Marcus, pages 44 – 48. 
162 Ex. SCG-04-R, page FBA-73, lines 5 – 10. 
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allows emergency responders, media, government officials, fellow employees, and customers to 1 

readily identify company representatives who can respond to their inquiries and provide 2 

important information and updates. 3 

The Commission should not adopt TURN’s recommendation to summarily disallow costs 4 

of this nature if they are incurred to serve a valid utility business purpose, such as customer 5 

education/outreach, business development, or employee recognition. 6 

B. UWUA 7 

UWUA states that it fully supports SoCalGas’ GRC request, and provides testimonial 8 

accounts that align with those made by Gas Distribution in justifying cost forecasts for 9 

incremental FTEs.  However, SoCalGas takes issue with certain assertions made by UWUA 10 

concerning the safety and reliability of the gas system.  My testimony focuses on a sampling of 11 

assertions related to Gas Distribution operations. 12 

UWUA states: 13 

SoCalGas has been operating with a diminished workforce for a number of years.  14 
This has particularly grave implications for operating and maintaining the distribution 15 
system, which has a significant amount of aging legacy pipe and equipment that poses 16 
safety risks to the public and employees.  Re-organization of the workforce and 17 
overcoming the problems related to short staffing is outside the scope of the 18 
Commission’s traditional purview…163 19 

While Gas Distribution’s test year requests address the company’s workforce needs, the 20 

suggestion that SoCalGas maintains a level of workforce that would create “grave implications,” 21 

or has infrastructure that poses safety risks to the public and employees, is objectionable.  Gas 22 

Distribution strives to have in place an optimal workforce to efficiently and effectively maintain 23 

our system and address issues that impact safe and reliable operations.  And the company 24 

operates its system safely and reliably, while effectively managing its system risks.  There is 25 

certainly work to be done to maintain and enhance the safety and reliability of the gas 26 

distribution system; however, SoCalGas does not share UWUA’s opinion quoted above, which 27 

implies a lack of a safety culture.  The opposite is true, as the company’s management and 28 

workforce exhibit a strong safety culture.  29 

UWUA states: 30 

SoCalGas has steadily increased the delay time between discovery and repair over the 31 
past three years, and has extended the repair time from one day for a Code 1 32 

163 UWUA-8, page 2, lines 25 – 30. 
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emergency leak to a maximum of ten business days.  This delayed repair approach 1 
greatly increases the risk…164 2 

SoCalGas disagrees with UWUA’s belief that its leak repair policy, which calls for the 3 

immediate repair of hazardous (Code 1) leaks and a different repair schedule for non-hazardous 4 

leaks, “greatly increases risks” to our customers or the public.  For non-hazardous leaks, 5 

SoCalGas’ policy and procedures meet the established requirements for leaks, while also 6 

meeting “Call Before You Dig” scheduled work and other emergency response needs.  Treating 7 

all riser leaks as Code 1, as UWUA recommends, would achieve the opposite of risk reduction 8 

by failing to address hazardous leaks first, and diverting our workforce from those leaks that 9 

require immediate repair.  UWUA’s testimonies do not demonstrate any consideration to the 10 

costs customers would have to bear for its desired level of workforce.  SoCalGas believes that its 11 

existing leakage response policies achieve the company’s safety and reliability goals while 12 

addressing non-hazardous leaks in a timely manner and meeting all DOT requirements.  An 13 

efficient, productive, and optimal workforce achieves the safety and reliability needs of the 14 

system without being an undue cost burden upon ratepayers. 15 

UWUA states:  16 

SoCalGas is plagued with chronic understaffing which may result in cutting corners, 17 
expanding backlogs, deteriorating facilities and services, and failing to make timely 18 
repairs and replacements to the legacy pipe.165   19 

SoCalGas disagrees with UWUA’s assessment that it is plagued with chronic 20 

understaffing.  Again, UWUA’s motivations are clear.  While incremental increases in the 21 

workforce are part of Gas Distribution’s GRC request, SoCalGas cannot reasonably support the 22 

levels of hiring that UWUA desires.   23 

UWUA states: 24 

1. Significant backlogs and work scheduling restraints resulting in long breaks in 25 
restoring down or out-of-tolerance cathodic protection areas (repair packages). 26 

2. Loss of departmental expertise & experience. 27 
3. Personnel skill development is slow. 28 
4. “Budgetary” constraints on maintenance and compliance projects that lead to 29 

significant backlogs, delay of repair orders resulting in permits expiring, and 30 
extended periods of out-of tolerance conditions for protected pipe. 31 

164 UWUA-8, page 5, lines 17 - 22. 
165 UWUA-2, page 4, lines 2 – 5. 
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These problems put SoCalGas in a potential position of chronic non-compliance with 1 
its own procedures and with state and federal regulations for system protection which 2 
require “… prompt remedial action to correct any deficiencies.”  It means that a 3 
major program for protection against corrosion and leaks is constantly at risk of being 4 
compromised.166  5 

Gas Distribution does not share this opinion.  SoCalGas is aggressively addressing the 6 

backlog of out of tolerance cathodic protection (CP) areas caused by aging infrastructure.  7 

Furthermore, as stated by UWUA’s witness David Brown,167 local management continues to 8 

make improvements resulting in the reduction of out of tolerance areas.  As stated in my 9 

testimony, Gas Distribution forecasts additional resources to move forward with both its 10 

maintenance and capital investment strategy to continually mitigate out of tolerance CP areas.  11 

SoCalGas disagrees with UWUA’s opinion that the “problems put SoCalGas in a position of 12 

chronic non-compliance with its own procedures and with state and federal regulations for 13 

system protection….”168  Gas Distribution processes, best practices and procedures meet all state 14 

and federal regulations and support ongoing objectives of safety, reliability, and having an 15 

effective CP system.   16 

 SoCalGas maintains that its GRC forecasts in Gas Distribution are reasonable, balanced 17 

and beneficial to our customers.   18 

C. EDF 19 

EDF does not provide an analysis of SoCalGas’ cost forecasts and underlying 20 

methodologies.  However, as to its assertions and overall recommendations regarding leak 21 

quantification and leak detection requirements169 and the costs associated with methane leak 22 

quantification, SoCalGas addresses the appropriateness of those recommendations in the rebuttal 23 

testimony of Jill Tracy (Ex. SCG-217). 24 

As it relates to Gas Distribution, SoCalGas stated in response to an EDF data request on 25 

prioritization of leaks based on quantification: 26 

While the GRC cost forecast did not include prioritization of the non-hazardous leaks, 27 
the current prioritization process is based on the potential impact to public safety of 28 
the leak and therefore, hazardous leaks are repaired immediately.  The future 29 
prioritization will be consistent with federal and state regulations, including the Order 30 
Instituting Rulemaking to Adopt Rules and Procedures Governing Commission-31 

166 UWUA-6, page 5, line 24 through page 6, line 5. 
167 UWUA-6, page 6, lines 13 - 18. 
168 UWUA-6, page 6, lines 1 – 3. 
169 EDF, page 6, lines 18 – 19. 
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Regulated Natural Gas Pipelines and Facilities to Reduce Natural Gas Leakage 1 
Consistent With Senate Bill 1371 (R.15-01-008, Filed January 15, 2015).  SB 1371’s 2 
rules and procedures have yet to be adopted in R.15.01-008.  Because the Rulemaking 3 
is still gathering information in Phase 1, SoCalGas cannot speculate as to how SB 4 
1371’s requirements will be accounted for in its GRC beyond information already 5 
provided in testimony, workpapers, and data request responses until the Rulemaking 6 
establishes rules and procedures for reduction of methane emissions in Phase 2.170 7 

 8 
V. CONCLUSION 9 

My revised direct testimony, workpapers and SoCalGas’ responses to numerous data 10 

requests provide substantial justification for the Commission to authorize SoCalGas’ Gas 11 

Distribution Capital and O&M request in full as presented in my direct testimony and 12 

corresponding workpapers.  As described in this rebuttal testimony, the proposals of the 13 

intervenors to reduce funding are based on inappropriate forecasting methodology, inaccurate 14 

assumptions, incomplete understanding of SoCalGas’ natural gas pipeline operations, and/or 15 

discounting of information presented by SoCalGas.   16 

It is important to note the following overall observations: 17 

• SoCalGas’ base forecast was determined after a careful analysis of the past, current, and 18 

future cost drivers.  The incremental work activities not reflected in this base forecast were 19 

added to adequately fund future operations and conditions. 20 

• Some of ORA’s forecasts were based only 2014 spending, which was not a good indicator of 21 

future expectations. 22 

• ORA’s forecasts include some calculation errors and data omissions. 23 

• ORA recommends normalizing costs in a number of areas where the costs will be ongoing, 24 

so normalization is not appropriate. 25 

• TURN selectively normalizes one-time costs, but does not account for the fact that the 26 

corresponding ongoing costs are anticipated to increase in forecast years. 27 

• While UWUA agreed with SoCalGas’ forecast, SoCalGas does not agree with aspects of 28 

UWUA’s discussion. 29 

These observations are all discussed in more detail in the specific rebuttal sections. 30 

SoCalGas faces a number of challenges affecting both the physical operation of the 31 

pipeline system and cost management aspects of its business that contribute to the base forecast 32 

170 Data Request EDF-SCG-DR-01, Question 3. 
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methodologies and incremental activities presented in my revised direct testimony.  These 1 

challenges include: 2 

• Trained and Qualified Workforce – Safety is rooted in all phases of gas distribution training.  3 

Maintaining a skilled, qualified, and dedicated workforce is critical to SoCalGas’ continued 4 

success.  It is through the efforts of these employees that SoCalGas is able to continue to 5 

deliver reliable service to customers and maintain the integrity of its pipeline infrastructure at 6 

reasonable cost.  SoCalGas is experiencing increased pressures associated with maintaining a 7 

highly trained and qualified workforce. 8 

• Aging Infrastructure – SoCalGas has a long history of delivering safe and reliable natural gas 9 

service, notwithstanding the fact that a significant portion of the pipeline infrastructure and 10 

facilities have been in service for more than 50 years.  Good maintenance practices have 11 

allowed SoCalGas to safely and reliably operate these pipeline facilities for this extended 12 

period of time, but this cannot continue forever.  As the Company’s pipeline infrastructure 13 

and facilities continue to age, they require higher levels of maintenance, which results in 14 

higher costs. 15 

• System Expansion – SoCalGas’ pipeline system continues to expand as new construction 16 

adds to the customer base and the need for pipeline infrastructure.  New facilities add to the 17 

inventory of assets that require operations and maintenance attention, which must be 18 

completed in accordance with federal and state regulations, and are critical to maintaining a 19 

safe and reliable distribution system for a growing base of customers. 20 

• Customer and Load Demands – As a public utility, SoCalGas is obligated to provide 21 

customers within its service territory natural gas service in accordance with tariff rules.  As 22 

the customer base grows and expands, new demands are placed on existing infrastructure.  23 

Field experience indicates that more favorable economic conditions lead to increases in 24 

various work requirements.  SoCalGas anticipates that as the economy continues to 25 

recover,171 this will impact activities related to customer and load demands. 26 

• State and Municipal Agency Construction Requirements – The construction, operation, and 27 

maintenance of SoCalGas’ vast pipeline system require interaction and compliance with 28 

numerous agencies.  These agencies continue to impose new and often more stringent 29 

administrative, planning, and field construction operating conditions that can result in 30 

172 Ten Gas Distribution audits were initially scheduled for 2014, but two of those were cancelled. 
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increased cost pressures to maintain the gas distribution system.  SoCalGas works diligently 1 

with these agencies to find solutions that are in the best interest of customers and agencies.  2 

Nevertheless, these rules often result in cost increases. 3 

• Integration of Technology – SoCalGas is enhancing and implementing technology-based 4 

systems and processes that will change the way personnel plan, monitor, and document 5 

construction projects.  The forthcoming process changes will require training of employees 6 

on the new technology tools and business process changes.  Once this technology is 7 

implemented, the organization must embrace the change.  Support systems must be in place 8 

to facilitate the integration of these tools within field and management practices.  This will 9 

require technical support for impacted employees, updating of field procedures and training 10 

materials, and support to implement process changes.  Reports and tools will need to be 11 

established to gather, consolidate, and summarize newly-available data to monitor the 12 

effectiveness of operations and identify future business improvements. 13 

While addressing these challenges, the forecasts outlined in my testimony include 14 

SoCalGas’ full and complete commitment to safety.  SoCalGas’ longstanding commitment to 15 

safety focuses on three primary areas – public safety, customer safety, and employee safety.  16 

This safety focus is embedded in what we do and is the foundation for who we are – from initial 17 

employee training; to the installation, operation, and maintenance of our utility infrastructure; 18 

and to our commitment to provide safe and reliable service to our customers. 19 

The forecasted funding requested in my revised direct testimony supports the Company’s 20 

goals of achieving operational excellence while providing safe and reliable delivery of natural 21 

gas to customers at reasonable cost, while mitigating risks associated with hazards to public and 22 

employee safety, infrastructure integrity, and system reliability. 23 

SoCalGas’ TY2016 O&M forecast and 2015 – 2016 capital forecasts are reasonable 24 

estimates of future requirements and should be adopted by the Commission. 25 

This concludes my prepared rebuttal testimony.  26 
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ORA-SCG-DR-006-DAO, Question 1.d.ii. 

ORA-SCG-DR-009-DAO, Question 3 

ORA-SCG-DR-012-DAO, Question 5.c. 

ORA-SCG-DR-015-DAO, Questions 4, 6.a., 7.g., and 9 

ORA-SCG-DR-017-DAO, Questions 4 and 8 

ORA-SCG-DR-028-DAO, Question 1 

ORA-SCG-DR-073-DAO, Questions 3.a. and 6 

ORA-SCG-DR-074-DAO, Question 1.e. – 1.f. 

ORA-SCG-DR-087-DAO, Questions 1.c., 2.a., 2.c., 2.d., and 3.a. 

TURN-SEU-DR-04, Question 4 (Amended 5/15/2015) 

TURN-SEU-DR-04, Questions 9 and 10 

TURN-SCG-DR-17, Question 2 

EDF-SCG-DR-01, Question 3 
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ORA DATA REQUEST 
ORA-SCG-DR-006-DAO 

SOCALGAS 2016 GRC – A.14-11-004 
SOCALGAS RESPONSE 

DATE RECEIVED:  NOVEMBER 6, 2014 
DATE RESPONDED:  NOVEMBER20, 2014 

 

Exhibit Reference:   SCG-04, Section I. E, Page 8 
 
Subject: Gas Distribution O&M Expenses & Capital Expenditures 
 
Please provide the following: 
 
1. On page 8 of the testimony, SoCalGas states, “Three activities currently funded through 2015 

as part of a Distribution Integrity Management Program (DIMP) pilot program have proven 
to be successful and will become part of routine Gas Distribution operations by 2016…These 
activities are included in the 2014-2015 DIMP forecast in the prepared direct workpapers of 
Maria Martinez, Exhibit SCG-08-WP.”   

 
a. Please identify the three activities referenced in the statement; 
b. Provide a citation to the testimony and workpapers wherein these three activities and 

SoCalGas’ 2016 funding request are discussed; 
c. Provide a citation to the testimony and/or workpapers wherein SoCalGas presents the 

justification and calculations for the 2016 forecast. 
d. SoCalGas’ witness, Maria Martinez, requests funding for DIMP and TIMP expenses 

in Exhibit SCG-08.  SoCalGas’ witness, Gina Orozco/Frank Ayala, states that DIMP 
activities will become part of routine Gas Distribution operations by 2016.   

i. Please explain the role of witness Maria Martinez’s Pipeline Integrity 
testimony in relation to witness Gina Orozco’s Gas Distribution testimony; 

ii. Please provide a detailed explanation of how DIMP activities and costs will be 
tracked/managed in 2016 and identify the differences between how these costs 
are tracked now compared to 2016. 

 
SoCalGas Response: 
 
d.ii. These three activities initiated within DIMP and are currently tracked and charged to the 

DIMP balancing account.  Starting in 2016, these activities will become part of routine 
operations and will no longer be tracked and charged to the DIMP balancing account.  
Rather, as shown in Frank Ayala’s Gas Distribution testimony, these activities will be 
managed as part of the Gas Distribution Operations Management and Training. 

 
 
Responses to remaining question(s) omitted for convenience. 
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Exhibit Reference:   SCG-4, Category B, Shared Services 
 
Subject: Gas Distribution Operations and Maintenance Expenses, Shared Services 
 
Please provide the following: 

 
3. A breakdown of the 2016 forecast for each of the activities identified on pages FBA-84 

through FBA-86. 
 
SoCalGas Response: 
 
By way of clarification, in the testimony on page FBA-84 line 15 we state “To this end, 
SoCalGas and SDG&E will establish a team of internal and external resources to conduct an 
assessment and develop a program blueprint to determine the extent to which SoCalGas and 
SDG&E should implement remote monitoring and control of their gas distribution infrastructure.  
The program’s blueprint will also recommend projects and work processes as well as the priority 
and timing of the work.  Furthermore, the assessment will include an analysis of industry best 
practices, including field and control room technologies.”   This effort is to complete the work 
described that will lead to a go forward plan referred to as the “blueprint” or Monitoring and 
Control (project) Plan. Supplemental Workpaper SCG-FBA-USS-SUP-006 (page 138 of Exhibit 
SCG-04-WP) shows the forecast calculations for the following activities: 
 

• Benchmarking 
• Remote Monitoring and Control Plan 
• Enhancement of Current Business Processes Plan 
• Implementation and Ongoing Support Team 

 
A breakdown was not calculated for the Gas Distribution Control Center Plan.  It is a part of the 
analysis that will go into developing the Monitoring and Control Plan. 

FBA-A-3 
Doc# 297731 



 

ORA DATA REQUEST 
ORA-SCG-DR-012-DAO 

SOCALGAS 2016 GRC – A.14-11-004 
SOCALGAS RESPONSE 

DATE RECEIVED:  NOVEMBER 24, 2014 
DATE RESPONDED:  DECEMBER 15, 2014 

 
Exhibit Reference:   SCG-4, Gas Distribution O&M and Capital 
 
Subject: Meters and AMI 

 
Please provide the following: 

 
5. Referring to page 171 of the workpapers, please provide the following: 

c. An explanation for the significant increase from 91,107 meters SoCalGas replaced in 
2013 and the utility’s forecast of 180,000 replacement each year from 2014-2016.  
Please include any and all workpapers and/or calculations used to support SoCalGas’ 
forecasts. 

d. Provide a breakdown of the 180,000 size 1-3 meter replacements planned for each 
year from 2014-2016 for the (i) RMC and (ii) the PMC. 

e. Did SoCalGas perform any replacement of size 4+ meters as part of its PMC 
program?  If yes, please provide the number of size 4+ meters replaced each year 
from 2009-2014 YTD as part of the PMC program.  If no, please explain why it has 
not done so in previous years. 

f. Did SoCalGas perform any replacement of size 1-3 meters as part of its PMC 
program?  If yes, please provide the number of size 1-3 meters replaced as part of its 
PMC program.  If no, please explain why it has not done so in previous years. 

 
SoCalGas Response: 
 
Response to Question 5.c.: 
 
Prepared by Gas Distribution (SCG-04): 
 

Please note that the numbers shown in column [D] of Table 1 on page 171 of SCG-04-WP, 
labeled “Historical PMCs & Size 1-3 RMCs,” correspond to meter purchases, which is not 
the same as meter installations / replacements.  The table below shows the size 4 and larger 
meters replaced through planned meter change-outs in the years 2009 through 2013.  The 
2014 year-to-date PMCs is not readily available. 

 
Year 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Size 4+ PMCs Completed  3,463   3,917   3,799   6,043   6,346  

 
 
Responses to remaining question(s) omitted for convenience. 

FBA-A-4 
Doc# 297731 



 

ORA DATA REQUEST 
ORA-SCG-DR-015-DAO 

SOCALGAS 2016 GRC – A.14-11-004 
SOCALGAS RESPONSE 

DATE RECEIVED:  NOVEMBER 26, 2014 
DATE RESPONDED:  DECEMBER 19, 2014 

 
Exhibit Reference:   SCG-4, Gas Distribution O&M and Capital Expenditures 
 
Subject: AMI, Operator Qualification Program, Training Services, Quality Assurance and 

Compliance Assurance, and Field Technology Support 
 
Please provide the following: 

 
4. On workpaper page 107, SoCalGas identifies 9 FTEs and $1.080 million under Centralized 

Training.  Provide the number of FTEs assigned to and expenses incurred by the OQ program 
each year from 2009-2014 YTD, by job category such as those identified on page 107 of the 
workpapers (i.e. Training Instructors, Technical Specialists, Administrator). 

 
SoCalGas Response: 
 
Please refer to the response to Question 2.e. above for information about the Operator 
Qualification program historical O&M costs.  The historical FTEs are shown in the table 
provided in response to Question 2.e.i. 
 
Below is a list of the employees assigned to the Operator Qualification department in each year, 
by job category: 
 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014  
YTD 

Operator Qualification 
Supervisor 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Technical Specialist 1 1 1 1 1 2 
Contract Administrative 
Associate 1 1 1 1 1  

Project Specialist      1 
Technical Advisor 
(Part-Time)   0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 

Operator Qualification Project 
Manager      1 

 
In addition, several Training Instructors assisted the Operator Qualification department each year 
as subject matter experts with training / testing material development; however, their time was 
not tracked.  It is estimated that their time is approximately equal to 2 FTEs per year.
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6. On page FBA-63 to FBA 64 SoCalGas discusses the elements of its quality assurance and 

compliance assurance functions.  Please provide the following information regarding this 
subject: 

a. A copy of the project scope and study results for the Quality Assurance program pilot 
under DIMP and recorded expenses incurred since the program’s implementation to 
now. 

b. A detailed explanation showing how the pilot program led to the proposed addition of 
13 employees (1 Team Lead and 12 Quality Assurance Specialists) in 2016 and 
include a copy of all calculations and supporting documentations used to derive the 
proposed employee additions. 

c. Does SoCalGas currently have a Quality Assurance program for gas operations 
pipeline maintenance?  If yes, please provide (i) a copy of the program scope, (ii) the 
number of employees assigned to this program, (iii) the annual expenses from 2009-
2014, and (iv) a list identifying the new/additional activities that the new Quality 
Assurance program will cover in 2016 compared to the current Quality Assurance 
program. 

 
SoCalGas Response: 
 
a. A copy of the project scope and study results can be found in the separately provided 

document, SCG-ORA-DR-015-DAO_Q6.pdf. 
 
The recorded expenses through 2013 can be found in the table below.  Amounts are shown in 
nominal dollars, and include vacation and sick time.  2014 expenses are not readily available. 

 

 
2011 2012 2013 

Employees 2 Part Time* 2 Part Time* 5** 
Annual Expense (Nominal $) $ 78,772 $ 17,226 $ 340,955 
* Part Time Instructors   
** DIMP Quality Assurance Program fully staffed in the third quarter of 2013  

 
 
Responses to remaining question(s) omitted for convenience. 
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7. Referring to Gas Operations Pipeline Maintenance, Cathodic Protection, as discussed on 

page FBA-64 to FBA-65, provide (a) the number of employees assigned to Cathodic 
Protection, for program management as well as field employees, by employee classification, 
and highlight the number of Cathodic Protection Technical Advisors, for each year from 
2009-2014 YTD, (b) the annual expenses incurred for Cathodic Protection each year from 
2009-2014 YTD, (c) an explanation of how SoCalGas determined it will need 2 Cathodic 
Protection Technical Advisors by 2016, (d) all supporting documents and calculations to 
support the claim that CP systems are requiring additional analysis and improvements in 
2016 and beyond compared to previous years, (e) all supporting documents and calculations 
to support SoCalGas’ claim that the current CP systems will be improved as a result of 
additional technical and analytical expertise, (f) a statement describing the specific 
improvements of the new CP system compared to previous years, and (g) all supporting 
documents and calculations to support SoCalGas’ implied claim that the loss of expertise due 
to workforce turnover is different and worse than the base year. 

 
SoCalGas Response: 

 
g. Please see information in the table below, showing the number of employees who are eligible 

to retire in each forecast year. 
 

Employee Classification Current 
Employees 

(As of 
4/28/14) 

Number of Employees 
Eligible to Retire 

Percentage of 
Employees Eligible 

to Retire 
2014 2015 2016 2014 2015 2016 

Lead System Protection 
Specialist / Planner 13 10 10 10 77% 77% 77% 
System Protection 
Specialist 63 25 27 30 40% 43% 48% 

 
 
Responses to remaining question(s) omitted for convenience. 
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9. Please provide a copy of the SoCalGas Operations Audit by CPUC Safety and Enforcement 

Division cited on page FBA-58, footnote 26. 
 
SoCalGas Response: 
 
Please refer to the separately provided document, ORA-SCG-DR-015-DAO_Q9.pdf.   
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Exhibit Reference:   SCG-4, Gas Distribution O&M and Capital Expenditures 
 
Subject: Asset Management, Compliance Technical Advisors and Administrative Control Clerks 

 
Please provide the following: 

 
4. If the four CTAs SoCalGas requests for 2016 will be responsible for new work activities 

previously not performed by the technical/planning office of Asset Management, please so 
state, and provide an explanation of how these new activities were identified. Please provide 
a copy of all supporting documents. 

 
SoCalGas Response: 
 
The Compliance Technical Advisors will provide broader oversight and support of existing 
activities, expanding existing compliance monitoring, record-keeping, and reporting.  They will 
also provide additional training to field personnel and local management.  In addition, the 
Compliance Technical Advisors will review compliance reports from a broad perspective to 
identify and correct potential compliance issues.   
 
The workflow of researching, documenting, auditing, and training related to incremental 
compliance activities has, in our observation increased over time and has outgrown existing 
resources.  Examples of areas where additional resources are needed include: 
 

• Coordination of an increasing number of CPUC audits.  The number of Gas Distribution 
audits has grown from four annual audits in 2012 and 2013 to eight172 audits in 2014 and 
14 multiple week audits scheduled for 2015. 

• Additional oversight for the leak reduction effort discussed on pages FBA-35 – FBA-36, 
FBA-40 – FBA-41, and FBA-103 – FBA-104 of Exhibit SCG-04. 

• Assistance with compliance monitoring responsibilities currently performed by System 
Protection Supervisors.  This will free up the supervisors to focus on the incremental 
cathodic protection system enhancements described on pages FBA-29 – FBA-30 and 
FBA-112 – FBA-113.  The System Protection Supervisors are discussed more in 
response to Question 5 below. 

• Additional oversight for the increasing footage of leak survey discussed on pages FBA-
21 – FBA-22.  The leak survey footage for 2014 is projected to be more than 21 million 
feet above the 2013 level.  This increase in footage means that more data needs to be 
managed for compliance due dates, reviewed for accuracy, and reconciled.  

172 Ten Gas Distribution audits were initially scheduled for 2014, but two of those were cancelled. 
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8. If the four ACCs SoCalGas requests for 2016 will be responsible for new work activities 

previously not performed by Pipeline Records Management, please so state, and provide an 
explanation of how these new activities were identified.  Please include a copy of all 
supporting documents. 

 
SoCalGas Response: 
 
To clarify the term “Pipeline Records Management” as used in workpapers, the term refers to the 
type of activities performed and not to an organization or group.  Currently, there are no specific 
employees assigned to managing pipeline records in the Gas Distribution technical offices.  
Instead, each employee who accesses a pipeline record is responsible for tracking and updating 
that record.  With the addition of these clerks, there will be new activities, such as tracking 
documents being checked in and out, and verifying that documents are returned to archives.  This 
is described on page FBA-53 of Exhibit SCG-04: 
 

Governmental agencies are placing greater emphasis on the record-keeping practices of 
pipeline operators.  As the expectation of increased record-keeping and document quality 
control management increases, SoCalGas is required to take greater action to safeguard 
the integrity of construction and maintenance records and related paper files, while 
making them easily accessible to employees that reference them as part of their normal 
work activities, as well as to regulators and auditors.  SoCalGas is therefore committed to 
establishing documentation practices that provide for the development and retention of 
reliable, traceable, and verifiable records on a going-forward basis.  To adequately record 
work history and maintain these records, SoCalGas requests the addition of four 
Administrative Control Clerks (one per technical office).  These Administrative Control 
Clerks will be responsible for daily record filing, keeping track of records being checked 
out to verify those documents are returned to archives, and reconciling and tracking high 
pressure project packages after new construction is completed. 
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Exhibit Reference:   SCG-4, Gas Distribution O&M and Capital Expenditures 
 
Subject: Non-Routine Tool Purchases, Combustible Gas Indicator Equipment Replacement 

Effort 
 
Please provide the following: 

 
1. Referring to pages FBA-135 and FBA-136 please provide the number of combustible gas 

indicators/detectors and the number of calibration stations SoCalGas replaced and the 
expenditures incurred as of December 2014. 

 
SoCalGas Response: 
 
This project has been delayed until 2015, so no combustible gas indicators or calibration stations 
were placed into service in 2014.  
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Exhibit Reference:   SCG-4, Gas Distribution O&M and Capital Expenditures 
 
Subject: Operations Management and Training 
 
Please provide the following: 

 
3. Please confirm that the Distribution Office clerks, referenced in lines 20-22 on page FBA-61, 

(a) have not yet received formal training with regard to the new electronic systems and work 
processes of Click, GIS, and SAP at this time, and (b) that these clerks will receive formal 
training materials and instruction on the new electronic systems and work processes 
beginning in 2016, and (c) provide the time-frame in which these clerks will complete the 
formal training and instructions on the new electronic systems and work processes. 

 
SoCalGas Response: 
 
a. As stated in testimony, the employees currently completing work have been trained on the 

job.  As of March 2015, the formal centralized training classes for new clerical employees 
are in the process of being created and have not been delivered.  While having received no 
centralized formal training, the existing Distribution office clerks have received end-user 
training as the new technologies have been implemented. 
 
 

Responses to remaining question(s) omitted for convenience.
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6. Referring to SoCalGas’ statement on page FBA-60, in which SoCalGas states, “ SoCalGas 

will implement a high pressure training program composed of subject matter experts in the 
high pressure pipeline field,” please provide the following: 

a. Please provide the definition of “high pressure” in this statement, and state 
whether or not this refers to distribution or transmission; 

b. Does SoCalGas currently have a high pressure training program to develop 
training modules for high pressure pipeline construction?  If no, please explain 
why?  If yes, please explain how the proposed high pressure training program will 
be different in 2016.   

c. Provide the time-frame from start to finish for the development, refining, and 
delivering of Operator Qualification technical training requiring the 2 high 
pressure Technical Advisors. 

 
SoCalGas Response: 
 
a. SoCalGas defines high pressure pipelines as those operating at greater than 60 psig.  These 

lines are in both distribution and transmission systems.  The high pressure lines referenced in 
the testimony of Frank Ayala refer to the high pressure supply lines operated by Gas 
Distribution. 
 

b. SoCalGas has a high pressure training program that has been growing in number of students 
as we lose existing expertise to retirements, and in scope with the enhanced emphasis from 
state and federal regulators.  Proposed additions to the program will include double block in 
bleed training, non-destructive testing, and the comprehensive expanded operator 
qualification industry standards associated with the implementation of B31Q173. 

 
c. Each module is estimated to take one year for development and one year to roll-out; 

however, it is anticipated that there will be an ongoing need for new modules as regulations 
change, policies are updated, and new technologies are introduced. 

173 ASME B31Q Edition 10 (September 30, 2010). 
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Exhibit Reference:   SCG-4, Gas Distribution O&M and Capital Expenditures 
 
Subject: Operations Management and Training 
 
Please provide the following: 

 
1. Referring to SoCalGas’ response to ORA’s data request ORA-15, question 6 (a-c), please 

provide the following information: 
a. SoCalGas notes that in the third quarter of 2013, the DIMP Quality Assurance 

Program was fully staffed with 5 employees and incurred a total of $340,955.  Please 
provide the 2014 recorded expenses for the Pilot QA program and identify the 
number of FTEs by job title/classification; 

b. What’s the difference between Districts and Bases in SoCalGas’ system? 
c. Identify the number of Districts in SoCalGas’ distribution system; 
d. Does SoCalGas have a similar Quality Assurance program for its transmission 

system?  If no, please explain why not.  If yes, please identify the number of 
transmission bases and districts and provide the number of Quality Assurance FTEs 
used each year to audit these bases and districts and auditing costs each year from 
2009-2014.  

e. Referring to the calculations and assumptions provided in response to question 6(b), 
explain in detail (i) how SoCalGas determined the desired frequency of 6 audits per 
base per year, and (ii) if and how this frequency was derived from the Pilot QA 
program. 

f. Referring to the calculations and assumptions provided in response to question 6(b), 
explain in detail how SoCalGas determined that each FTE could complete 2 audits 
per month?  If SoCalGas’ assumption of 2 audits per month per FTE was derived 
from the Pilot QA program, please so state and show how the Pilot QA program was 
used to determine this forecast. Provide support for this assumption. 

g. Since the Pilot QA program will complete by December 31, 2015 and be transitioned 
to Gas Distribution operations in 2016, has SoCalGas backed out the expenses 
associated with this program from SoCalGas’ 2016 DIMP forecast?  If yes, please 
explain how this can be confirmed.   If no, please explain why not. 

 
SoCalGas Response: 
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SoCalGas Response to Question 1, Continued: 

 
e. Please refer the response to Question 6 in ORA-SCG-DR-015-DAO for the 

calculations showing how Gas Distribution determined that the desired frequency was 
6 audits per base per year: 
 

Desired Frequency of Audits for Each Base 
= Every Other Month 
= 6 Audits / Base / Year 

 
Locate and Mark audits are currently completed twice a year for each base.  Leak 
Survey, Pipeline Patrol, Bridge and Span, and Valve Inspection audits are completed 
four times per year for each base.  Data gathered to date demonstrates not only the 
need for this critical program, but the expansion and deepening of the program.  By 
expanding this program, each base will be audited at an increased rate of six audits 
per year (every other month) in 2016.  This increased rate will benefit each base in 
several ways, including reinforcement of current policies and methods, reinforcement 
of revised policies and methods when updates occur, enhanced communication 
between bases and QA regarding possible or suspected deficiencies in policies and/or 
procedures, immediate feedback to employees if there are gaps in training, and 
increased developmental opportunities for employees performing compliance 
inspections and locate and mark functions. 
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SoCalGas Response to Question 1, Continued: 
 

f. Please see the calculations in the table below showing that, on average, approximately 
two audits can be completed per month by each FTE. 

 

 
 
Calculation Assumptions: 

[B] 5-Year (2009 - 2013) Average Vacation & Sick Time Rate. 
[E] Current Number of FTEs Performing QA Work. 
[F] Current Number of Times Each Base is Audited per Year with Existing FTEs. 
[G] 52 Bases Multiplied by the Number of Audits per Year. 
[I] Currently in the pilot stage, the QA program is gathering rudimentary foundational 

data including unreported abnormal operating conditions (including leakage), clerical 
data, supervisor reporting/self-audit data and leakage instrument and locate and mark 
instrument data.  In 2016, the QA time for each base audit for leak survey, pipeline 
patrol, bridge and span, and valve inspection is forecasted to double to in order to 
include the following incremental / expanded activities: 
• Each employee will perform a deeper and more extensive review of records. 
• More time can be allowed for field checks.  Currently, field checks (with the 

exception of Valve Inspection orders), are completed post order completion. 
• Real time auditing. 
• Training and developmental opportunities by way of QA Specialists directly 

interacting with employees performing vital compliance inspection activities. 
 
 
Responses to remaining question(s) omitted for convenience. 
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Exhibit Reference:   SCG-4, Gas Distribution O&M and Capital Expenditures 
 
Subject: Field Support Expenses 
 
Please provide the following: 

 
1. In reference to SoCalGas’ discussion of its forecast method and cost drivers for Field Support 

on pages FBA-46 to FBA-FBA-48,  please provide the following information: 
a.  Referring to SoCalGas’ request of $618,000, for 6 Administrative Advisors in 

2016, as stated on page FBA-46, please provide all calculations and any and all 
supporting documents used to derive the number of Administrative Advisors and 
the expense amount. 

b. Provide the number of Administrative Advisors allocated to Field Support each 
year from 2009-2014 and the annual expense incurred for these Administrative 
Advisors. 

c. Regarding the claim of increased turnover in its workforce, as stated on page 
FBA-46, please provide the number of employees who left employment due to 
retirement, each year from 2009-2014. 

d. The total number of FTEs assigned to Gas Distribution each year from 2009-
2014. 

e. Referring to the request of $412,000 for 4 Field Instructors, as stated on pages 
FBA-46 to FBA-47, please provide all calculations and any and all supporting 
documents relied on to derive the number of Field Instructors and expense 
amount. 

f. The number of Field Instructors allocated to Field Support each year from 2009-
2014 and the annual expense incurred for these Field Instructors. 

 
SoCalGas Response: 

 
c. The number of field employees (does not include office employees and 

supervisors) that retired in the years 2009 – 2014 can be found in the table below: 
 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
Distribution Field 
Employees 17 23 18 11 34 34 

Field Supervisors 5 8 9 6 15 5 
 
 

Responses to remaining question(s) omitted for convenience.
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2. In reference to the statement on page FBA-47, “The number of Operator Qualification 

covered tasks is increasing from 55 to 125 and will require the qualification of all impacted 
employees,” please provide the following information: 

a. a definition of “covered tasks” in this statement; 
b. a definition of “impacted employees” and the number of impacted employees; 
c. a copy of all calculations, analyses, any and all documents relied on for the claim that 

covered tasks are increasing from 55 to 125; 
d. The number of “covered tasks” and “impacted employees” each year from 2009-

2014; 
e. a listing of the 55 tasks and the increased 125 tasks;  
f. When will the impacted employees need to be trained/qualified for the 125 covered 

tasks?  
g. Explain in detail the “qualification” process of the impacted employees for the 125 

covered tasks; 
h. What is the “qualification” schedule for the impacted employees regarding the 125 

covered tasks? 
i. How often do impacted employees need to go through the “qualification” process for 

the 125 covered tasks? 
 
SoCalGas Response: 
 
 
Responses to Questions 2.b. and 2.e. – 2.i. omitted for convenience. 
 
 
a. Please refer to 49 CFR 192.801(b): 
 

For the purpose of this subpart, a covered task is an activity, identified by the operator, 
that: 

(1) Is performed on a pipeline facility; 
(2) Is an operations or maintenance task; 
(3) Is performed as a requirement of this part; and 
(4) Affects the operation or integrity of the pipeline.
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SOCALGAS 2016 GRC – A.14-11-004 
SOCALGAS RESPONSE 

DATE RECEIVED:  MARCH 2, 2015 
DATE RESPONDED:  MARCH 18, 2015 

 
SoCalGas Response to Question 2, Continued: 

 
c. As stated in ORA-SCG-DR-015-DAO, Question 3.c.: 
 

SoCalGas compared the ASME B31Q documentation to our current task list to determine 
the additional tasks to be added to the program.  There are 55 tasks currently, and the 
program will be expanding to 125 tasks, which is a difference of 70 tasks. 

 
The American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) B31Q standard is copyrighted and 
consists of more than 200 pages. Access to this document is through purchase, under the 
provisions of that purchase SoCalGas is not permitted to share it. SoCalGas has requested 
terms under which it may share that document with regulatory agencies although that 
permission has not yet been received. Please refer to the separately provided document, 
ORA-SCG-DR-087-DAO_Q2c.pdf for a list of the existing tasks and expanding tasks. 

 
d. Please refer to data request ORA-SCG-DR-015-DAO, Question 2d. for the covered tasks: 
 

The table below shows the total number of covered tasks per year in the 
SoCalGas Operator Qualification Program. 

 
Year 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

YTD 
Number of Covered Tasks 52 52 52 52 55 55 

 
The number of covered tasks for 2014 remained unchanged at the end of the year. 

 
Please refer to data request ORA-SCG-DR-015-DAO, Question 3e. for the number of 
impacted employees for the years 2009 – 2013: 
 

Below are the number of employees initially or subsequently qualified or tested 
under the Operator Qualification program: 
 
Year 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 YTD  

as of 12/4/14 
Employees 
Qualified / Tested 698 298 353 757 795 899 

 
The number of impacted employees for the full year 2014 was 896.  Three employees from 
the 12/4/14 year-to-date total were deemed “no longer performing” covered tasks. 
 
Please refer to the separately document provided in response to Question 2c. above, ORA-
SCG-DR-087-DAO_Q2c.pdf for a list of the tasks. 
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DATE RECEIVED:  MARCH 2, 2015 
DATE RESPONDED:  MARCH 18, 2015 

 
3. In reference to page 71 of the Field Support workpapers, please provide the following:    

a. A copy of all calculations, analyses and any and all documents relied on to develop 
the number of hours of training for 2014-2016, (“5,168”, “35,785”, and 36,062”) as 
shown on page 71 of the workpapers. 

b. A copy of all calculations, analyses, and any and all documents relied on to develop 
the “Weighted Average Overtime Rate” for Field Support, M&R, and CP as shown 
on page 71 of the workpapers. 

c. What is the “Yearly Hour Factor” and how did SoCalGas come up with 2088?  Please 
provide a copy of all supporting documents and calculations used. 

d. Referring to the number of FTEs requested, please provide the justification for 17.3 
FTEs and list the tasks that each of the FTEs will be performing. 

e. In the same format as presented on page 71 of the workpapers, please provide the 
number of Operator Qualification hours and annual labor expense incurred for each 
year from 2009-2014.  

 
SoCalGas Response: 
 

a. The requested calculations can be found in the separately provided file titled ORA-
SCG-DR-087-DAO_Q3a.xlsx. 

 
Please refer to the response to Question 2c. above for information on the ASME 
B31Q standard and the tasks used in these calculation. 

 
 
Responses to remaining question(s) omitted for convenience.
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TURN DATA REQUEST-04 
SDG&E-SOCALGAS 2016 GRC – A.14-11-003-004 

SDG&E_SOCALGAS RESPONSE 
DATE RECEIVED:  APRIL 16, 2015 
DATE RESPONDED:  MAY 12, 2015 

AMENDED RESPONSE:  MAY 15, 2015 
 

4. Did SDG&E or SoCalGas include in its recorded base year 2013 costs any expense 
associated with meetings, meals, event sponsorships, or similar costs payable to any 
chambers of commerce, that were not adjusted out for purposes of developing the test 
year 2019 forecasts?  If so, for each utility please identify the total amount of 
chamber of commerce payments recorded in 2013 and not adjusted out of the forecast 
for 2016.  Identify each account in which these ratepayer-funded costs may be found 
and the amounts in each account.   

 
Utility Amended Response: 
 
The Utilities assume that when the question asks for test year 2019 forecasts, the question 
intended to ask for 2016 forecast.  We are providing these answers according to that assumption. 
 
SoCalGas Amended Response: 
 
Subsequent to providing TURN with the initial response on May 12th, additional items were 
identified.  Given the increase in the amount of items subsequently identified, SoCalGas is 
attaching an excel spreadsheet in lieu of pasting the information in this response document.  
Please reference the attached file:  “TURN-SEU-DR-04 Amended Q4 SCG Attachment.xls”. 
Furthermore, SoCalGas needs to delete/correct the following paragraph which was included in 
the initial response: 
 

While preparing a response to this Data Request, SoCalGas discovered that it 
had inadvertently included the foregoing expenses (total = $2,750) in the Test-
Year 2016 forecast.  Thus, in SoCalGas’ Rebuttal testimony, these particular 
expenses will be removed from the 2016 forecast and the total request for 2016 
will be adjusted accordingly. 

 
Upon further investigation, this explanation does not apply to SoCalGas costs reflected in the 
attached spreadsheet in response to this data request.  The costs recorded in the attached 
spreadsheet do not represent inadvertent inclusions.  Thus, they should not be removed from the 
base year recorded (2013) and test year 2016 forecast, as the initial response claimed.      
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TURN DATA REQUEST-04 
SDG&E-SOCALGAS 2016 GRC – A.14-11-003-004 

SDG&E_SOCALGAS RESPONSE 
DATE RECEIVED:  APRIL 16, 2015 
DATE RESPONDED:  MAY 12, 2015 

AMENDED RESPONSE:  MAY 15, 2015 
 
Amended Response to Question 4 (Continued) 
 
SDG&E Amended Response: 
 
Subsequent to providing TURN with the initial response on May 12th, additional items were 
identified.  See table below.   
 
(2013$’s as shown)  

 
 
 
Furthermore, as with the SoCalGas initial response, SDG&E needs to modify/correct the 
following paragraph: 
 

While preparing a response to this Data Request, SDG&E discovered that it had 
inadvertently included the foregoing expenses (total = $6,350) in the Test-Year 
2016 forecast.  Thus, in SDG&E’s Rebuttal testimony, these particular expenses 
will be removed from the 2016 forecast and the total request for 2016 will be 
adjusted accordingly. 

 
Upon further investigation, this explanation only applies to the newly identified cost item 
highlighted above.  The line item charged to cost center 2100-3626 for $60,000 should have been 
excluded from the base year 2013 and TY2016 expenses, since it was for annual dues, as shown 
in the attached invoice “TURN-SEU-DR-04 Amended Q4_SD Chamber of Commerce 
Dues.pdf”.  Employee names have been redacted from the attached invoice.  All other costs 
reflected in the table above are costs that should not be removed from the base year recorded and 
test year forecast.    

Cost Center WP Group Cost Element C/E Description Internal Order Amount Vendor

2100-4027 1OO008 6220812 SRV-BUS & CIVIC MTGS ORD 7062720 $500 VALLEY CENTER CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
2100-3463 1ED022 6220813 SRV-SPNSR BUS & CVC ORD FC9210002100 $1,000 SAN MARCOS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
2100-3626 1HR009 6220812 SRV-BUS & CIVIC MTGS ORD FC9210002100 $500 SAN DIEGO REGIONAL CHAMBER OF
2100-3626 1HR009 6220812 SRV-BUS & CIVIC MTGS ORD FC9210002100 $395 SAN DIEGO REGIONAL CHAMBER OF
2100-3626 1HR009 6220812 SRV-BUS & CIVIC MTGS ORD FC9210002100 $60,000 SAN DIEGO REGIONAL CHAMBER OF
2100-3463 1ED022 6220812 SRV-BUS & CIVIC MTGS ORD FC9210002100 $550 ENCINITAS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
2100-3592 1ED022 6220812 SRV-BUS & CIVIC MTGS ORD FC9210002100 $1,490 SAN DIEGO REGIONAL CHAMBER OF
2100-3463 1ED022 6220812 SRV-BUS & CIVIC MTGS ORD FC9210002100 $1,000 SAN MARCOS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
2100-3463 1ED022 6220812 SRV-BUS & CIVIC MTGS ORD FC9210002100 $1,000 SAN DIEGO NORTH CHAMBER OF
2100-3463 1ED022 6220813 SRV-SPNSR BUS & CVC ORD FC9210002100 $5,000 SAN DIEGO REGIONAL CHAMBER OF
2100-3592 1ED022 6220590 SRV-MISCELLANEOUS ORD FC9210002100 $350 SAN CLEMENTE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

SDG&E Witness Area TOTAL SDG&E $71,785
SDG&E-14 Baugh 1OO008 $500
SDG&E-10 Woldermarian 1ED022 $10,390
SDG&E-24 Edgar 1HR009 $60,895
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TURN DATA REQUEST-04 
SDG&E-SOCALGAS 2016 GRC – A.14-11-003-004 

SDG&E_SOCALGAS RESPONSE 
DATE RECEIVED:  APRIL 16, 2015 
DATE RESPONDED:  MAY 6, 2015 

 
9. Please identify the cost of any clothing or other items (e.g., pens, knives, flashlights, etc.) 

containing the name and logo of Sempra Energy, SDG&E, or SoCalGas included in the 
recorded costs for the 2013 base year and not adjusted out of or otherwise removed in the 
development of the forecast for the 2016 test year.  Please state the amount of such costs 
by exhibit provided in the GRC filing and Sempra account.  For any costs from corporate 
center, identify the total cost and the costs assigned to SDG&E and SoCal.  For each 
individual item where more than $5,000 is allocated to the Sempra Energy Utilities, 
provide invoices or vouchers.  Exclude uniforms or gear worn or used by employees in 
the field (e.g., hard hats). 

 
Utility Response: 
 
SoCalGas/SDG&E made a good faith effort to identify expenses for company logo items across 
the utilities’ business units that could have incurred these types of expenses.  The 
SoCalGas/SDG&E accounting system does not indicate whether 2013 expenses for clothing or 
other items contain the name and logo of Sempra Energy, SDG&E, or SoCalGas.  For example, 
these expenses may be categorized as promotional items, safety event items, materials, services, 
etc.  Please see attached file: “TURN-SEU-DR-04 Q9 Attachment.xlsx.”   
 
There are no such costs incurred at Sempra Corporate Center that are included in allocations to 
SDG&E or SoCalGas in 2013, nor are there any in the forecasted test year 2016 allocations. 
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TURN DATA REQUEST-04 
SDG&E-SOCALGAS 2016 GRC – A.14-11-003-004 

SDG&E_SOCALGAS RESPONSE 
DATE RECEIVED:  APRIL 16, 2015 
DATE RESPONDED:  MAY 6, 2015 

 
10. Please identify the cost of any tickets to sporting, cultural, or musical events included in 

the recorded costs for the 2013 base year and not adjusted out of or otherwise removed in 
the development of the forecast for the 2015 test year.  For each such item, please state 
the amount of such costs by exhibit provided in the GRC filing and Sempra account.  For 
any costs from corporate center, identify the total cost and the costs assigned to SDG&E 
and SoCalGas.  For each individual item where more than $1,000 is allocated to the 
Sempra Energy Utilities, provide invoices or vouchers.  Explain why the costs of the 
tickets should be charged to ratepayers.   

 
Utility Response: 
 
SoCalGas/SDG&E made a good faith effort to identify expenses for tickets to sporting, cultural, 
or musical events included in the 2013 base year and not adjusted out or otherwise removed in 
the development of the forecast for the 2016 test year across the utilities’ business units that 
could have incurred these types of expenses.  Events tickets are used for developing and 
maintaining business relationships with customers and key stakeholders that the company deals 
with to more effectively conduct its business.  Events tickets likewise serve a valid business 
purpose to the extent they are used to recognize and reward employee achievements and efforts, 
as well as to promote teamwork.  Please see attached file: “TURN-SEU-DR-04 Q10 
Attachment.xlsx.  
 
There are no such costs incurred at Sempra Corporate Center that are included in allocations to 
SDG&E or SoCal Gas in 2013, nor are there any in the forecasted test year 2016 allocations.
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TURN DATA REQUEST 
TURN-SCG-DR-17 

SOCALGAS 2016 GRC – A.14-11-004 
SOCALGAS RESPONSE 

DATE RECEIVED:  MAY 4, 2015 
DATE RESPONDED:  MAY 8, 2015 

 
2. In SoCalGas Exh. 04, p. 99, the discussion of Distribution Main Replacement refers to 

the factors that result in main replacements under that program, including leakage, 
anticipated leakage maintenance expense, cost of installing or maintaining cathodic 
protection, condition of material or wrap/coating, or corrosion or other defect.  These 
factors are used by technical staff to “identif[y] and prioritiz[e] pipeline segments 
requiring replacement.”  In SoCalGas’ response to TURN DR 07-7b, the factors used to 
identify and prioritize replacements under DREAMS are similar. 
 

a. Please explain how SoCalGas’ technical staff prioritizes pipeline segments 
requiring replacement as set forth in Main Replacements (Exh. 04).  Pl 

b. Please explain how SoCalGas prioritizes pipeline segments requiring replacement 
through the DREAMS effort. 

c. Please identify and briefly describe any material difference between how 
SoCalGas prioritizes pipeline segments identified as requiring replacement 
through Main Replacements as compared to pipeline segments identified as 
requiring replacement through DREAMS.  

d. Please briefly describe how SoCalGas coordinates the two programs, to insure 
that the highest risk pipe is given priority for replacement.  Please be as detailed 
as necessary.   
 

SoCalGas Response 2: 
 

a. The category of “Main Replacement” as presented within Exhibit SCG-04-R – 
Gas Distribution, addresses the routine main replacement activities that the 
operating regions face on a daily basis.  Reaction to specific local situational 
information drives the need for “routine” main replacement.  This situational 
information is described on page FBA-99 of Exhibit SCG-04-R: 
 

These replacements are often due to leakage that impacts the integrity of 
the pipe, an anticipated increase in leakage maintenance expenses, the 
relative cost to install and/or maintain cathodic protection, or the 
deterioration of pipe material, pipe wrap, or coating.  Other criteria taken 
into consideration are whether the steel pipe meets cathodic protection 
mandates, or the main is found to have active corrosion.  In addition, the 
pipeline may be deemed unsafe or unfit for service due to manufacturing 
or other defects.  Based on information collected during various O&M 
activities and field observations, technical staff identifies and prioritizes 
pipeline segments requiring replacement. 
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SOCALGAS RESPONSE 

DATE RECEIVED:  MAY 4, 2015 
DATE RESPONDED:  MAY 8, 2015 

 
SoCalGas Response to Question 2a. (Continued): 
 

Some additional examples include the following: 
 

• Replacement of steel pipe with plastic due to a problematic cathodic 
protection area of ongoing shorts and interference. 

• Replacement of pipe found in poor condition during leak repair, where 
repairs would be difficult due to conditions, and replacement would be 
more appropriate. 

• Acceleration of scheduled pipe replacement ahead of street improvements, 
while the opportunity arises during a municipal activity, allowing for 
shared costs and avoiding street moratoriums. 

 
b. Under the DIMP program, a performance based pipe replacement program 

(DREAMS) has been established utilizing the attributes outlined in the response 
to TURN-SCG-DR 07, Question 7b.  This replacement program is incremental to 
the routine main replacement activities.  It is a systematic evaluation of pipe 
attributes to prioritize replacement of pipe segments that have not historically 
performed as well as others.  The intent of the program is to prioritize these 
segments and proactively replace them before additional leakage occurs. 

 
The information provided in TURN-SCG-DR-07, Question 7b is copied below for 
convenience: 

 
Plastic Algorithm - Probability 
Attribute Description 
Historical Failure 
Trend 

Historical Failure Trend factor is a function of the leak rate and the failure type.  
Failure types include axial failures, rocky soil, and compaction among others 

Material Factor The Material Factor takes into account the vintage of the pipe and the plastic type 
used for installation.   

Construction Factor 
The Construction Factor takes into account the soil type and method of installation 
to show the performance of the pipe segment in different environments and using 
different installation methods.  

Length 
Normalization 
Factor 

number of leaks per 100 feet of segment length 
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SOCALGAS 2016 GRC – A.14-11-004 
SOCALGAS RESPONSE 

DATE RECEIVED:  MAY 4, 2015 
DATE RESPONDED:  MAY 8, 2015 

 
SoCalGas Response to Question 2.b., (Continued): 
 
Steel Algorithm - Probability 

Pipe Age Factor 
Pipe Age factor is a function of the pipe install year with respect to the current 
year, pipe wrap (external pipe coating) constant, and the number of integrity 
relevant leaks present on the segment.   

Pipe Wrap Factor Condition of the pipe wrap at the time of the leak repair. 

Leakage Factor 
The Leakage Factor is a function of the leak year with respect to the current year, 
condition of the pipe, condition of the Cathodic Protection (CP) on the pipe and the 
number of integrity relevant leaks. 

Pipe Condition 
Factor 

This factor looks at the amount of rust and pitting on the pipe and the condition of 
the wrap. 

Cathodic Protection 
Factor The CP factor is a depiction of the presence of cathodic protection on the pipeline. 

Consequence 
Line Pressure Pressure the line is operating at. 

Proximity to 
structures 

Proximity to structures are estimated with the assumption that all leaks on above 
ground MSAs are the closest to structure while leaks on services are medium 
distance, and leaks on mains are further away.  This is based on the fact that, with a 
few exceptions, MSAs tend to be set up close to the house line and near the 
structure while services approach the structure as they connect the main to the 
MSA, and mains are typically found in the streets away from the structure.    

Population Density The Population Density is obtained by looking at county zoning plots.  

Pipe Diameter 
The consequences of failure on large diameter pipe tend to be higher versus 
smaller diameter pipes.  The pipe sizes are grouped by service, main, high pressure 
transmission.   

Number of Leaks 
and Common Leak 
Code 

For every segment the number integrity relevant of leaks are counted along with 
their associated leak codes.  The leak code with the highest number of leaks is then 
determined and used for this factor. 

PHMSA Serious 
Injury Factor 

The Pipeline and Hazardous Material Safety Administration (PHMSA) publishes 
the total number of leaks by cause in Gas Distribution industry wide.  One of the 
published reports is the Serious Incidents and contained in this report is the number 
of fatalities by cause in the previous 20 years.  The percentage for Corrosion, 
3.85%, is used for the steel evaluation model while percentage for material defects, 
2.45%, is used for the plastic evaluation model. 
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SoCalGas Response to Question 2, (Continued): 
 

c. The routine main replacements are typically more reactionary in nature and are 
driven by observed pipeline conditions, such as those described in response to 
part a, above.  The DREAMS program is a systematic evaluation of pipe 
attributes to identify and prioritize pipe replacement.  Please refer to part b for the 
attributes used in the DREAMS program. 

 
d. The two programs are independent, with different Planning groups who are 

responsible for their own projects.  The project list for the DREAMS Planning 
group is based on the relative risk evaluation completed as part of DREAMS 
which allows the group to focus on the highest relative risk pipe independent of 
routine replacements.  Planners working on Gas Distribution Main Replacement 
work will coordinate with the DREAMS Planning group before initiating new 
replacement project to avoid overlapping projects. 
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3. On page FBA -35 and FBA-41 of Frank Ayala’s Revised Testimony, he discusses SCG’s 

plan to eliminate the backlog of leaks by 2018 for service and mains.  Do the costs 
associated with this plan of action include prioritization of the order of repair based on 
quantification, so that the largest leaks are eliminated first?  Please provide an 
explanation and appropriate documentation of how this plan will be implemented, and if 
there are other components of the system included in the plan. 

 
SoCalGas Response: 
 
The non-hazardous leak reduction effort has three components in Exhibit SCG-04-R.  In addition 
to the two pages listed in this question, there is an additional capital component.  All three 
components are listed below. 
 

• Pages FBA-35 – FBA-36: Leak Reduction Effort (in the Field O&M – Main 
Maintenance Category) 

• Pages FBA-40 – FBA-41: Leak Reduction Effort (in the Field O&M – Service 
Maintenance Category) 

• Pages FBA-103 – FBA-104: Replacement of Leaking Services (in the Service 
Replacements Capital Category)  

 
The non-hazardous leak reduction forecast developed in the GRC does not include prioritization 
of the order of repair.  It is based on the backlog of non-hazardous leaks that existed as of the end 
of 2013, an estimated percentage of leaks to be repaired in each year, and an estimated unit cost 
per leak repair.  The cost estimate of the leak reduction effort can be found in the supplemental 
workpapers listed below: 
 

• O&M Forecast: Exhibit SCG-04-WP, pages 51 and 60, Supplemental Workpaper 
SCG-FBA-O&M-SUP-003. 

• Capital Forecast: Exhibit SCG-04-CWP-R, page 86, Supplemental Workpaper SCG-
FBA-CAP-SUP-004. 

 
The estimated forecast of the number of backlogged non-hazardous leaks to be repaired in each 
year from 2014 through 2018 can be found in the separately provided file, ORA-SCG-DR-004-
DAO_Q3_Tab3.d.vii-viii.xlsx. 
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SoCalGas Response to Question 3, Continued: 
 
While the GRC cost forecast did not include prioritization of the non-hazardous leaks, the 
current prioritization process is based on the potential impact to public safety of the leak and 
therefore, hazardous leaks are repaired immediately. The future prioritization will be consistent 
with federal and state regulations, including the Order Instituting Rulemaking to Adopt Rules 
and Procedures Governing Commission-Regulated Natural Gas Pipelines and Facilities to 
Reduce Natural Gas Leakage Consistent With Senate Bill 1371 (R.15-01-008, Filed January 15, 
2015).  SB 1371’s rules and procedures have yet to be adopted in R.15.01-008.  Because the 
Rulemaking is still gathering information in Phase 1, SoCalGas cannot speculate as to how SB 
1371’s requirements will be accounted for in its GRC beyond information already provided in 
testimony, workpapers, and data request responses until the Rulemaking establishes rules and 
procedures for reduction of methane emissions in Phase 2. 
 
As stated on page FBA-8 of Exhibit SCG-04-R, page FBA-8: 
 

Leaks are prioritized for ongoing field response based on a number of factors 
including location, concentration of gas, and hazard to the public and property.  

 
SoCalGas’ current Gas Standard on Leakage Classification and Mitigation Schedules can be 
found in the separately provided document titled EFF-SCG-DR-
01_Q3_223.0125_CONFIDENTIAL.pdf, which will be delivered in accordance with the 
Protective Order.   
 
Please treat this document as PROTECTED MATERIALS, SUBMITTED PURSUANT TO 
PROTECTIVE ORDER/NDA. 
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