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

(DATA REQUEST SCIP-WATSON-TCAP-PSEP-03)
______________________________________________________________________


QUESTION SCIP-WATSON-TCAP-PSEP-03-01:

On page 126 of the SCG-SDG&E pipeline safety testimony first filed in R. 11-02-019, SCG-SDG&E state:

As indicated above, we propose to establish a Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan Cost Recovery Account for each utility to recover costs associated with the Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan. These will be interest bearing accounts that are recorded on SoCalGas’ and SDG&E’s respective financial statements. These accounts will record the difference between the authorized revenue requirements collected through the PSEP Surcharge and actual O&M and capital-related revenue requirements associated with implementation of the Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan.

Please provide the following information about this proposal:

Will the proposed Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan Cost Recovery Account be a “two-way” balancing account, in that it will allow SoCalGas-SDG&E to recover from ratepayers any additional actual expended PSEP costs that exceed its authorized PSEP revenue requirement, as well as provide for the return to ratepayers of any shortfall in actual expended PSEP costs compared to the authorized PSEP revenue requirement?  If not, please explain why not.

RESPONSE SCIP-WATSON-TCAP-PSEP-03-01:

Yes, the Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan Cost Recovery Account is proposed to be a two-way balancing account.  Actual PSEP costs below the authorized PSEP revenue requirement, to the extent the difference is permanent and not due to timing, will be refunded to ratepayers or used to offset the following year’s PSEP revenue requirement in connection with SoCalGas and SDG&E’s annual regulatory account balance update filings.   See Response SCIP-WATSON-TCAP-PSEP-03- 02 below for a discussion of the recovery of PSEP costs that exceed authorized PSEP revenue requirements.
QUESTION SCIP-WATSON-TCAP-PSEP-03-02:

Do SCG-SDG&E agree that, if SCG-SDG&E experience cost over-runs on approved PSEP projects, above the costs for those projects included in the authorized PSEP revenue requirement and surcharge, the proposed Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan Cost Recovery Account will allow SCG-SDG&E to recover that cost over-run through this account?  If not, please explain why not?

RESPONSE SCIP-WATSON-TCAP-PSEP-03-02:

Yes, cost over-runs on approved PSEP projects, above the costs for those projects included in the authorized PSEP revenue requirement and surcharge, will be recovered through the Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan Cost Recovery Account.  However, to the extent SoCalGas/SDG&E determine that these cost over-runs are a result of unexpected costs incurred and/or new cost information that were not reflected in the original cost estimates used in establishing the authorized PSEP revenue requirements, and anticipate that the forecasted costs to complete the PSEP will exceed the overall funding requirements previously approved in this proceeding, SoCalGas/SDG&E will request authority and provide justification for additional funding through an expedited advice letter process.   

QUESTION SCIP-WATSON-TCAP-PSEP-03-03:

Please compare the proposed recovery of PSEP costs through the Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan Cost Recovery Account to SCG-SDG&E’s understanding of PG&E’s cost recovery proposal for its pipeline safety implementation plan costs as proposed in R. 11-02-019.

RESPONSE SCIP-WATSON-TCAP-PSEP-03-03:

To the extent this Request seeks the production of existing comparisons of the SoCalGas/SDG&E cost recovery proposal and PG&E’s cost recovery proposal, no such comparisons exist.  To the extent this Request seeks to direct SoCalGas and SDG&E to perform such a comparison, SoCalGas and SDG&E object under Rule 10.1 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure on the grounds that the burden, expense and intrusiveness of this request clearly outweighs the likelihood that it will lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  PG&E’s cost recovery proposal is not within the scope of the proceeding.
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