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Freeman, Emma

From: CPUC North-South

Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2015 10:26 AM

To: 'nvmike@gmail.com'

Subject: RE: North-South Project

Mr. Cohen,

Thank you for your comment. Additional information regarding the California Public Utilities Commission and US
Forest Service environmental review process can be found on the following website:
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/ene/n-s/northsouth.html.

Best,

Emma

Emma Freeman, Environmental Planner
505 Sansome Street, Suite 300, San Francisco, CA 94111
Phone: 415-398-5326 ext. 4721
efreeman@ene.com • www.ene.com

-----Original Message-----
From: Mike Cohen [mailto:nvmike@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, November 20, 2015 12:02 PM
To: Chiang, Eric
Subject: North-South Project

Dear Eric Chang;

I wish to express my concerns over your current routing plans for the north-south project. The current route is
unacceptable and will provide undue hardships and long term safety risks to the residents of San Bernardino. I urge
you to reevaluate your plan to use flood control right of way to bypass the heavily traveled corridor of Palm, Kendall
and 40th Ave. The current plan will disrupt the primary bus corridor between San Bernardino and Loma Linda and
will make for extremely hazardous driving and pedestrian traffic for local citizens and the 18,000 students attending
Cal State San Bernardino.

Since you will be crossing over the San Andreas fault it is critical that you engineer shut off valves close to either side
of the fault line, because your primary line will rupture when we experience the 15' shift of ground when the right
lateral San Andreas Fault slips.

As San Bruno demonstrated, a major gas line running through heavily populated areas is a recipe for disaster.

You are running this line between the San Andreas and San Jacinto faults, and your lines will fail not only in the Cajon
Pass, but all along the northwestern section of San Bernardino. Please reengineer your line to bypass the heavily
populated and heavily traveled corridor you are currently proposing.

I know the City of San Bernardino has submitted an alternative corridor plan to you, I urge you to review and adopt
this plan.

Sincerely;
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Mike Cohen
Resident of North Verdemont

Sent from my iPhone

Message scanned by the Symantec Email Security service. If you suspect that this email is actually spam, please send
it as an ATTACHMENT to spamsample@messagelabs.com
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Freeman, Emma

From: DeVost, Erec

Sent: Wednesday, November 04, 2015 6:42 AM

To: Larry Conley

Subject: Re: North-South Project Comment

Mr. Conley,
Thank you for your comment. Additional information regarding the California Public Utilities Commission
and US Forest Service environmental review process can be found on the following
website: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/ene/n-s/northsouth.html

Best,
Erec

Erec DeVost
Ecology and Environment, Inc.

On Nov 3, 2015, at 9:39 AM, Larry Conley <conleylarry@yahoo.com> wrote:

I am very disappointed in the way this project is being handled. I attended a gas co meeting
about a year ago, where they took the names and addresses of all who attended. We were
assured that we would be notified of future meetings. I have not rs any notice of the meetings
that just occurred. My concern is that the pipe line under 1100 psi is being buried under
Reche Canyon road when it could have been routed through unpopulated areas and be much
safer for the public. I get the feeling that the gas co does not want negative comments on this
project. I fear that an earthquake will break the line, gas explodes and is equal to a giant
bomb, hurting a lot of people.

Have a great day, larry c.

Message scanned by the Symantec Email Security service. If you suspect that this email is
actually spam, please send it as an ATTACHMENT to spamsample@messagelabs.com
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Freeman, Emma

From: Chiang, Eric <eric.chiang@cpuc.ca.gov>

Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 6:40 PM

To: Shillington, Luke; Hawkins, Robert - FS; DeVost, Erec

Cc: Freeman, Emma

Subject: FW: North-South Project Comment

For the files...

From: Craftno1@aol.com [Craftno1@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 5:52 PM
To: Chiang, Eric
Subject: North-South Project Comment

Hello Mr. Chiang,
I am protesting the route of the North South Project by Southern California Gas Company for the following
reasons.

At present, San Bernardino is the most affected community, running 14 miles of 36" as pipe with 850 pounds of
pressure down Kendall, on over near E St, then down and checker boarding through more residential areas of
the city when the line could be placed behind foothills and a wash and should there be a tragic event, fewer
residents would be affected.
Several have suggested concerns that it run across the San Andreas fault,instead fo crossing significantly
smaller earthquake faults in the area, justifying it's path being moved behind the foothills and down the wash.
Perhaps existing Utility Trenches could be utilized so that we, the residents and customers would be less
impacted by construction digging up our main route to shop, to travel, etc.
Several underground construction people I know tell me the project will take years, not months to install the line
as So Ca. Gas is suggesting in their filing. So Ca Gas also says that this is the most convenient way to lay the
pipe. How convenient was it for the route of pipe in San Bruno that destroyed an entire block in minutes?
I'm told by an individual who went to restore the lines in San Bruno that the construction methods utilized on the
original pipeline were not up to any professional standard when those line originally installed.

Michael Craft
6495 Escena St.
San Bernardino, Ca.

92407
Craftno1@aol.com

Message scanned by the Symantec Email Security service. If you suspect that this email is actually spam,
please send it as an ATTACHMENT to spamsample@messagelabs.com
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Freeman, Emma

From: HRDLLY <res04d5h@verizon.net>

Sent: Saturday, November 21, 2015 8:08 AM

To: CPUC North-South

Subject: Pipeline in SB

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Ladies and Gentlemen,

Please make every effort to avoid using Valencia Ave. in San Bernardino as a portion of the route for this proposed gas
line. Using 40th Street and Lynwood will also be major inconveniences to this section of our city.

In addition to the many residents with driveways actually on Valencia, residents on the streets of Bernard Way and Glendenning
MUST use Valencia for daily access in and out. It is their ONLY way.

Other residents living between Valencia and the Flood Control Channel on Marshall Blvd., Val Mar, North Rd. and a portion of San
Gabriel MUST use Valencia or Lynwood to leave their cluster of homes. There are over seventy (70) houses in this small
neighborhood. Your route on Lynwood would further inconvenience this group of residents.

Valencia Ave. is wide but only 2 lanes and has a large amount of traffic. It is used as a north/south route to Cal State. Many
people use it to avoid freeway intersections at Waterman and the 210 freeway. Local children walk or bicycle Valencia to Parkside
Elementary School and Golden Valley Middle School.

This section of Valencia Ave. is attractive. It is shaded by large eucalyptus trees, cooled by lawns from lovely homes and the green
of a golf course. It also has "Bike Lanes". These assets draw many resident and non-resident recreational walkers, joggers and
cyclists.

Instead of Valencia Ave., you might consider the street of Harrison, only a couple of blocks east. It has no houses or driveways,
carries very little traffic and is bounded by the Flood Control Channel on it's west.

IF the gas line must come through San Bernardino, please AVOID Valencia Ave.

Thank you,

Linda L. Daniels

800 E. Marshall Blvd.

San Bernardino, CA. 92404

909-883-0518

Message scanned by the Symantec Email Security service. If you suspect that this email is actually spam,
please send it as an ATTACHMENT to spamsample@messagelabs.com
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Freeman, Emma

From: Hay_Family <hay_family@roadrunner.com>

Sent: Sunday, November 22, 2015 10:59 PM

To: CPUC North-South; eric.chiang@cpuc.ca.gov

Subject: Fwd: Public Scoping Comments re: North-South Project

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Good Evening,

Please add the following question as a sub-question of #2 below:

2A. Please provide a comprehensive list of all residential and business addresses that could be within the potential

blast radius in the event of a explosion. Will you be notifying these residents and business owners of the potential

danger posed by this new gas line? How and when will you be notifying them?

Sincerely,

Scott and Sharon Hay

-------- Forwarded Message --------

Subject:Fwd: Public Scoping Comments re: North-South Project

Date:Sun, 22 Nov 2015 01:20:33 -0800

From:Hay_Family <hay_family@roadrunner.com>

To:North-South@ene.com, eric.chiang@cpuc.ca.gov

Public Scoping Comments re: North-South Project

Attention: Eric Chiang

11/21/15

Please include these comments in the Public Scoping Comments re: North-South Project:

1. The recent explosion along the PG&E gas line in Bakersfield - http://abc7.com/news/video-gas-explosion-in-

bakersfield-sends-flames-200-feet-in-air/1084460/ - was on a 30" gas line similar to the one Southern California Gas

Company intends to install for the North-South project. In the event of a breach and ignition of the fuel in the gas line

what will be the radius of the resulting blast?

2. Large portions of this project run within feet of residential neighborhoods and in some cases within a few feet of
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people’s front doors. In the event of an explosion on a 30" gas line in a residential area how many human fatalities

and/or injuries are you predicting with your statistical models?

3. The recent Bakersfield explosion was caused by an individual digging with a tractor in an area where the gas line

was 12 feet below the surface. The average depth along the North-South line is 4 feet. Does this not increase the

risk of a similar incident?

4. We were informed at the October meeting that an electronic cable above the pipeline will relay real-time

information to SoCal Gas in the event of ground movement caused by digging near the pipeline. How many minutes or

hours would it take from the time that movement is detected until a representative from the gas company could arrive

on scene to assess the situation and stop the threat to the pipeline?

5. There are alternate routes through the desert that would almost entirely eliminate the need to run the 30” line near

residential neighborhoods, schools, electrical substations, hospitals, etcetera. Why is the proposed route being used

instead of a route that reduces the risk to life and property?

6. The pipeline crosses several active fault lines that are capable of large magnitude earthquakes. According to an

article from December of 2014 -http://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/news/2014/dec/14/earthquake-sanjacinto-

sanandreas/ - the San Jacinto fault is capable of producing quakes as large as 7.5 – 8.0 depending on the

circumstances. The San Andreas fault is capable of quakes in that same range and larger. At the October meeting we

were told a series of valves could be used to shut off the flow of gas during or after a seismic event to prevent

explosions and fires like the ones seen during the Northridge quakes. There are very few of these valves planned in

these areas according to the maps you have provided (between mile 33 and 57 there are only 5 valves shown on the

maps). What additional measures will you be putting in place to protect those people living adjacent to the pipeline in

the event of a large seismic event? Also, in the event of a large earthquake, what plans do you have in place to

communicate with the valves considering major power outages, breaks in lines, overwhelmed emergency systems,

etc.?

7. The wild burros that roam Reche Canyon are federally protected. How will you prevent them from falling into the

trenches and being injured or killed during the construction phase?

8. The proposed path of the pipeline will block the wild burros in Reche Canyon from their roaming and migration

paths during the construction. How will you ensure that these protected animals are able to migrate, graze and seek

shelter in their normal areas during the construction phase of this project?

9. Porter Ranch has an active major leak currently that apparently was first reported in October of this year, and the

gas company’s response is that “it will take several months to repair”. What guarantees do we have along this new

gas line that this response will not happen? Were these same promises made to Porter Ranch residents? Since it is

already being done to another community, what will keep you from providing the same level of service to Moreno

Valley? If you intend for your response to be different in Moreno Valley, what makes Moreno Valley a different

priority?

10. What accommodations have been made for the Moreno Beach/Reche Canyon Road area of the pipeline which is

only supposed to be four feet deep but runs through a several foot thick bed of silt (soft/constantly moving dirt) in an

official floodplain that during a small rain the runoff from the hills can create trenches five to six feet deep?

11. If there is a problem that doesn’t obliterate my neighborhood, what would the evacuation procedure be for the

area? What compensation would be made by the gas company to affected residents, especially considering these are

large animal keeping properties that would require a lot of time and money to evacuate?

12. What is the danger associated with already having what might be considered a high value target in March Air

Force Base and then adding another target in the high pressure gas line? With a pipeline that is only four feet deep in

soft dirt that could be dug out very quickly, what is the plan to avoid any vulnerability to terrorists?

13. Full disclosure laws when selling a house, or even a potential buyer just looking up the info as a matter of public

record, makes the high pressure gas line an issue when selling our house because people buy properties like ours to
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stay away from such things and all the explosions/potentially dangerous situations reported on the news create a

public perception that lowers the value of our home. What compensation will be made for this?

14. For those of us who have a valid fear of this high pressure gas line (and for good reason – one of your panel

members named “David” during the October 29, 2015 meeting even said you could mitigate some of the risk – thus

admitting that there is risk!!!) what will you do to allay those fears and provide for those of us who will not be able to

live with that risk?

We request that a copy of the initial and final EIR’s with answers to the question above included be mailed to us in its

entirety to:

Scott and Sharon Hay

27780 Locust Avenue

Moreno Valley, CA 92555

Message scanned by the Symantec Email Security service. If you suspect that this email is actually spam,
please send it as an ATTACHMENT to spamsample@messagelabs.com
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Freeman, Emma

From: Sandra <uclasandra@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, November 16, 2015 6:58 AM

To: eric.chiang@cpuc.ca.gov; public.advisor@cpuc.ca.gov; CPUC North-South;

rhhawkins@fs.fed.us

Subject: North-South Pipeline Project

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Good morning honorable gentlemen and everyone else involved in this project.

I am writing in response to this project. I was not able to attend the forum in October because I have to work to
make ends meet; however, after reviewing the proposed project, did anyone consider the path of this project? It is
going through major streets/roadways and I believe two faults. Was the safety of those who live nearby considered?
Any other options? Why not avoid going through the faults? God forbid there is an earthquake or any other form of
earth movement along San Andreas Fault and the gas pipeline cracks, causing a huge explosion. As is, the city of San
Bernardino is currently undergoing a city-wide infrastructure project on our sewer. What precautionary solutions
does this pipeline project come up with? Why going down major streets in San Bernardino and the Reche Canyon?
How will traffic be managed during this project during peak traffic hours? This project is funded by mileage/distance
right? Wouldn't it be less expensive and more logical to avoid the faults and going down a straight path?

These are just some questions that should be considered before starting the proposed pipeline project's route. There
has to be another route. The current route is dangerous and affects many living in this area. Please reconsider the
route, especially down San Bernardino streets and Reche Canyon. It will NOT be a good turnout and many will be
affected.

Thank you for your time and hope my questions and suggestions don't fall on deaf ears.

Sincerely,
A concerned San Bernardino resident/homeowner and voter:
Sandra Ibarra

Thank you.

Message scanned by the Symantec Email Security service. If you suspect that this email is actually spam, please send
it as an ATTACHMENT to spamsample@messagelabs.com
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Freeman, Emma

From: Page Miller <pagemiller@att.net>

Sent: Sunday, November 22, 2015 3:04 PM

To: CPUC North-South

Cc: Evelyn Estrada- Mayor Exec. Asst.; Gary D. Saenz; Georgeann "Gigi" Hanna; Allen J

Parker; San Bernardino City Council; Virginia Marquez; Benito J. Barrios; John

Valdivia; Fred Shorett; Henry Nickel; Rikke Van Johnson; James Mulvihill;

SupervisorRamos@sbcounty.gov; rhhawkins@fs.fed.us; eric.chiang@cpuc.ca.gov

Subject: Oppose North-South Project Gas Pipeline

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

We oppose the proposed route for the North-South Project Gas Pipeline.

Overseeing this project is the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and the San Bernardino
National Forest. We attended a meeting in Highland on May 13, 2015 at the Hampton Inn and Suites, a
location far away from the proposed route. Only one person that we know of in our area received
notification. Neighbors we asked had no clue about a proposed gas pipeline. One couple called to RSVP to
the meeting and was told there was no room. They showed up anyway. A small group of very vocal
community members attended. There were almost more paid facilitators than public. Questions re:
alternative routes and safety issues have not been satisfactorily answered. Basically it was presented as a
done deal with a start date. We specifically asked what political leadership were initially apprised and had
signed off on this North-South Project. We were told the San Bernardino area political leadership knew and
were on board. Suspicions have grown since that meeting. A project of this magnitude must have had
someone in the know in San Bernardino.

We also attended the Oct 27, 2015 scoping meeting at San Gorgonio High.
Again, many neighbors affected by this did not receive notification of scoping meetings and found out from
other sources. People from diverse areas stated so on the record.
One speaker noted that on CPUC's website the gas pipeline is schedule to go down Harrison. Someone on
the panel mentioned that the website route was six months old and there had been changes and it would
in fact go done Valencia Avenue, which has much resistance as Councilman Jim Mulvihill can attest. At the
scoping meeting, residents and business owners from Reche Canyon, 40th Street business corridor,
Valencia Avenue, one of the highest property value areas and community gathering areas for walking and
biking, and Hospitality /Tippecanoe business hub showed up to voice their concerns. Several speakers
noted that questions that have been e-mailed to those in charge of project have had unsatisfactory or no
response.

Safety and transparency are key community concerns.

It certainly appears the CPUC and Gas Co. did not want to have attendance at these meetings. At the
Highland meeting, we suggested you could have had a well attended meeting at the North End Neighbor
Association (NENA) and in fact pointed out the Pres. for you to set up a meeting for all folks concerned in
the 40th Street/ Valencia Avenue area. We pointed out Councilman Mulvihill who confirmed he could
easily have found several venues for free in San Bernardino so all the various affected communities
throughout San Bernardino could attend and be informed. He was not contacted. The red flag must go up.

San Bernardino is a city just coming out of bankruptcy. This gas pipeline is scheduled to literally zigzag
throughout San Bernardino residential, school, business and several major earthquake fault lines including
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the San Andreas. It is apparent no one who actually lives or is familiar with the area planned this route. A
multi-million dollar project that will be paid for by ratepayers needs better answers. It is amazing that the
Gas Co. rarely has a problem sending a bill for gas use at a property location, but they cannot seem to give
proper legal notification to all affected addresses.

We support alternative route suggestions echoed by speakers and the City of San Bernardino's official
letter sent to you: A more direct line from Needles to Blythe; a route more East of the central section of
San Bernardino; or a route following the 215 Freeway corridor. One speaker asked you to put on the
website what routes had been considered and why you chose not to use those routes. That seems like a
good idea for transparency.

Respectfully,
Page Miller & Dr. Joyce Miller

Message scanned by the Symantec Email Security service. If you suspect that this email is actually spam,
please send it as an ATTACHMENT to spamsample@messagelabs.com
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Freeman, Emma

From: Dr. Pamela Miller <drpam@omnivision.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2015 1:48 PM

To: CPUC North-South

Subject: gas line - through San Bernardino, CA

Importance: High

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

I am writing to express very strong opposition to the current location of the Gas Pipeline through a high
density residential and school area of San Bernardino, CA.

The proposed route information was not noticed to all the resident property owners, nor was the changed
proposed route available at the meeting held at San Gorgonio High School October 27, 2015. In fact, only
when asked directly about the route down Valencia Avenue and through Reche Canyon, was the changed
route even acknowledged. Reche Canyon is a very narrow area with limited access to the residents as well.

In addition, the city of San Bernardino was not consulted regarding the proposed pipeline, in total
contradiction to the information given to the attendees both at San Gorgonio as well as the previous
meeting held in Highland (where none of the residents would be affected and with very little notice to
residents).

Rather than directing the gas pipeline through densely populated residential areas, it would be far safer
and make more sense to follow existing freeway rights of way. By either moving the proposed route
slightly to the east or west, it would by-pass high residential and academic school areas, providing less
disruption to the residents and decrease the potential hazard to the population.

A further and substantial concern to the residents is the location of existing known earthquake faults
within the proposed pipeline location.

The individuals responsible for informing the public have been grossly deficient in their responsibilities and
have in fact been very closed-mouthed about the project. They have taken great pains to deliberately hide
information or make it very difficult to obtain. At the very least, they have not been open nor transparent
on this issue.

It is appropriate that the CPUC/Gas Company reconsider relocating the proposed Gas Pipeline to a location
where the residential and school population density is minimal, making this project less disruptive and
substantially safer for all those affected.

Sincerely,

Pamela J. Miller, OD, FAAO, JD, FNAP

6836 Palm Ave
Highland, Ca 92346-2513
(909) 862-4053
(603) 816-9547 (fax)
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Freeman, Emma

From: tprince711@gmail.com on behalf of T Prince <tprince@tprincelaw.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2015 2:41 PM

To: CPUC North-South; eric.chiang@cpuc.ca.gov

Cc: Mayor Carey Davis; supervisorramos@sbcounty.gov; Gigi Hanna; Gary Saenz

Subject: Fwd: North-South Pipeline Project Opposition - San Bernardino route

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Eric Chiang
California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: North-South Project - San Bernardino Alignment

Dear Mr. Chiang:

I am a lifelong resident at 3185 and 3140 Valencia Avenue in San Bernardino. I also own a third residence
within feet of the proposed project at 616 Fairmount Drive (corner of Valencia) in San Bernardino. I am raising
my family, including my two children within feet of the proposed project path.

I sent the emails below along with other efforts to contact So Cal Gas over several months, to seek information
about the project and proposed alignment, provide input and discuss the alignment of the North-South project's
36-inch natural gas distribution line. I attended their meeting in Highland, CA, which was deliberately venued
outside San Bernardino, the County Seat and host of the proposed project. I was assured a reply would be
forthcoming and my input valued, but the reply never came. To this date, I have never received more than a
blandly packaged pre-sort mailer from So Cal Gas which never even mentioned that the project was proposed to
go right in front of my house on Valencia Avenue in San Bernardino.

Valencia Avenue is a vital street to a troubled City facing bankruptcy, social strife, high crime and other social
and economic challenges. Valencia Avenue is the number one street in the City that all City residents are proud
of. The peaceful nature and beauty of the neighborhood began in the early days of this historical City, when it
served as a main thoroughfare housing stately residences and citrus groves.

With the demise of the local citrus industry, Valencia Avenue developed into the most beautiful and quiet
neighborhood in San Bernardino, with stately, historic homes housing large business executives, small business
owners, city officials and other community leaders. Many of San Bernardino's banks, stock brokerages, upper
end stores and other businesses have left the City in the past two decades, heightened by the City's bankruptcy
pending since 2012. San Bernardino is now the poorest City of its size in the Nation. With the exodus from
San Bernardino of so many families with incomes at or above California's median, Valencia Avenue has become
a rare neighborhood for the City which can attract those families and executives so vital to preserving and
expanding San Bernardino's bankrupt, struggling economy.

The path of the proposed pipeline is the primary and most popular route in the entire City of San Bernardino
(210,000 residents) for recreational walking, biking, peaceful quiet time and adjacent golfing. More than a
thousand children traversed Valencia Avenue on Halloween night alone, along with their families, approximately
3,000 people, not including residents and normal traffic.

Parkside Elementary School and Golden Valley Middle School are located adjacent to the Arrowhead Country
Club just to the West of the proposed path. Because of the large golf course, Valencia Avenue is the primary
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transportation route for children attending the schools, many of whom walk to school. I walked to school as a
child over the proposed pipeline and have sent my children, now 11 and 12, on the same path.

My family and I walk over the proposed pipeline on a daily basis, as do hundreds of other residents and families,
for exercise, relaxation and peaceful enjoyment. I have personally walked over the proposed pipeline path tens
of thousands of times, and my neighbors and I have collectively walked over it millions of times.

In a City with deteriorating infrastructure, Valencia Avenue's pavement condition is superior to most other City
streets. It is smooth and has few patches and other cracks and bumps, which is part of why it is so popular for
walking, bicycling and driving. The proposal would not even resurface the entire street, which would leave
Valencia Avenue in inferior condition, a less favorable place to walk, exercise and drive.

San Bernardino is the largest City in Southern California which is traversed by the San Andreas Fault. When the
massive 7.8 magnitude earthquake strikes, which is not just likely but certain, the pipeline proponents cannot
guarantee the safety of the hundreds of residents who exercise, golf and use the street, nor the hundreds of
residents who live adjacent to the pipeline.

The proponents cannot guarantee the safety of those thousands of citizens and families when heavy equipment
uses Valencia Avenue, a main thoroughfare for heavy equipment and vehicles, such as the equipment used to
maintain the flood control district to the East. The recent explosion near Bakersfield serves as a reminder of
this danger and will always be on the minds of residents if this project were somehow allowed to be built as
proposed.

Constructing and maintaining a huge gas pipeline on this street places our City's children and families at
risk. The current proposal also includes other beautiful residential streets right through the heart of San
Bernardino.

Please make So Cal Gas stay off SB residential streets where our children walk to school and our families
live! We don't need another explosion decimating a residential neighborhood and killing our children. We don't
need the noise, dust, traffic disruption, damage to pavement, driveway obstructions, large trucks and heavy
equipment in our most beautiful residential neighborhoods.

Rather than demonstrating disregard for San Bernardino families, economy and culture, So Cal Gas should
locate any needed pipeline through the desert, avoiding San Bernardino, or on the I-215 or other industrial
corridor like other pipelines. The impacts would be far less if San Bernardino residential neighborhoods are
avoided. Please revise the proposal to stay off Valencia Avenue or drop the project in entirety!

Thank you for your consideration.

Timothy P. Prince, Esq.
Tomlinson & Prince, L.L.P.
255 North D Street, Suite 401
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 66
San Bernardino, CA 92402
(909) 888-1000
www.tprincelaw.com

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: T Prince <tprince@tprincelaw.com>
Date: Wed, Sep 23, 2015 at 12:17 PM
Subject: Re: North-South Pipeline Project Opposition - San Bernardino route
To: talk@reliablenaturalgas.com
Cc: Ryan Hagen <ryan.hagen@langnews.com>, "editor@highlandnews.net" <editor@highlandnews.net>,



3

Cassie MacDuff <cmacduff@pe.com>, Gigi Hanna <ghanna69@gmail.com>, Gail Fry
<civicusanews@yahoo.com>, SB Chamber of Commerce <sba.chamber@verizon.net>, Leticia Garcia
<lchavezgarcia@gmail.com>

Mr. Buczkowski:

It has been over a month, and I have not received any acknowledgement, reply nor any response to the
request for information.

As requested more than 45 days ago, please immediately email a link for the route map or email the route map for the North-
South Project proposal showing the route through the City of San Bernardino.

Thank you.

Timothy P. Prince, Esq.
Tomlinson & Prince, L.L.P.
255 North D Street, Suite 401
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 66
San Bernardino, CA 92402
(909) 888-1000
www.tprincelaw.com

On Tue, Aug 4, 2015 at 5:21 PM, T Prince <tprince@tprincelaw.com> wrote:
David Buczkowski
Senior Director, Major Projects
So Cal Gas

Dear Mr. Buczkowski:

I am a homeowner and lifelong resident at 3185 and 3140 Valencia Avenue in San Bernardino. I received your letter
today to justify building a huge gas pipeline on some of the most beautiful residential streets right through the heart of
San Bernardino. The color booklet and letter includes a comment card asking what I think: Please stay off SB
residential streets where our children walk to school and our families live!

We don't need another explosion decimating a residential neighborhood and killing our children. We don't need the
noise, dust, traffic disruption, damage to pavement, driveway obstructions, large trucks and heavy equipment in our
most beautiful residential neighborhoods. Rather than demonstrating disregard for San Bernardino families, you
should locate any needed pipeline through the I-215 or other industrial corridor like other pipelines. Please revise
your proposal to stay off Valencia Avenue or drop the project in entirety!

Thank you for your consideration.

Timothy P. Prince, Esq.
Tomlinson & Prince, L.L.P.
255 North D Street, Suite 401
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 66
San Bernardino, CA 92402
(909) 888-1000
www.tprincelaw.com

Message scanned by the Symantec Email Security service. If you suspect that this email is actually spam,
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Freeman, Emma

From: faveaunt@juno.com

Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 10:26 AM

To: CPUC North-South

Subject: Public scoping comments

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

I would like to give my support for the North-south project. I fully understand the logic behind the proposed
pipeline, and agree that it is very much needed. I only had a few questions, and they were answered at the
information meeting. My biggest concern was about traffic, and those were addressed. This project would be no
worse than any other construction project, causing no more traffic than any other project. Please add the Shrader
Family to your list of supporters.

Gayle Shrader
Moreno Valley, CA
951-402-6657
____________________________________________________________
GavisconÂ® Antacid
Doctor Recommended GavisconÂ® Helps Keep Down Acid For Hours. Try Now!
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3131/564cc2fee10042fd0c6dst04vuc

Message scanned by the Symantec Email Security service. If you suspect that this email is actually spam, please send
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Freeman, Emma

From: Hawkins, Robert - FS <rhhawkins@fs.fed.us>

Sent: Monday, November 23, 2015 12:56 PM

To: CPUC North-South

Subject: FW: proposed gas pipeline

Bob Hawkins
Natural Resource Planner

Forest Service Contractor
Adaptive Management Services Enterprise Team (AMSET)

p: 916-849-8037
rhhawkins@fs.fed.us

154 Sherwood Ct.
Vacaville, CA 95687
www.fs.fed.us

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Ellen Timmreck [mailto:e.timmreck@verizon.net]
Sent: Monday, November 23, 2015 12:32 PM
To: Hawkins, Robert - FS
Subject: proposed gas pipeline

To whom it may concern:

I am very much against the proposed gas pipeline route which will go through San Bernardino.

First of all, if anything should go wrong, and there was to be an explosion, this would be a horrible
disaster! Remember San Bruno? I live about 2 blocks from Kendall, where the pipeline would go,
and I certainly don't want it that close to my home. There are homes and apartments and
businesses all along Kendall and the resulting damage would be enormous.

Also, the proposed route goes through the city of San Bernardino, all on major streets which also
are bordered by businesses and housing. Not only that, but how do you propose to re-route traffic
from these extremely busy streets while this pipeline is installed? It would cause major traffic
problems for months on end.
Kendall Avenue is near a major university (Cal State San Bernardino) and is one of only a couple
of ways to access the campus. Installing a pipeline on Kendall would seriously impact traffic and
make it almost impossible to get around in this part of town for weeks and months on end. This will
cause undue hardship for the many commuter students as well as residents in the neighborhood.

Also, as I'm sure you're aware, the proposed route goes right between two major earthquake
faults, which are both overdue for "the big one." What on earth are you thinking???
You say this will be good for the city and bring jobs, but I feel that would be negated by the
number of residents who might move from the city when they find out the details of this project.

All in all, this is a bad idea. Please find an alternate route which will cause less trouble and
disruption during installation and minimize damage should there be an accident.



2

Sincerely,

Ellen Timmreck
2214 Lake Forest Ct.
San Bernardino, CA 92407

Message scanned by the Symantec Email Security service. If you suspect that this email is actually spam,
please send it as an ATTACHMENT to spamsample@messagelabs.com











































 

 
 
 
 
 
November 20, 2015 
 
 
Public Scoping Comments 
Re: North-South Project 
505 Sansome Street, Suite 300 
San Francisco, California  94111 
 
 
Subject: North-South Project Notice of Preparation Comments 
 
Dear Sir or Madam: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the North-
South Project proposed by Southern California Gas Company and San Diego Gas and Electric.  
The proposed project will cross property owned by Highland Fairview, which will be developed 
as part of the World Logistics Center (WLC), a next-generation, high-cube logistics development 
that will employ an estimated 20,000 people.  The WLC will be located south of State Route 60, 
between Redlands Boulevard and Gilman Springs Road.  The southern boundary is the San 
Jacinto Wildlife Area (the paper street Gato del Sol).  Since the North-South Project proposes to 
cross the WLC development area, adequate care must be undertaken to ensure that the design 
of both projects complement each other. Highland Fairview requests that the following points 
be considered in the design of the project and addressed in the Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS).   
 
Land Use 
With the recent approval of the WLC, the City of Moreno Valley’s General Plan, including the 
Circulation Element, has been amended.  These amendments resulted in significant modification 
of planned roadways within the WLC Specific Plan area.  For instance, Cottonwood Avenue, east 
of Redlands Boulevard, has been removed from the Circulation Element and several new road 
alignments have been added.  The proposed route for the North-South Project does not appear 
to reflect the current status.  The proponents should review the proposed route of the pipeline 
in light of the current alignments in the area and the EIR/EIS should address potential conflicts 
between the proposed project and the City of Moreno Valley’s current General Plan. 
 
Alternative Routes 
The EIR/EIS should consider alternate routes for the project that could have less impact on the 
WLC and therefore less impacts.  For example, a route that follows existing right-of-way, such as 
along Alessandro Boulevard, without bisecting developable parcels, may have fewer impacts 

Highland Fairview 
 
14225 Corporate Way 
Moreno Valley, California  92553 
Tel: 714.824.8039  Fax: 714.824.8040 
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than the proposed route.  Highland Fairview would welcome continued discussion of possible 
routes that would successfully accommodate both the North-South Project and the WLC. 
 
Thank you for including us on your distribution and please continue to include Highland Fairview 
on all notifications regarding the North-South Project, including the release of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
 
If you have any questions, please call me at (714) 824-8039. 
 
Sincerely, 

 

Thomas Jelenić 
Vice President of Planning and Program Management 
 



































































John W. Hiscock, Association Manager  P.O Box 324 Kanab, UT  84741 

Phone: 435-689-1620 E-Mail: ostamgr@gmail.com 
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November 23, 2015 

 
Public Scoping Comments 

RE: North-South Project 

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300 

San Francisco, CA 94111 

 

north-south@ene.com 

 

To whom it may concern: 

 

The following comments are hereby submitted on behalf of the Old Spanish Trail 

Association, a non-profit 26 USC §501 (c)(3) organization with the stated mission 

"To study, preserve, protect, interpret, educate, and promote respectful use of the 

Old Spanish National Historic Trail and closely related historic routes."  The Old 

Spanish National Historic Trail was federally established as a national historic trail 

subject to the provisions of the National Trails System Act in 2002 (see - Public 

Law 107–325 107th Congress; and 16 U.S.C. § 1241, et. seq.).   

As depicted in the North-South Project documents made available at this time, it 

appears that the project footprint is on, adjacent to, or crosses the National Historic 

Trail.  Both the main route of the Old Spanish National Historic Trail and the 

Armijo Branch of said Trail (included in the National Historic Trail designation) 

traverse the Cajon Pass area, and the lands north and south of the Pass.  The Trail 

is designated as "generally depicted on the maps numbered 1 through 9 as 

contained in the report entitled 'Old Spanish Trail National Historic Trail 

Feasibility Study,' dated July 2001, including the Armijo Route . . . ." See 16 
U.S.C. §23(a).   

The National Trails System Act calls for "the identification and protection of the 

historic route and its historic remnants and artifacts for public use and enjoyment." 

See 16 U.S.C. §1242(a)(3).  Any historic "remnants" or "artifacts" related with the 

Trail, and the historic "route" of the Trail are all protected by the NTSA and must 

be considered as a part of the subject federal undertaking.  Even in the absence of 

"remnants" or "artifacts" on the ground, the historic routes of the Trail, its cultural 

landscape, and viewscapes, must be considered and any adverse impacts avoided 

or mitigated. 

The Association and its officers and representatives  request continued information 

and notification of opportunities to comment on the noted project.  Please deliver 
additional information as the project progresses to: 
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John W. Hiscock, Association Manager  P.O Box 324 Kanab, UT  84741 

Phone: 435-689-1620 E-Mail: ostamgr@gmail.com 

John W. Hiscock     

Association Manager 

Old Spanish Trail Assoc. 

P.O. Box 324 

Kanab, UT  84741 

 

ostamgr@gmail.com 

 

Paul McClure 

California Director 

Old Spanish Trail Assoc.  

1601 Calle De Armonia 

San Dimas, CA  91773 

 

espabloaqui@verizon.net 

  

Mark Henderson 

Chair  

Stewardship Committee 

Old Spanish Trail Assoc. 

 

 

markscotthenderson@gmail.com 

 

Paul Ostapuk 

Vice President / Liaison 

Stewardship Committee 

Old Spanish Trail Association 

P.O. Box 3532 

Page, AZ  86040 

 

postapuk@cableone.net 

 

 

 

Nelson Miller 

President 

Mojave River Chapter 

13043 Quapaw Road 

Apple Valley, CA  92308 

 

nemiller47@yahoo.com 

 

 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Paul McClure 

California State Director 

Old Spanish Trail Association 
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3985 University Avenue, Riverside, CA 92501 • Phone: (951) 683-7100 • Fax: (951) 683-2670 
www.riverside-chamber.com 

GREATER RIVERSIDE 

CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE 
__________________________________________________ 

 

The Chamber…building a stronger local economy 

 

November 23, 2015 
 
Mr. Michael Picker, President 
California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
Dear Mr. Picker, 
 
On behalf of the Greater Riverside Chambers of Commerce and our approximately 1,300 members 
representing more than 101,000 employees in the inland Southern California region, I am writing to 
indicate the Chamber’s support in concept for Southern California Gas Company’s (SoCal Gas) efforts to 
construct a North-South transmission pipeline to improve reliability and service delivery in the region’s 
natural gas infrastructure. 
  
SoCal Gas is proposing to upgrade an existing compressor station and build a 65-mile pipeline to connect 
existing east-west delivery systems that run through Adelanto and Moreno Valley. While this project will 
likely require further review of the specific necessary environmental review and mitigations, the Chamber 
can support SoCal Gas’ efforts at this juncture over other competing entities based on their track record of 
strong service and delivery to Southern California businesses and residents. 
 
Moreover, this project is expected to deliver significant economic benefits to Southern California by way 
of $423 million in local spending and the creation of an estimated 3,000 local construction jobs. In the 
longer term, infrastructure development goes a long way towards sustaining economic development by 
ensuring that future development and business growth will have the existing foundation of reliable utility 
service. 
 
Natural gas is well-positioned to complement existing renewable energy generation from wind and solar 
as the state transitions to wider use of renewables following California’s ambitious clean energy goals. 
Natural gas provides a clean, safe supply of energy to fill the gap as needed from renewable sources. In 
addition, natural gas can help further reduce air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions through the use 
of “near zero” natural gas engines for heavy-duty truck transportation. 
 
For these reasons and more, the Chamber urges your positive consideration of SoCal Gas’ efforts to 
improve the region’s natural gas infrastructure. 
 
If I can be of assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Respectfully,  
 
 
 
Cindy Roth 
President/CEO 
 
CR/na 



WARREN D. WILLIAMS 
Genera l Manager-Chief Engineer 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL 
AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT 

November 17, 2015 

Emailed this date to: north-south@ene.com 

Mr. Eric Chiang 
California Public Utilities Commission 
Public Scoping Comments 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

1995 MARKET STREET 
RIVERSIDE, CA 92501 

951.955.1200 
FAX 95 1.788.9965 

www.rcflood.org 

Dear Mr. Chiang: Re: Notice of Preparation/Scoping Notice 
for a Joint Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement for the 
North-South Project 

This letter is written in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Joint Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the North-South Project. Southern California Gas 
Company (SoCalGas) and San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) have submitted an application to the 
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) for the North-South Project, which includes construction, 
operation and maintenance of the following improvements: 

• Replacement of existing infrastructure and installation of new infrastructure at the Adelanto 
Compressor Station 

• Installation of approximately 30,000 horsepower of natural gas compression, new emission control 
equipment and in line inspection tool launcher at the Adelanto compressor Station 

• 36-inch diameter natural gas transmission pipeline from Adelanto to Moreno Valley 
• Multiple station piping modifications 
• Installation of 16 main line block valves 
• Modifications to existing roads, including those used by SoCalGas and other utilities m the San 

Bernardino National Forest 
• Establishment of temporary staging areas adjacent to the proposed project alignment 

As described in the NOP, the project is needed to establish a physical connection between the 
SoCalGas/SDG&E northern and southern gas transmission systems. Without the project, customers on the 
Southern System may face supply-based restrictions. 

The District has the following comments/concerns that should be addressed in the PEIR: 

1. Based on the Google Earth™ file provided to the District on November 16, 2015, portions of the 
project may require access within several of the District's existing right of way. Any work that 
involves District rights of way, easement, or facilities will require an encroachment permit from 
the District. Therefore, the District will likely be a CEQA responsible agency and any potential 
impacts to District facilities should be considered in the EIR/EIS. Please be sure to list the District 
as a public agency whose approval is required in the EIR/EIS as this will help streamline the 
environmental review process when the proponent requests an encroachment permit. To obtain 
further information on encroachment permits or existing facilities, contact Amy McNeill of the 
Operations Engineering Section at 951.955.1266. 



Mr. Eric Chiang 
Re: Notice of Preparation/Scoping Notice 

for a Joint Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement for the 
North-South Project 

-2- November 17, 2015 

2. Portions of the project are within the boundaries of the Western Riverside County Multiple 
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) to which the District is a permittee. For purposes of 
procuring an encroachment permit or other District approval, the project proponent will need to 
demonstrate that all project related activities within the District right of way/easement is consistent 
with the MSHCP or that appropriate mitigation to offset the impacts of the project has been 
provided to the Riverside Conservation Authority. To accomplish this, the EIR/EIS should 
include a MSHCP consistency analysis with all of its supporting documents and provide 
mitigation, as needed, in accordance with all applicable MSHCP requirements. The MSHCP 
consistency report should address, at a minimum, Sections 6.1.2, 6.1.3 , 6.1.4, 6.3.2, 7.3.7, 7.5.3 
and Appendix C of the MSHCP for parcels located within the District's right of way. 

3. The project may impact federal and state jurisdictional features (e.g. , waters of the United States, 
waters of the State, streambeds, wetlands, etc.) within the District's right of way. As part of the 
encroachment permit process, the applicant will also be required to submit proof of applicable 
permits ( 404, 401 , 1602) or documentation that permits are not required to the District prior to the 
issuance of the encroachment permit. Any regulatory permitting requirements pertaining to the 
construction and subsequent operation and maintenance of the project within the District's right of 
way should be reviewed and approved by the District prior to executing the activity. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the NOP. Please forward any subsequent environmental documents 
regarding the project to my attention at this office. Please refer any questions regarding this letter to Kevin 
Cunningham at 951.955 .1526 or me at 951.955.8581. 

KCC:mcv 
P8\200869 

Very truly yours, 

~~.__.,'\...-"":Z-~~-
E n gin ee ring Proje 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GENERATION COALITION 
COMMENT ON

NOTICE OF PREPARATION  
AND SCOPING NOTICE  

for a Joint
Environmental Impact Report /

Environmental Impact Statement  
for the

North-South Project 
Proposed By Southern California Gas Company and

San Diego Gas And Electric Company 

CPUC Application No. 13-12-013 
Forest Service Application No. FCD102314 

In accordance with the Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) and Scoping Notice regarding the 

Southern California Gas Company (“SoCalGas”) and San Diego Gas and Electric Company 

(“SDG&E”) (jointly, “Applicants”) the Southern California Generation Coalition (“SCGC”) 

respectfully submits this comment on the NOP/Scoping Notice. 

SCGC’s comments are contained in the attached SCGC Opening Brief to the California 

Public Utilities Commission (“CPUC”) in Application (“A.”) 13-12-013 and the attached SCGC 

Reply Brief in A.13-12-013.  SCGC hereby incorporates by reference pages 1 through 47 of the 

Opening Brief, and pages 1 through 21 of the Reply Brief.

SCGC’s comments strongly support non-physical alternatives to the construction of the 

Applicants’ proposed North-South Project.  Thus, a No Project/No Action Alternative 

determination would be appropriate.  If, however, contrary to SCGC’s recommendation, the 

Commission and the Forest Service were to determine that a physical alternative was preferable, 

physical alternatives as discussed in the attached portions of the briefs are preferable to the 

Applicants’ proposed North-South Project. 
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SCGC appreciates the opportunity to submit this Comment. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Norman A. Pedersen 
____________________________________
Norman A. Pedersen, Esq. 
HANNA AND MORTON LLP 
444 South Flower Street, Suite 1500 
Los Angeles, California 90071-2916 

Attorneys for the SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 
GENERATION COALITION 

Dated:  November 17, 2015   
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ATTACHMENT A 

SCGC OPENING BRIEF 



 
 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 

Application of Southern California Gas Company 
(U 904 G) and San Diego Gas & Electric Company 
(U 902 G) For Authority To Recover North-South 
Project Revenue Requirement In Customer Rates 
And For Approval Of Related Cost Allocation And 
Rate Design Proposals 
 

 
 
  

A.13-12-013 
  
 
  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GENERATION COALITION 
OPENING BRIEF 

 

 

 

 

 

Norman A. Pedersen, Esq. 
HANNA AND MORTON LLP 
444 South Flower Street, Suite 1500 
Los Angeles, California 90071-2916 
Telephone:  (213) 430-2510 
Facsimile:    (213) 623-3379 
E-mail:  npedersen@hanmor.com 
 
Attorneys for the SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 
GENERATION COALITION 
 

Dated:   September 25, 2015 
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

The Southern California Generation Coalition (“SCGC”) respectfully submits the 

following recommendations: 

� The Commission should reject the proposal by the Southern California Gas 

Company (“SoCalGas”) and San Diego Gas and Electric Company (“SDG&E”) 

(jointly, “Applicants”) to construct the North-South Project insofar as the Project 

is unnecessary to address the threats that the Applicants allege could prevent the 

Applicants from meeting the minimum flow requirement on the Applicants’ 

Southern System and would be vastly more costly for ratepayers than, 

particularly, non-physical alternatives. 

� If, contrary to SCGC’s recommendation, if the Commission were to prefer a 

physical solution for the Southern System minimum flow problem, the 

Commission should direct the Applicants to reconsider their design criteria to 

determine the amount of capacity needed to meet the Southern System minimum 

flow requirement. 

� If, contrary to SCGC’s recommendation, if the Commission were to decide that a 

physical solution rather than a suite of non-physical alternatives is preferable to 

address the Southern System minimum flow requirement, the Commission should 

direct the Applicants to consider the physical solutions that are offered by several 

interstate pipeline and direct the Applicants to either conduct an open season or to 

negotiate with the interested interstate pipeline that offers safe and reliable service 

at the lowest reasonable cost because the physical alternatives proposed by 

interstate pipelines would provide greater flexibility to adjust to accommodate 
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future circumstances than the North-South Project and would avoid burdening 

ratepayers with stranded costs. 

� If, contrary to SCGC’s recommendation, the Commission were to desire a 

physical solution to the Southern System minimum flow requirement that would 

be on the SoCalGas system rather than on a interstate pipeline system, there is a 

on-system alternative to the North-South Project that the Applicants fail to 

mention but which should be considered. 

� Insofar as the North-South Project is unnecessary, if the Applicants are 

nevertheless permitted to proceed with the Project, the cost of the Project should 

not be recovered on a rolled-in basis from the general body of ratepayers but, 

instead, should be recovered on a “let-the-market-decide” basis with incremental 

rates being charged to customers that contract for capacity, most likely in 

conjunction with capacity on Line 3602 and other pipeline segments that would 

provide a 36-inch pipeline path from Adelanto to Otay Mesa at the U.S.-Mexico 

international border for export to Mexico. 

� If the Commission were to permit the Applicants to pursue the North-South 

Project and to recover the costs on a rolled-in basis contrary to SCGC’s 

recommendation, the Applicants should be required to wait to recover any North-

South Project costs until after a reasonableness review in the Applicants’ General 

Rate Case (“GRC”) following completion of the Project. 

� If, contrary to SCGC’s recommendation, the Commission permits SoCalGas to 

proceed with the North-South Project and to recover the cost in rates prior to the 

GRC following Project completion, the Commission should reject the Applicants’ 

proposal to recover the “full cost” of the Project through the interim rates by 
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limiting the Applicants’ rate recovery to the amount of savings that ratepayers 

would realize from placing the North-South Project in operation.  

� The Commission should deny the Applicants’ request to record and recover 

incremental pre-startup operation and maintenance (“O&M”) costs and 

incremental post-startup O&M costs through the proposed North-South Project 

Infrastructure Memorandum Account.  

� If the Commission were to approve the North-South Project with recovery of 

costs on a rolled-in basis, the costs of the project should be capped. 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GENERATION COALITION 
OPENING BRIEF 

 

In accordance with Rule 13.11 of the Rules and Procedure of the California Public 

Utilities Commission (“Commission”) and the Order of Administrative Law Judge Karl J. 

Bemesderfer,1  the Southern California Generation Coalition (“SCGC”) respectfully submits this 

opening brief on issues raised by the Southern California Gas Company (“SoCalGas”) and San 

Diego Gas and Electric Company (“SDG&E”) (jointly, “Applicants”) in their Application (“A.”) 

13-12-13 proposing the North-South Project.  The North-South Project would involve installing 

a new pipeline, the North-South Pipeline, extending from the SoCalGas Adelanto Compressor 

Station to the SoCalGas Moreno Pressure Limiting Station (“Moreno”), and it would involve 

rebuilding the Adelanto Compressor Station.   

The Applicants claim that the North-South Project is needed to maintain reliable service 

to customers that are served through the Applicants’ Southern Transmission System (“Southern 

System”).2  In fact, as discussed below, there is no need for what the Applicants call a “physical 

                                                 
1 Transcript (“Tr.”) 990. 
2 Exhibit (“Ex.”) SCG-2, Marelli Updated Direct Testimony, pp. 20-21. 
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solution” to address the reliability requirements of the Southern System.  The reliability issues 

that the Applicants claim demonstrate a need for the North-South Project could more easily and 

much more economically be addressed with alternatives that would avoid the $621.3 million 

capital expenditure for the North-South Project.   

Furthermore, the minimum flow problem on the Southern System is diminishing. 

Customer deliveries of gas into the Southern System have been increasing ever since the 

Applicants filed the application in this proceeding, the Southern System minimum flow 

requirement has been decreasing, and the cost of meeting the minimum flow requirement has 

been decreasing dramatically. California policies to reduce fossil fuel consumption are likely to 

drive the Southern System minimum flow requirement down dramatically in the future. 

The North-South Project only makes sense only if it is understood to be part of a larger 

project that includes a 36-inch pipeline, Line 3602, that would be built through the SDG&E 

service territory to create a 36-inch pipeline path from the Adelanto Compressor Station to Otay 

Mesa at the international border with Mexico.  If the North-South Project is going to be justified 

as part of a path to transport gas to Mexico, however, the Project should be constructed on a “let 

the market decide” basis with potential transporters contracting for pipeline capacity and paying 

incremental rates.  

If the Commission disagrees with SCGC’s view that there are ample “non-physical” 

solutions to maintain Southern System reliability, several interstate pipelines have made 

proposals to install capacity on their systems which would enable SoCalGas to transport gas 

from its Northern System to the Southern System to meet the reliability needs of the Southern 

System.  The proposals of the interstate pipelines are uniformly superior to the Applicants’ 

proposal to construct the North-South Project insofar as a contract with an interstate pipeline 

could be adjusted when the contract comes up for renewal so that the Applicants could take less 
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capacity as Southern System demand declines and the need for gas to meet the Southern System 

minimum flow requirement declines with it.   

If the Commission is inclined to favor a physical alternative for addressing Southern 

System reliability and would prefer to have the Applicants rather than an interstate pipeline 

install capacity to meet the Southern System minimum flow requirement, there is a clearly viable 

alternative to the North-South Project that would involve more modest looping of an existing 

pipeline path from the Honor Rancho storage field on the Applicants’ Northern System to 

Moreno but would have all the benefits that the Applicants allege for the North-South Project..  

If, contrary to SCGC’s recommendation, the Commission were to approve rather than 

reject the proposed North-South Project, there are a number of rate-related issues that would 

need to be addressed.  However none of these issues would need to be addressed if the 

Commission would take the appropriate action and reject the North-South Project.   

II. BACKGROUND. 

On December 20, 2013, the Applicants filed A.13-12-013 to propose the North-South 

Project which, at that time, would consist of constructing a new 36-inch pipeline from the 

Adelanto Compressor Station to Moreno, rebuilding the Adelanto Compressor Station to provide 

30,000 horsepower of compression, and installing 31 miles of transmission pipeline east of 

Moreno.3  On November 12, 2014, the Applicants filed Updated Testimony that eliminated the 

installation of 31 miles of transmission pipeline east of Moreno.4  Additionally, the Applicants 

adjusted the estimated direct costs for the remaining two components of the North-South Project.  

The estimated direct cost for the North-South Pipeline increased from $331.8 million in 2013 to 

                                                 
3 A.13-12-013, p. 13. 
4 Ex. SCG-6, Bisi Updated Direct Testimony, p. 10. 
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$484.5 million in 2014.5  The estimated direct cost for the Adelanto Compressor Station upgrade 

increased from $110.7 million to $136.8 million.6   

The Applicants allege that the North-South Project is needed to meet the minimum flow 

requirements on the Southern System.  Minimum supplies of flowing gas are required when the 

supplies of flowing gas delivered to the receipt points on the Southern System, Ehrenburg 

(alternatively called “Blythe”), North Baja, and Otay Mesa, are insufficient to meet the total 

demand on the Southern System less the flowing supplies that are available through connections 

with the SoCalGas Northern System.   

The Applicants currently have the ability to transport on average 280 MMcf/d of gas 

supplies from their Northern System to the Southern System to help meet Southern System 

demand.  On average, 200 MMcf/d can be transported through the Chino and Prado valve 

stations from the Northern System to the Southern System.7  However, the amount of gas that is 

available through Chino and Prado on a daily basis varies due to the system conditions.8  An 

additional 80 MMcf/d can be transported across SoCalGas Line 6916 from the Northern System 

to Southern System.9   

The proposed North-South Project would be sized to permit the delivery of 800 MMcf/d 

from the Northern System to the Southern System, 344 MMcf/d more than would be the design 

capacity of the pipeline if a 1-in-10 year cold day demand forecast were used to design the 

Project.10   

                                                 
5 Ex. SCG-3, Buczkowski Updated Direct Testimony, p. 2.  
6 Ibid, p. 3. 
7 Ex. SCG-6, Bisi Updated Direct Testimony, p. 6; Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, p. 6. 
8 Ibid. 
9 Ex. SCG-6, Bisi Updated Direct Testimony, p. 7. 
10 Ibid, p. 10, footnote 5. 
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The North-South Project would enhance the ability of the Applicants to deliver the gas 

from the Northern System to Mexico through the Otay Mesa interconnection point at the 

international border if the Commission approved the construction of the a 36-inch pipeline that 

the Applicants call “Line 3602.”11  The Applicants originally proposed to build the 36-inch Line 

3602 as part of their Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan (“PSEP”) that was considered in A.11-

11-002 and addressed by the Commission in D.14-06-007 (June 12, 2014).  The following figure 

shows were the two proposed pipelines would be located:12 

 

If both the North-South Project and Line 3602 were approved and constructed, the Applicants 

would have a major 36-inch transmission pathway available to export significant quantities of 

natural gas from their Northern System through the Southern System to Mexico.13 

                                                 
11 Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, p. 5. 
12 SoCalGas Advice Letter 4666 (“Advice 4666”), Post-Forum Report in Compliance with D.09-11-006, 

Appendix A, Attachment 2, p. 36 (July 7, 2014). 
13 Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, p. 5. 
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III. THE APPLICANTS ADVOCATE THE NORTH-SOUTH PROJECT AS A 
SOLUTION TO FOUR DISTINCT THREATS TO MAINTAING SOUTHERN 
SYSTEM RELIABILITY, BUT THE PROJECT IS UNNECESSARY TO 
ADDRESS ANY OF THE THREATS. 

The Applicants allege a number of threats to reliable deliveries from the El Paso Natural 

Gas Company (“El Paso”) South Mainline to the SoCalGas’ Southern System at Ehrenberg in 

attempting to justify the North-South Project.  First, the Applicants claim there is a threat that 

flowing supplies will not be available for delivery to Ehrenberg over the long term as El Paso 

increases deliveries to Mexico.14  Second, the Applicants claim there is a threat that gas supplies 

may not be available at Ehrenberg under adverse market conditions resulting from adverse 

weather conditions.15  Third, the Applicants claim there is a threat that force majeure events may 

limit El Paso’s ability to deliver gas supplies to SoCalGas at Ehrenberg.16  Fourth, the Applicants 

claim there is a threat that system limitations on the Southern System itself may limit deliveries 

of gas to customers.17  A balanced analysis of these alleged threats reveals that the North-South 

Project would either be an unnecessarily expensive solution to the extent to which there is any 

substance to the alleged threats or in some instances would not address the alleged threat at all.  

A. Problem 1: The Threat that Flowing Supplies May Not be Available for 
Delivery into the SoCalGas System at Ehrenberg over the Long Term. 

The Applicants argue that upstream demand for delivering flowing supply through the El 

Paso South Mainline into Mexico threatens the availability of flowing supply for delivery into 

the SoCalGas Southern System at Ehrenberg.  The Applicants’ witness Chaudhury stated that in 

2012 the daily gas flows from the United States to Mexico through the El Paso South Mainline 

                                                 
14 Ex. SCG-1, Cho Updated Direct Testimony, p. 4; Ex. SCG-5 Chaudhury Direct Testimony, p. 6. 
15 Ex. SCG-2, Marelli Updated Direct Testimony, p. 10. 
16 Ibid, p. 8. 
17 Ibid, p. 9. 
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averaged approximately 637 MMcf/d.18  In his direct testimony, the Applicants’ witness 

Chaudhury projected that gas flows from the El Paso South Mainline could increase by 

approximately 1.0 Bcf by the end of 2025.19  In his rebuttal testimony, witness Chaudhury said 

that Kinder Morgan projects incremental Mexican gas demand of up to 2.2 Bcf/d by 2025 that 

could be served through the El Paso system.20  Mr. Chaudhury concluded that the additional 

exports from the El Paso South Mainline into Mexico will “compete directly with available 

supplies into Ehrenberg,” resulting in “substantially lower flowing supplies available to reach 

Ehrenberg.”21   

Witness Chaudhury’s concerns about insufficient gas supplies are unwarranted.  To date, 

increased deliveries into Mexico off of the El Paso South Mainline have not resulted in 

decreased deliveries in SoCalGas at Ehrenberg.  In the future, gas production in the Permian 

Basin which is delivered into the El Paso system is projected to increase dramatically.  

Additionally, the reversal of flow on interstate pipelines to bring gas from northern states to 

Texas for redelivery into Mexico will result in additional supplies to support deliveries to 

Mexico.  Lastly, developments in Mexico are likely to lead to increasing Mexican supplies to 

serve Mexican demand in competition with gas imported from the United States.   

1. Increased Deliveries from the El Paso South Mainline Into Mexico 
Have Not Correlated With any Decrease in Deliveries Through the El 
Paso South Mainline to Ehrenberg. 

So far, increased deliveries into Mexico have not resulted in a decrease of deliveries into 

the SoCalGas system at Ehrenberg.  Witness Chaudhury said that during 2012, the daily gas 

flows from the United States to Mexico through the El Paso South Mainline averaged 

                                                 
18 Ex. SCG-5, Chaudhury Direct Testimony, p. 5. 
19 Ibid. 
20 Ex. SCG-14, Chaudhury Rebuttal on Alternatives, p. 5.  
21 Ex. SCG-5, Chaudhury Direct Testimony, p. 6. 
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approximately 637 MMcf/d.22  He testified that 2014 deliveries through the El Paso South 

Mainline into Mexico increased to approximately 900 MMcf/d.23  However, SCGC witness Yap 

produced graphs showing that deliveries from El Paso into the SoCalGas system at Ehrenberg 

increased in 2014 in comparison to both 2012 and 2013, and witness Chaudhury agreed.24  Thus, 

so far, increased deliveries to Mexico have not correlated with decreased deliveries to Ehrenberg. 

2. The Projected Increase in Permian Basin Gas Supply Will Meet 
Increased Mexican Demand. 

The projected increase in gas production in the Permian Basin, which is connected 

directly to the El Paso South Mainline, will be sufficient to meet the increasing demand for gas 

off of the El Paso South Mainline for delivery to Mexico.25  The Permian Basin has produced oil 

and natural gas for over 90 years.26  However, according to the Texas Railroad Commission, due 

to the use of enhanced recovery practices, experts project that the Permian Basin contains 

recoverable oil and natural gas resources that exceed what has been produced over the last ninety 

years.27   

SCGC witness Yap presented supply forecasts for the Permian Basin which show three 

levels of projected increases in gas production between 2013 and 2023.  The baseline projection 

shows an increase of 2.2 Bcf/d by 2023 above the 2013 projection level.28  That increase in 

production would be double the increase in Mexican demand that witness Chaudhury projected 

in his direct testimony and about equal to the increase that witness Chaudhury said in rebuttal 

                                                 
22 Ex. SCG-3, Chaudhury Direct Testimony, p. 5. 
23 Tr. 853 (Applicants/Chaudhury). 
24 Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 10 (Figure 3, Maintaining Southern System 

Deliveries); Tr. 855 (Applicants/Chaudhury). 
25 Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, p. 8. 
26 Ibid. 
27 Ibid. 
28 Ibid, p. 10. 
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testimony was being projected by Kinder Morgan by 2025.  The high projection showed an 

increase of 3.0 Bcf/d in gas production in the Permian Basin in 2023.29   

3. The Reversal of Flow on Interstate Pipelines to Bring Northern Shale 
Gas to Texas Will Make Additional Supplies Available to Meet 
Mexican Demand. 

Witness Chaudhury referred to a presentation at a January, 2015, analyst conference by 

the President of Kinder Morgan’s Natural Gas Pipeline Group.30  The Kinder Morgan 

presentation projected a dramatic development.   

Tennessee Gas Pipeline is major pipeline system that historically transported gas from 

Louisiana, the Gulf of Mexico, and south Texas to the northeast of the United States.31  The 

pipeline passes through the Marcellus shale formation, which is now regarded as the largest 

source of domestic gas yet discovered in the United States.32  The Kinder Morgan presentation 

showed two projects that would reverse the flow on various legs of Tennessee Gas Pipeline so 

that shale gas could be transported from the northeast to Texas and Louisiana.33  The commercial 

benefit of the $187.3 million “South System Flexibility Project” was explained as follows: 

“Provides more than 900 miles of north-to-south transportation capacity on the TGP system from 

Tennessee to south Texas and expand transportation service to Mexico.”34   

When questioned about the reversal of flow on the Tennessee Gas Pipeline to bring shale 

gas from the north to Texas, witness Chaudhury agreed that the shale gas would be available to 

Mexican markets and also, would tend to push Permian Basin gas west to El Paso’s traditional 

Arizona and California customers as well as to Mexico: 

                                                 
29 Ibid. 
30 Ex. SCG-14, Chaudhury Rebuttal on Alternatives, p. 5. 
31 Tr. 857 (Applicants/Chaudhury). 
32 Tr. 858 (Applicants/Chaudhury). 
33 Ex. SCGC-11, Kinder Morgan 1/28/15 Analysist Conference, Slides 11, 14. 
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Q Would you agree that projects that will bring gas supply 
from the north to the traditional supply regions in Texas 
and Louisiana will tend to increase gas supply available to 
Mexican markets? 

A Potentially, yes. 

Q  And would you agree that projects such as these will tend 
to push Permian Basin gas in Texas west to El Paso’s 
traditional Arizona and California customers as well as to 
Mexico? 

A Possibly, yes.35 

4. Constitutional Reforms in Mexico May Lead to Increased Natural 
Gas Production in Mexico which Would Compete with Imports from 
the United States.  

There is now a possibility that, in addition to abundant U.S. supplies to meet Mexican 

demand for gas, Mexico may develop its own gas reserves.  Witness Chaudhury said: “In 

December 2013, Mexico passed a constitutional reform that will allow foreign companies to 

share profits with PEMEX and explore and drill for oil and natural gas in Mexico.  This reform 

could provide PEMEX with some of the expertise and equipment to properly extract its natural 

gas resources instead of having to rely on imports from the United States.”36   

Mr. Chaudhury attempted to downplay the potential impact of the constitutional reform 

in Mexico.  He said that “gas production is not a priority for PEMEX as PEMEX remains 

focused on higher-value oil expiration and oil production activities,” and he claimed there is a 

“consensus of the natural gas market that in fact, natural gas exports to Mexico will continue to 

increase beyond 2019.”37   

                                                                                                                                                             
34 Ibid, Slide 14. 
35 Tr. 860 (Applicants/Chaudhury). 
36 Ex. SCG-14, Chaudhury Rebuttal on Alternatives, p. 7. 
37 Ibid, p. 8. 
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However, there is certainly not a complete consensus that gas exports to Mexico will 

continue to increase.  The California Energy Commission (“CEC”) staff projects flat or declining 

demand for US exports to Mexico for the period 2019 to 2025.38  SCGC witness Yap explained 

that Mexico has “considerable natural gas reserves available for development,” and Mexico’s 

pipeline network that currently imports gas supplies from the United States could be modified to 

access a number of the Mexican supply basins that are located along the border near southern 

and southwestern Texas.39  Ms. Yap observed that, ironically, the North-South Project is 

projected to be completed precisely when the CEC staff projects a flattening of Mexican demand 

for U.S. gas:  

The Applicants project a late 2019 completion date for the North-
South Project.  Thus, ironically, the Project would become 
available when, according to the CEC staff presentation, deliveries 
into Mexico flatten and head into a period of decline.  Meanwhile, 
Permian gas production would continue to grow, resulting in even 
more gas supplies from the Permian Basin being available for 
delivery at Ehrenberg.40 

5. Given that There Will Be Adequate Supplies to Satisfy Mexican 
Demand and Also to Continue to Provide Gas to El Paso’s Traditional 
Customers Including California, There Are a Number of Alternatives 
to Assure that El Paso South Mainline Capacity Will be Available to 
Transport the Supplies to Ehrenberg.  

Having established that there will be adequate flowing supplies to meet the demand of the 

new Mexican market for natural gas and to simultaneously supply El Paso’s traditional markets 

including California, witness Yap observed that firm transportation rights on the El Paso South 

Mainline to Ehrenberg are needed to assure delivery of supplies to Ehrenberg.41  Ms. Yap said 

that as of the date of her testimony, March 23, 2015, transportation customers held 805 Mdth/d 

                                                 
38 Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, p. 11 (Figure 4). 
39 Ibid, p. 11. 
40 Ibid. 
41 Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, p. 12. 
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of firm capacity rights on the El Paso South Mainline for delivery to Ehrenberg.42  The 805 

Mdth/d is more than sufficient to meet the minimum flow requirements for the Southern 

System,43 which averaged 503 MDth/d in 2014.44 

If firm transportation rights are maintained to Ehrenberg, El Paso could not divert South 

Mainline capacity that is required to support firm deliveries to Ehrenberg.45  To the extent the 

firm capacity is reserved to Ehrenberg on the South Mainline, if El Paso were to expand its 

deliveries to either the east-of-California customers or Mexican markets, El Paso would have to 

increase its upstream delivery capability so it could simultaneously support its firm deliveries to 

California and its firm deliveries to the east-of-California or Mexican markets.46   

Witness Yap identified a number of alternatives to assure that capacity would be 

available on the El Paso South Mainline to transport gas to Ehrenberg.  An obvious solution to 

assure that adequate firm capacity is maintained on the El Paso South Mainline to serve the 

core’s portion of the Southern System minimum flow requirement is to extend the Memorandum 

in Lieu of Contract (“MILC”) between the Applicants’ System Operator and the Applicants’ Gas 

Acquisition Department over a longer term than the current one year.47   

The MILC makes Gas Acquisition responsible on a daily basis for maintaining sufficient 

flows of gas into the Southern System to meet core requirements.48  In exchange, System 

Reliability Memorandum Account (“SRMA”) balances are not recovered from the core.49  

                                                 
42 Ibid. 
43 Ibid. 
44 Ex. SCGC-9, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting,  p. 9 (Figure 1). 
45 Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, p. 13, citing 108 FERC ¶ 61, 024, slip op. at 7, 8 (July 8, 

2004). 
46 Ibid. 
47 Ibid. 
48 Ibid, citing Resolution G-3485, p. 1. 
49 Ibid. 
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Currently, the one year MILC between the System Operator and Gas Acquisition is renewed on 

an “evergreen” basis each year until October 31, 2016.50  Gas Acquisition holds firm capacity 

rights for deliveries to Ehrenberg to assure that Gas Acquisition can meet its delivery obligations 

under the MILC.51 

However, while the MILCs can be used to assure, through Gas Acquisition, that adequate 

firm rights will be held to maintain deliveries to meet the core’s share of the minimum flow 

requirement, it would still be necessary to assure that firm capacity rights are maintained on the 

El Paso South Mainline to satisfy the noncore share of the Southern System minimum flow 

requirement.  There are a number of alternatives to assure adequate capacity is retained to meet 

the Southern System minimum flow requirement for noncore customers.  

a. Continue Using Baseload Contracts to Assure Adequate Firm 
Capacity Rights Are Held to Ehrenberg to Meet the Noncore 
Share of the Southern System Minimum Flow Requirements. 

 One option to assure that adequate capacity is held on the El Paso South Mainline to meet 

the Southern System minimum flow requirement for noncore customers would be to continue 

using annual baseload contracts similar to the contracts proposed by SoCalGas in its Advice 

Letter No. 4516 and approved by the Commission in Resolution Number G-3487.52  Under the 

baseload contracts, the System Operator relies upon the contracted suppliers to maintain capacity 

rights on the El Paso South Mainline to Ehrenberg to assure deliveries into the Southern System 

during the contract period.53  SoCalGas is currently authorized to obtain 255 Mdth/d in baseload 

                                                 
50 Ibid. 
51 Ibid, p. 12. 
52 Ibid, p. 14. 
53 Ibid, p. 14. 
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contracts for the winter season.54  The net cost of 255 Mdth/d of purchases under the baseload 

contracts was $3.9 million for the winter, December, 2013, through March, 2014.55 

SCGC witness Yap suggested that the use of spot purchases instead of baseload contracts 

to maintain the Southern System reliability for noncore customers during the summer months 

should be monitored to determine whether, at some point, it may be appropriate to enter into 

baseload contracts for the summer months as well as the winter months.56  In their Advice Letter 

No. 4666, the Applicants demonstrated that baseload contracts would have been a cost-effective 

substitute for purchases of spot gas supplies during the summer of 2013.57  Also, having the 

baseload contracts for the summer as well as the winter may further incentivize market 

participants to maintain firm capacity on the El Paso South Mainline to Ehrenberg because more 

months out of the year would be covered by baseload contracts.58 

Additionally, SCGC witness Yap suggested considering baseload contracts that cover 

more than one year at a time.59  Longer term contracts for summer and winter may yet further 

incentivize market participants to hold frim capacity rights on the El Paso South Mainline to 

Ehrenberg.60   

Given the experience to date with the reliability and relatively low net cost of baseload 

contracts, $3.9 million for the winter 2013-2014, the net cost of baseload contracts even if 

                                                 
54 SoCalGas Rule 41.18 (Sheet 6). 
55 Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, p. 14. 
56 Ibid. 
57 Ibid. 
58 Ibid, pp. 14-15. 
59 Ibid, p. 15. 
60 Ibid. 
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expanded to cover the summer as well as the winter seasons would be vastly lower than the 

projected $133 million first year revenue requirement for the North-South Project.61   

b. Alternative: Have the Applicants’ System Operator Hold Firm 
Capacity Rights on the El Paso South Mainline to Ehrenberg 
to Meet the Southern System Minimum Flow Requirement for 
Noncore Customers. 

An alternative to using baseload contracts to indirectly assure retention of firm capacity 

rights to Ehrenberg would be to have the Applicants’ System Operator contract directly for firm 

capacity rights to Ehrenberg.  Several years ago, the Commission addressed the problem of 

preserving firm capacity rights on the El Paso system to California by directing utilities to 

contract for firm El Paso capacity.  In Decision (“D.”) 02-07-037, the Commission directed 

“natural gas and large electric utilities to sign up for proportionate amounts of El Paso turned 

back capacity at specified delivery points to the extent that California replacement shippers do 

not sign up for the turned back capacity.”62 

If the Applicants’ System Operator were to obtain capacity up to the level that is required 

to meet the noncore’s share of the minimum flow requirement, the System Operator could 

reasonably expect to hold contracts with relatively short terms such as three to five years with 

Rights of First Refusal (“ROFR”). 63  Under the regulations of the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission (“FERC”), a ROFR must be included in the contract of a customer who contracts 

for capacity at the maximum rate for at least a one-year term.64  A ROFR may also be included in 

negotiated contracts for less than the maximum rate.65   

                                                 
61 Ibid. 
62 D.02-07-037, p. 1 (July 17, 2002). 
63 Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, p. 16. 
64 Tr. 977 (El Paso/Sanabria).  
65 Tr. 979 (El Paso/Sanabria). 



16 
300216001 09252015 Opening Brief   

Shorter term contracts with ROFRs would ensure that the System Operator would be able 

to respond to changes in noncore load levels and market circumstances periodically while 

assuring that the System Operator would be able to maintain capacity on the El Paso South 

Mainline upon termination of a contract through the exercise of a ROFR.66  Witness Yap 

observed that relatively short contract terms of three to five years are fairly common for the 

reservation of existing pipeline capacity.67   

If the System Operator itself held firm capacity rights on the El Paso South Mainline to 

Ehrenberg to meet the Southern System minimum flow requirements for noncore customers, the 

System Operator would have a variety of options for using the capacity.  The System Operator 

could directly purchase gas from, for example, Permian Basin producers and then resell those gas 

supplies at the SoCalGas Citygate.68  Alternatively, the System Operator could retain one or 

more asset managers to perform the buy-sell activities using the System Operator’s capacity, 

with the asset manager or managers being compensated with a percentage of the profit generated 

by the buy-sell activities.69  The System Operator could obtain bids for asset manager services 

for annual periods or for longer terms, depending on which would be most economical for 

ratepayers.70   

SCGC witness Yap calculated that buying gas in the Permian Basin and then reselling the 

gas at the SoCalGas Citygate would generate nearly $51 million per year.71  After taking into 

account the cost associated with holding 255 Mdth/d of capacity rights to Ehrenberg and the 

                                                 
66 Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, p. 14. 
67 Ibid. 
68 Ibid, p. 17. 
69 Ibid, pp. 16-17. 
70 Ibid, p. 17. 
71 Ibid. 
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costs of an asset manager, the total annual net cost would be $17.5 million.72  Thus, the total 

annual net cost of maintaining capacity rights to Ehrenberg and of retaining an asset manager to 

perform buy-sell activities would be far less than the projected $133 million first year revenue 

requirement associated with the North-South Project.73 

B. Problem 2: The Threat that Gas Supplies May Not be Delivered to 
Ehrenberg under Adverse Market Conditions Caused by Adverse Weather 
Conditions. 

The Applicants argue that deliveries to Ehrenberg may be limited when severe winter 

weather causes large pricing disparities between the SoCalGas Citygate and points east of 

California, resulting in the SoCalGas Citygate market being outbid in daily gas markets for 

several days during each event.74  The Applicants point to an event that occurred in December, 

2013, in which gas flowed east because the SoCalGas Citygate market was outbid by eastern 

markets.75  December 5-10, 2013, was a period of extremely cold weather in the central United 

States.76  The cold weather east of California drove the daily spot prices in those markets to 

levels that were in excess of the prices at the SoCalGas Citygate, attracting gas supplies east 

from California.77   

However, supplies of natural gas to SoCalGas’ Southern System remained high while 

volumes of gas delivered to the SoCalGas Northern System plummeted, particularly on 

December 6 and 7, 2013.78  The Applicants already had available to them tools that were 

adequate to maintain reliable gas supplies to the Southern System. The System Operator relied 

                                                 
72 Ibid. 
73 Ibid. 
74 Ex. SCG-2, Marelli Updated Direct Testimony, p. 10. 
75 Ibid. 
76 Ex. SCG-2, Marelli Updated Direct Testimony, p. 10. 
77 Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, p. 19. 
78 Ibid. 
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upon the MILC to ensure deliveries of gas to meet the core’s portion of the Southern System 

minimum flow requirement, and the System Operator relied upon baseload contracts to meet the 

noncore’s portion of the Southern System minimum flow requirement.79 Baseload contracts use 

bid-week indices for pricing gas supplies to maintain the noncore’s share of the Southern System 

flow requirement,80 and bid-week purchases are for a month’s supply of gas.81  Thus, bid-week 

purchases avoid the risks inherent in relying upon the daily spot market.82  The System Operator 

supplemented the flows of gas under the MILC and the baseload contracts with some spot 

purchases, but the spot purchases were limited.83 

Even though the MILC in combination with SoCalGas’ baseload contracts and some spot 

purchases provided sufficient flowing supplies to the Southern System during the adverse event 

that occurred in December, 2013, a “curtailment watch” was called for the Southern System 

during the December, 2013 event.84 The Applicants claim that “the inability to get storage gas 

was largely responsible for the curtailment watch for this area.”85  However, after questioning, 

the Applicants admitted that even if the North-South Project had been in existence in December, 

2013, it would not have eliminated the curtailment watch: 

With respect to the testimony on page 10, lines 9-16, SoCalGas 
and SDG&E do not believe that either the North-South Project 
Pipeline nor deliveries from Honor Rancho would have been able 
to support the Southern System on December 9, 2013.  SoCalGas 
and SDG&E were short of supply across their entire system during 
that event, and there were no supplies available on its Northern 

                                                 
79 Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, p. 18. 
80 Ibid. 
81 Ibid. 
82 Ibid. 
83 Ibid. 
84 Ex. SCG-2, Marelli Updated Direct Testimony, p. 10. 
85 Ibid. 
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System to transport to the Southern System.86 

Thus, the North-South Project would not have prevented the curtailment watch that was declared 

for the Southern System in the December 5-10, 2013 adverse weather event. 

The successful use of the MILC and the baseload contracts to maintain service to the 

Southern System under the difficult conditions in December, 2013, demonstrate that there are 

clear alternatives to the North-South Project to address the threat of supply short falls into the 

Southern System under adverse market conditions caused by adverse market weather conditions.  

The alternatives to the North-South Project are the same as the alternatives that can ensure that 

gas will be available to assure that flowing supplies will reach Ehrenberg as discussed above.  

The Applicants’ System Operator can continue to use the current measures for meeting the 

Southern System reliability requirement, the MILC for the core and the baseload contracts for 

the noncore, supplemented with spot purchases as necessary.87   

As suggested by witness Yap, the baseload contracts could be extended to the summer 

season and, additionally, could be executed for terms longer than one year, potentially 

encouraging the holders of the baseload contracts to take additional steps to assure that capacity 

would be held on the El Paso South Mainline to maintain deliveries at SoCalGas at Ehrenberg.  

An alternative to baseload contracts to meeting the Southern System minimum flow 

requirement for noncore customers would be for the System Operator to contract directly for 

interstate pipeline capacity to permit gas purchases in supply basins for resale into the SoCalGas 

Citygate market.  As discussed above, purchasing gas in supply basins and reselling the gas at 

the Citygate would produce net revenues to offset the cost of holding capacity rights and offset 

the cost of hiring an asset manager to handle the buy-sell arrangements. 

                                                 
86 Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, Attachment D, SoCalGas/SDG&E Response to SCGC-04, 

Q.4.16. 
87 Ibid. 
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C. Problem 3: The Threat that Force Majeure Events on the El Paso System 
Might Limit Deliveries to Ehrenberg. 

El Paso provides highly reliable gas transmission service.  El Paso analyzed its daily 

nomination data and determined its reliability levels for the years 2011 through 2013 for 

deliveries to both Ehrenberg on the El Paso South Mainline and to Topock on the El Paso North 

Mainline.88  The average of the reliability numbers yields an overall percentage of approximately 

99.85 percent, with which the Applicants’ witness Chaudhury agreed.89   

Nevertheless, the Applicants attempt to claim that there are problems with El Paso’s 

operational reliability.  They point to a singular supply basin freeze-up event that occurred 

during February, 2011, that resulted in a curtailment on the Southern System.  They characterize 

the February 1-5, 2011 event as a prime example of the need the Southern System to be linked to 

SoCalGas’ storage fields through the North-South Project:  

During the Southwest Cold Weather Event of February 1-5, 2011, 
extreme cold weather caused well freeze offs upstream of the 
SoCalGas system.  Gas deliveries into the SoCalGas system were 
at a historic low throughout the SoCalGas territory, yet the ensuing 
curtailment was confined to the Southern System because the 
demand in the remainder of the system was met by storage 
withdrawals.90   

The February, 2011, freeze-up was an exceptionally severe weather event.  Given the 

extent of weather-related events east of California, the System Operator was unable to obtain 

sufficient gas supplies to meet Southern System minimum flow requirements, causing the 

System Operator to curtail 200 MMcf/d of noncore usage on the Southern System on February 3, 

                                                 
88 Ex. EP-1, Sanabria Direct Testimony, p. 9. 
89 Tr. 882 (Applicants/Chaudhury). 
90 Ex. SCG-2, Marelli Updated Direct Testimony, p. 8 (emphasis in original). 
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2011.91  However, the Applicants admit that the North-South Project would not have of 

prevented the February 3, 2011 curtailment on the Southern System: 

With respect to the testimony on Page 8 lines 11-21 and page 9, 
lines 1-4, SoCalGas and SDG&E do not believe that either the 
North-South pipeline or deliveries from Honor Rancho would have 
been able to support the Southern System on February 2 and 3, 
2011.  SoCalGas and SDG&E were short of supply across their 
entire system during that event, and there were no supplies 
available on its Northern System to transport to the Southern 
System.92 

 The MILC for core customers and baseload contracts for noncore customers were not in 

place for the winter, 2013-2014, but they would probably not have eliminated the curtailment on 

the Southern System, either.93  The severe cold that caused the February, 2011, freeze-up had an 

impact on all its supply basins serving California, although the Permian Basin was hit 

particularly hard, with production declines that exceeded 50 percent on February 5, 2011.94  

SCGC witness Yap examined historical data on freeze-up events and concluded that the 

likelihood of an event that would have as great an impact as the February, 2011 freeze-up is no 

more than 1-in-30 years.95  Given the infrequency of events such as the February, 2011 event, 

Ms. Yap questioned whether any ameliorative action is warranted.  She recognized that in the 

absence of action, a curtailment might take place, but if it did occur, it would be an “extremely 

rare event” and, furthermore, would affect only noncore customers.96  The North-South Project is 

a very expensive solution, particularly in light of the fact that the Applicants admit that if the 

                                                 
91 Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, p. 25. 
92 Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, Attachment E, SoCalGas/SDG&E Response to Data 

Request SCGC-10, Q.10.1. 
93 Ibid, p. 26. 
94 Ibid. 
95 Ibid. 
96 Ibid, p. 28. 
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North-South Project had been in place in 2011, it would not have prevented the 200 MMcf/d 

curtailment on the Southern System.97 

If the Commission were to decide, contrary to witness Yap’s implicit recommendation, 

that some action should be taken to address highly infrequent occurrences such as the February, 

2011 freeze up, witness Yap pointed out that there were solutions, none of which involve the 

North-South Project.  One would be to authorize the Applicants to buy gas from liquefied natural 

gas (“LNG”) importers who deliver gas from the Costa Azul LNG regasification facility near 

Ensenada in Baja California.98  Costa Azul can gasify up to 1 Bcf of imported LNG per day.99  

The gas could be delivered into the Southern System through an interconnection with SDG&E at 

Otay Mesa at the U.S.-Mexico international border.   

The instant cost of the imported LNG would be rather high.  LNG was recently selling 

for $15.65/dth.100  At that price it would cost about $1.2 million to buy enough gas to offset the 

200 MMcf/d curtailment that occurred on the Southern System on February 3, 2011.101  

However, since purchases of Costa Azul gas to address potential curtailments such as the one 

that occurred on February 3, 2011, would be extremely rare, making the purchases would be 

vastly more economic than the North-South Project.102 

Witness Yap explained that the Commission could also consider the addition of plant in 

response to the risk of freeze-ups if the Commission were concerned that a Southern System 

curtailment might reach core loads.103  She estimated that the curtailment level would have to 

                                                 
97 Ibid. 
98 Ibid. 
99 Ibid. 
100 Ibid, p. 29. 
101 Ibid. 
102 Ibid. 
103 Ibid. 
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exceed 300 MMcf/d in order to threaten the Southern System core loads.104  The curtailment on 

February 3, 2011, reached only 200 MMcf/d of noncore usage.105   

If the Commission were concerned about a potential failure to meet future core 

requirements due to freeze-ups, there are alternatives for reinforcing the Southern System, none 

of which witness Yap recommended, but all of which would be less costly than the North-South 

Project.  One alternative would be to add LNG storage in San Diego County.  SDG&E 

previously had an LNG storage facility attached to its system, although the facility was 

apparently dismantled during the 1990s.106  Witness Yap estimated that the cost associated with 

installing an LNG storage facility would be $259 million for a facility with a 2.0 Bcf storage 

inventory and a 200 MMcf/d withdrawal rate.107  Thus, installing an LNG storage facility system 

would be very expensive, but still much less expensive than the North-South Project.   

D. Problem 4: The Threat that a Limitation on the Southern System May 
Reduce Deliveries to Southern System Customers.  

The Applicants contend there could be operational problems on the Southern System 

itself.  First, the Applicants point to an event on January 14-15, 2013, which they describe as a 

“near miss” because it resulted in curtailment watch but not an actual curtailment:  

On January 14 and 15, 2013, extreme cold weather brought a 
record high gas usage for SDG&E and a near record high for 
SoCalGas.  The combined high core loads and high EG load put 
the Southern System under extreme stress, especially in the 
morning and early evening.  SoCalGas and SDG&E called for a 
curtailment watch.  We were able to narrowly avoid noncore 
curtailment by working closely with CAISO, putting out 
conservation messages and bringing gas in through Otay Mesa.108 

                                                 
104 Ibid. 
105 Ibid, p. 25. 
106 Ibid, p. 30. 
107 Ibid. 
108 Ex. SCG-2, Marelli Updated Direct Testimony, p. 9. 
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This event does not provide any support for building the North-South Project.  First, as admitted 

by Ms. Marelli, the problem was resolved by deliveries of gas into San Diego through the Otay 

Mesa interconnection on the US-Mexico international border.  Second, the problem in San Diego 

was caused because extremely high levels of demand on SDG&E’s system exceeded the capacity 

of the Rainbow Corridor pipelines between Moreno and Rainbow to deliver gas from SoCalGas 

to SDG&E.  The Applicants admitted that the North-South Project would have done nothing to 

reduce the risk of curtailment in San Diego if the Project had been in operation at the time of the 

January 14-15, 2013 event: 

SoCalGas and SDG&E do not believe that either the North-South 
pipeline nor [sic] deliveries from Honor Rancho would have been 
sufficient to eliminate the curtailment watch or to avoid purchases 
at Otay Mesa receipt point.  During this event, the level of demand 
on the Southern System, particularly in the Rainbow Corridor and 
in San Diego, was very high.  In fact, the San Diego demand on 
January 14 and 15 was 659 and 639 MMcfd, respectively, which 
exceed the 630 MMcfd capacity of SDG&E system. While 
SoCalGas had ample supply available on its Northern System, 
additional supply delivered at Moreno via the North-South pipeline 
could not be redelivered through the Rainbow Corridor to the 
SDG&E system – the SDG&E system was simply out of 
capacity.109 

The Applicants also contend that there is a possibility that one or more of the three 

transmission lines, Line 2000, Line 2001, and Line 5000, which run from the El Paso/SoCalGas 

interconnection at Ehrenberg to Moreno, the northern point on the Rainbow Corridor, could be 

taken out of service.  The Applicants point to a September, 2013 event: “In September of 2013 

anomalies were found on Line 2001, causing SoCalGas to reduce Blythe receipt point capacity to 

750 MMcfd.”110  A Southern System curtailment might have occurred if the Southern System 

minimum flow requirement exceeded 750 MMcf/d.  The Applicants contend that the North-

                                                 
109 Ex. SCGC-1 Yap Updated Direct Testimony, Attachment E; SoCalGas/SDG&E Response to SCGC-10, 

Q.10.2. 
110 Ex. SCG-2, Marelli Updated Direct Testimony, p. 11. 
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South Project would ensure that no curtailments would occur if receipt point capacity were 

similarly reduced in the future.111 

The Applicants already have a solution in place for a situation such as the one that 

occurred in September, 2013, when “anomalies were found on Line 2001.”  The solution is 

precisely the same as the solution that the Applicants utilized to address the January 14-15, 2013 

event when demand in San Diego outstripped the capacity of the Rainbow Corridor: deliver gas 

into SDG&E through the Otay Mesa interconnection at the international border.  SoCalGas’ Rule 

41 provides explicitly for deliveries at Otay Mesa as necessary to meet minimum flow 

requirements.112  Rule 41 provides that the minimum flow requirements may be met by 

deliveries to Otay Mesa either through “spot purchases at Otay Mesa or through the movement 

of supply to Blythe through Otay Mesa.”113   

The pipelines that would transport gas from Blythe (Ehrenberg) to Otay Mesa are North 

Baja, Gasoducto Rosarito, and TGN.114  These pipelines have ample available capacity.  For 

example, between July 1, 2013, and August 12, 2014, North Baja had had on average 41 percent 

of its capacity available to receive gas at Ehrenberg for transportation to Otay Mesa.115  During 

the winter months of December, 2013, through February, 2014, North Baja’s available capacity 

fluctuated between 33 and 65 percent.116  North Baja’s available capacity in September, 2013, 

the month in which “anomalies were found on Line 2001,” averaged 42 percent.117  Thus, if the 

                                                 
111 Ibid, p. 12. 
112 SoCalGas Rule No. 41.15 (Sheet 6). 
113 Ibid. 
114 Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, p. 32. 
115 Ibid. 
116 Ibid. 
117 Ibid.  
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System Operator required deliveries to Otay Mesa during the September, 2013, event, deliveries 

would have been possible just as they were during the January, 2013 event. 

Thus, there is already a solution to address operational problems that occur on the 

Southern System, negating any need for the North-South Project.  If, in spite of the fact that the 

SoCalGas tariff already provides a solution to operational problems on the Southern System, the 

Commission were concerned enough that Southern System interruptions of one sort or another 

might jeopardize service to the Southern System core, the Commission could opt for the 

construction of an LNG storage facility on the Southern System which, as noted above, would be 

very expensive but would still be far less expensive than the North-South Project.   

E. Conclusion: The Proposal to Construct the North-South Project Should Be 
Rejected as Unnecessary. 

In summary, the alleged threats to reliable deliveries to meet the Southern System 

minimum flow requirement do not justify the North-South Project.  Flowing supplies will, 

contrary to the Applicants, be available for delivery into SoCalGas at Ehrenberg over the long 

term, and there are multiple solutions to assuring that firm capacity will be retained on El Paso 

for delivery of the flowing supply into SoCalGas.  The Applicants already have the tools they 

need to provide reliable gas supplies to the Southern System under adverse weather events that 

may lead to adverse market conditions, and those tools can be augmented.  The threat of force 

majeure events such as the February, 2011, freeze-up on the El Paso system can be addressed 

through alternatives that are much less expensive than the North-South Project, although the 1-

in-30 years frequency of such events probably obviates taking any action.  Lastly, measures 

already exist to address operational problems that may occur on the Southern System itself.   

Given that none of the concerns expressed by the Applicants justify construction of the 

North-South Project are convincing, the Applicants proposal to construct the Project should be 

rejected.   
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IV. CONTRARY TO THE APPLICANTS’ CLAIMS, DELIVERIES INTO THE 
SOUTHERN SYSTEM AT EHRENBERG ARE INCREASING, THE SOUTHERN 
SYSTEM MINIMUM FLOW REQUIREMENT IS DECLINING, AND THE COST 
OF MEETING THE SOUTHERN SYSTEM MINIMUM FLOW REQUIREMENT 
IS DECLINING. 

The Applicants painted a dire picture of the Southern System.  The Applicants’ witness 

Marelli presented a Figure 1 based upon data for the years 2007 to 2013 to show declining 

customer deliveries into the Southern System at Ehrenberg and a simultaneous increase in the 

Southern System minimum flow requirement.118  Likewise she presented a Table 1 for the period 

September, 2009, through August, 2013, that she claims to show that the cost of meeting the 

minimum flow requirement has “approximately been doubling every year.”119   

If the data presented by the Applicants is updated, a quite different picture emerges.  

Flows of gas into the Southern System at Ehrenberg are increasing, and the Southern System 

minimum flow requirement is decreasing, consistent with a decrease in Electric Generation 

(“EG”) loads on the Southern System.  Lastly, the cost of meeting the minimum flow 

requirement, taking into account both balances accumulated in the SRMA and the cost of BTS 

discounts, is declining dramatically.   

A. Deliveries of Natural Gas Into the Southern System at Ehrenberg Are 
Increasing. 

In a data request, SCGC requested the Applicants to update witness Marelli’s Figure 1, 

which witness Marelli claimed to show a reduction in customer deliveries into the Southern 

System.  When the Figure 1 was updated, it showed that there was a clear reversal of trends in 

2014:120  

                                                 
118 Ex. SCG-2, Marelli Updated Direct Testimony, p. 5. 
119 Ibid, p. 3. 
120 Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, Attachment B: SoCalGas/SDG&E Response to 

SCGC-16, Q.16.5. 
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Figure 1 shows that while there was a decline in customer deliveries into the Southern System in 

the years 2008 through 2013, customer deliveries into the Southern System increased 71 Mdth/d, 

more than 12 percent, in calendar year 2014 in comparison to calendar year 2013.   

B. Southern System Minimum Flow Requirements Are Decreasing. 

While deliveries into the Southern System increased in 2014 as shown in Figure 1 above, 

the average Southern System minimum flow requirement decreased, as also shown in Figure 1.  

The Southern System minimum flow requirement dropped by 50 Mdth/d, about 9 percent, in 

2014 in comparison to 2013.   

The decrease in the minimum flow requirement reflects a change in EG demand on the 

Southern System.  EG demands increased sharply in 2012 due to the outage of the San Onofre 

Nuclear Generating Station (“SONGS”).  Witness Marelli presented a Figure 2 showing the 

increased in EG demand in 2012.121  As with her Figure 1, SCGC requested an update of witness 

                                                 
121 Ex. SCG-2, Marelli Updated Direct Testimony, p. 7. 
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Marelli’s Figure 2 to include two more years, 2013 and 2014.  The updated Figure 2 is shown 

below:122 

 

The updated Figure 2 shows the average level of EG demand in 2014 was well below the levels 

shown for 2012, roughly correlating with the decline in the Southern System minimum flow 

requirement shown in the updated Figure 1.  The Office of Ratepayer Advocates (“ORA”) 

witness Sabino projects that the decline in EG demand will continue, first, because a substantial 

portion of the procurement to replace SONGS must be from “preferred resources” that do not 

generate with gas123 and, second, because SDG&E must meet California’s 33 percent Renewable 

Portfolio Standard (“RPS”) by 2020.124  Witness Sabino pointed out that “SDG&E has the most 

percentage RPS under contract for 2020 of the 3 large utilities,” 38.8 percent.125 

                                                 
122 Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 10. 
123 Ex. ORA-2, Sabino Direct Testimony, pp. 38-39. 
124 Ibid, pp. 39-40. 
125 Ibid, p. 40. 
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As a result of the coincidental decrease in the Southern System minimum flow 

requirement and increase in deliveries into the Southern System at Ehrenberg, flows into the 

Southern System in 2014 consistently exceeded, often by a dramatic margin, the Southern 

System minimum flow requirement, as shown by the following update of the Figure 3 that Ms. 

Marelli presented in her testimony:126 

 

The level of customer deliveries significantly exceeded minimum flow requirements nearly 

every day during the period, April 1 through November 30, 2014.  The data for the 2014-2015 

winter months showed lower levels of customer deliveries.  However, despite the lower customer 

deliveries, deliveries through the MILC and baseload contracts in combination with customer 

deliveries exceed the minimum flow requirements a great majority of the time.  

                                                 
126 Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 10, Attachment A: SoCalGas/SDG&E Response 

to SCGC-19, Q.19.5. 
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C. The Cost of Meeting the Southern System Minimum Flow Requirement Is 
Declining Dramatically.  

As might be expected, given the increase in deliveries into the Southern System 

combined with the decrease in the Southern System minimum flow requirement, the cost of 

meeting the Southern System minimum flow requirement is decreasing.  The Applicants’ witness 

Marelli claimed that the “total costs (SRMA net cost plus BTS discounts) have been 

approximately doubling every year,” relying upon a Table 1 that she presented in her 

testimony.127  However, witness Marelli’s Table 1 only included data from September, 2009 

through August, 2013.   

As with witness Marelli’s Figures 1, 2, and 3, SCGC requested that the Applicants update 

witness Marelli’s Table 1 to include data through March, 2015.  The updated table is shown 

below:128 

 

                                                 
127 Ex. SCG-2, Marelli Updated Direct Testimony, pp. 3-4. 
128 Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 6, Attachment A: SoCalGas/SDG&E Response to 

SCGC-19, Q.19.4. 
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The updated Table 1 demonstrates quite clearly that while total costs increased during the SRMA 

periods 2009-2010 through 2012-2013, the trend started to reverse during the SRMA period 

2013-2014.  The reverse continued during the partial SRMA period 2014-2015.   

Despite the fact that the twelve month SRMA period 2013-2014  included the very cold 

winter of 2013-2014 and featured some extraordinarily high gas prices, the overall cost of 

meeting the Southern System minimum flow requirement dropped by more than $4 million, over 

20 percent, from the previous twelve-month SRMA period, 2012-2013.  Furthermore, the final 

row in Table 1 showing data for the seven months September, 2014, through March, 2015, 

shows a total cost, SRMA costs and the costs of BTS discounts combined, of only $4 million.  

Although the data for 2014-2015 covers only seven months, the data includes the entire winter of 

2014-2015. 

A key difference in System Operator practices between the 2012-2013 SRMA period and 

the lower cost 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 SRMA periods was a substitution of baseload contracts 

and the MILC for spot purchase during the winter months.  Thus, the updated Table 1 

demonstrates that the strategy of using MILCs to meet core requirements and baseload contracts 

to meet the noncore minimum flow requirement is effective in managing Southern System 

reliability costs.  

D. The Applicants Fail to Take Into Account Factors that May Result in a 
Further Decline in the Minimum Flow Requirement for the Southern 
System. 

Policies have been adopted in California that are intended to depress consumption of 

fossil fuels including natural gas.  The Applicants fail to take the policies into account in 

considering whether there would be an increase or decline in the minimum flow requirement on 

the Southern System.   



33 
300216001 09252015 Opening Brief   

The Applicants’ Chaudhury was aware that the Renewal Portfolio Standard target for 

2020 was 33 percent, but he was unfamiliar with what was, at the time, pending legislation to 

establish a Renewable Portfolio Standard (“RPS”) of 50 percent by 2030.129  The legislation, 

Senate Bill (“SB”) 350 (De Leon) was passed by both the California Senate and California 

Assembly on September 11, 2015, and is awaiting an expected signature by Governor Brown.  

The witness testified that he had not performed any studies of the effect of either the 33 percent 

RPS target or the 50 percent 2030 RPS target.130   

By contrast, SCGC witness Yap did a study of the impact of a 50 percent reliance on RPS 

resources and doubling of energy efficiency savings, both of which are required by SB 350, and 

she found that by 2030 “potentially more than half of the Southern System requirements would 

be eliminated.”131  Given an assumed useful life of 60 years for the North-South Project and a 

2019 in-service date, only 11/60, 18 percent, of the investment in the Project would be 

depreciated by the time that more than half of Southern System requirements had been 

eliminated.132 

Witness Chaudhury was “generally familiar” with the fact that some existing electric 

generation is being taken out of service to be replaced by highly efficient fast-start combined-

cycle generation units.133  He was also familiar with the fact that there is a focus on installing 

electric generation units that have fast-start capability because “to the extent that renewable 

resources do not materialize…gas-fired plants need to fire up and provide electricity.”134  

                                                 
129 Tr. 605 (Applicants/Chaudhury). 
130 Tr. 606 (Applicants/Chaudhury). 
131 Ex. SCGC-3, Yap Rebuttal Testimony on Rate Setting, p. 9. 
132 Ibid. 
133 Tr. 607-607 (Applicants/Chaudhury). 
134 Tr. 608-609 (Applicants/Chaudhury).  
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However, the witness testified that he had not done any study the effect that installing highly 

efficient fast-start combined cycle facilities would have on EG demand for natural gas.135   

California’s policy to reduce California greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions is another 

factor that may affect consumption of natural gas and, hence, the minimum flow requirement on 

the Southern System.  Witness Chaudhury was only vaguely familiar with the California Global 

Warming Solutions Act of 2006, Assembly Bill (“AB”) 32.136  He was unfamiliar with the AB 

32 requirement to reduce California GHG emission to 1990 levels by 2020.137  He was somewhat 

familiar with the fact that the Governor of California has suggested 40 percent reduction in 

California GHG emissions in 2030 from the 2020 level.138  However, the witness could only say 

that such a target would “have an impact.” 139  He clearly had not performed any study of the 

impact either on the Applicants’ system general or a Southern System minimum flow 

requirement in particular. 

The Applicants ignore California policies that aim to reduce the use of fossil fuels 

including natural gas in California, and the Applicants, specifically, do not take into account the 

potential for those policies to dramatically affect the minimum flow requirement on the Southern 

System.   Thus, they ignore the potential for the North-South Project to become a very costly 

stranded investment. 

 

 

                                                 
135 Tr. 611 (Applicants/Chaudhury). 
136 Chapter (“Ch.”) 488, Statutes of 2006. 
137 Ibid; Tr. 615 (Applicants/Chaudhury). 
138 Tr. 613 (Applicants/Chaudhury). SB 32 (Papley) is pending in California State Legislature to mandate 

that California GHG emissions be reduced 40 percent below the 1990 level by 2030. 
139 Tr. 614 (Applicants/Chaudhury). 



35 
300216001 09252015 Opening Brief   

V. IF, CONTRARY TO SCGC’S RECOMMENDATION, THE COMMISSION 
WERE TO OPT FOR A PHYSICAL SOLUTION FOR THE SOUTHERN 
SYSTEM MINIMUM FLOW PROBLEM, THE COMMISSION SHOULD 
DIRECT THE APPLICANTS TO RECONSIDER THEIR DESIGN CRITERIA 
TO DETERMINE THE AMOUNT OF CAPACITY NEEDED TO MEET THE 
SOUTHERN SYSTEM MINIMUM FLOW REQUIREMENT. 

The Applicants should reconsider their design standard for capacity to transport gas from 

the SoCalGas Northern System to the Southern System.  The Applicants have designed the 

North-South Project to meet a forecast that exceeds the Commission’s mandated design 

standards.   

The North-South Project, if constructed, would be functionalized as backbone 

transmission capacity with the associated revenue requirement being recovered through BTS 

rates.140  The Commission requires SoCalGas to design its backbone transmission system to 

serve “all system demand on an average day in a 1-in-10 cold and dry-hydro electric year.”141  

The planning standard for local transmission and storage facilities, which the North-South 

Project is not, “is 1-in-35 five cold year core and 1-in-10 cold year core plus noncore firm 

service.”142 

Instead of designing the North-South Project to meet either the Commission-approved 

design standard for the backbone transmission system or the design standard for local 

transmission and storage facilities, the Applicants propose to use a higher standard of “a 1-in-10 

cold day demand forecast for core customers along with the connected capacity for existing large 

noncore customers” with the assumption that there is “no gas supply delivered at Blythe or Otay 

Mesa.”143   

                                                 
140 Ex. SCG-9, Bonnett Updated Direct Testimony, p. 1. 
141 D.06-09-039, p. 184 (September 21, 2006). 
142 D.02-11-073, p. 31 (November 1, 2002). 
143 Ex. SCG-6, Bisi Updated Direct Testimony, p. 8. 
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The Applicants admit that the design standard that they have elected to adopt for the 

North-South Project exceeds the “CPUC mandated design standard for firm noncore service,” 

which the Applicants claim is “1-in-10 year cold day demand.”144  The Applicants’ witness Bisi 

states: “The forecasted noncore demand is less than the connected capacities for noncore 

customers since noncore customers either have redundant equipment or are not typically all at 

their connected capacity at the same time.”145  The Applicants, further, admit that their design 

standard represents an extreme condition: “[The] demand used for this assessment represented an 

extreme condition, and as such, gives us more confidence that the evaluated pipeline 

improvements can meet the design criteria to maintain service to all noncore customers without 

supply delivered on the Southern System.”146   

The Applicants quantified the amount by which the North-South Project at 800 MMcf/d 

would be oversized in comparison to a pipeline that was designed to meet a 1-in-10 year cold 

day demand forecast for both core and noncore customers.  The Applicants found that the North-

South Project capacity exceeded the 1-in-10 design standard by 344 MMcf/d.147  Thus, if the 

North-South Project were designed to meet a 1-in-10 year cold day demand forecast for both 

core and noncore customers, the pipeline would be designed to have a maximum capacity of 456 

MMcf/d, not 800 MMcf/d.   

The Applicants did not identify what the amount of excess capacity would be if the 800 

MMcf/d proposed capacity of the North-South Project were compared to the design standard 

authorized for the backbone transmission system, “demand on average day in a 1-in-10 cold and 

                                                 
144 Ibid. 
145 Ibid, p. 8. 
146 Ibid. 
147 Ex. SCG-6, Bisi Updated Direct Testimony, p. 10 (footnote 5). 
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dry-hydroelectric year.”148  Nor do the Applicants identify what the amount of excess capacity 

would be if the 800 MMcf/d proposed capacity were compared to the 1-in-10 cold year core plus 

noncore firm service planning standard for local transmission and storage facilities.149 

A more reasonable design standard than “connected capacity” for noncore customers 

should be used for the North-South Project as well as for any other physical solution to the 

Southern System reliability problem.  First, it is unrealistic to suppose that noncore customers 

would ever use their full connected capacity simultaneously.   

Second, it is unrealistic to assume that absolutely no supply would be delivered from 

upstream pipelines through the Ehrenberg, North Baja, and Otay Mesa interconnections with the 

Southern System.150  For one thing, the Applicants’ Gas Acquisition Department has signaled a 

preference to hold El Paso capacity both to meet the core’s share of the Southern System 

minimum flow requirement and to meet core demand on the Southern System.  The Applicants 

provide no explanation for their assumption that the core would fail to continue that practice.   

VI. IF THE COMMISSION WERE TO DECIDE THAT A PHYSICAL SOLUTION 
RATHER THAN A SUITE OF NON-PHYSICAL ALTERNATIVES IS 
PREFERABLE TO ADDRESS THE SOUTHERN SYSTEM MINIMUM FLOW 
REQUIREMENT, THE COMMISSION SHOULD CONSIDER A PHYSICAL 
SOLUTION THAT OFFERS MUCH MORE FLEXIBILITY FOR THE BENEFIT 
OF RATEPAYRES THAN THE NORTH-SOUTH PROJECT. 

If the Commission, contrary to SCGC’s recommendation, were to decide that it is 

preferable to install new gas transmission facilities to address the Southern System minimum 

flow requirement, it would be preferable to select a physical solution that would offer more 

flexibility than would be offered by the North-South Project.  If the Applicants were permitted to 

construct the North-South Project with the projected direct capital cost of $621.3 million and a 

                                                 
148 D.06-09-039, p. 184. 
149 D.02-11-073, p. 31. 
150 Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, p. 6. 
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fully loaded and escalated capital cost of $854.8 million, the total cost to ratepayers over the 

period 2014 to 2096, would be $2.782 billion.151  Ratepayers would bear the burden of the 

North-South Project costs for nearly the rest of this century.152   

Worse yet, if California were to attain its goals for reducing fossil fuel consumption and 

GHG emissions, including the goal of reducing GHG emissions to 20 percent of 1990 levels by 

2050, the North-South Project costs would be exposed to becoming stranded costs which, most 

likely, the Applicants would seek to recover from ratepayers.153  While the Applicants might 

attempt to dispute that deliveries from the El Paso South Mainline into the Southern System will 

continue and minimum flow requirements will decline, they cannot reasonably contest the fact 

that the data presented by SCGC witness Yap in her Figures 1, 2, and 3 shows, at a minimum, 

that deliveries into the Southern System as well as the minimum flow requirement can change 

over time.154   

Accordingly, if the Commission were to find that a physical solution rather than a suite of 

non-physical solutions would be preferable to address the Southern System minimum flow 

requirement, the preferable approach would be to adopt a physical solution which would provide 

some flexibility to adjust the amount of transmission capacity that is dedicated to delivering gas 

from the SoCalGas Northern System to the Southern System.  Furthermore, it would be highly 

preferable to select a physical solution which would allow the burden on ratepayers to be 

reduced or even terminated well before the end of the twenty first century if, due to reductions in 

fossil fuel consumption or otherwise, it came to pass that some or all of the capacity to transport 

gas from the SoCalGas Northern System to the Southern System was no longer needed.  As the 

                                                 
151 Ex. SCG-8, Yee Updated Direct Testimony, pp. 3-4 (Tables 3, 4, and 5). 
152 Ibid, p. 4. 
153 Ex. ORA-2, Sabino Direct Testimony, p. 87. 
154 Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, pp. 9-10 (Figures 1, 2, and 3). 
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Office of Ratepayer Advocates (“ORA”) witness Sabino observed, the North-South Project is 

“an expensive physical solution [that] could leave ratepayers with responsibility for cost 

recovery of stranded idle pipeline assets.”155 

A. Three Interstate Pipelines Presented Proposals to Provide Capacity to 
Transport SoCalGas Northern System Gas to the Southern System on a 
Basis that Would Provide More Flexibility for the Benefit of Ratepayers than 
the North-South Project. 

Three interstate pipelines presented proposals to construct capacity or, alternatively, to 

construct capacity in connection with the use of existing capacity to transport SoCalGas 

Northern System gas to the Southern System to meet the minimum flow requirement at 

Ehrenberg: El Paso,156 TransCanada Pipelines Limited and North Baja Pipeline, LLC (“North 

Baja”),157 and Transwestern Pipeline Company, LLC (“Transwestern’).158  Transwestern witness 

Hearn explained that if SoCalGas contracted with Transwestern to transport Northern System gas 

to the Southern System at Ehrenberg, SoCalGas ratepayers would be obligated only for the 

duration of the contract term:  

SoCalGas/SDG&E’ proposal would obligate ratepayers for a 
longer period than is the case for Transwestern’s proposal: 
Transwestern’s proposal is that ratepayers would be obligated only 
for the duration of a negotiated contract term.  After the contract 
term has expired, SoCalGas would be able to terminate the 
agreement, if it believes the service is no longer needed, and there 
would be no further costs to ratepayers.159 

That would be true for all three of the interstate pipeline proposals.  The Applicants could 

nevertheless assure themselves of continued service, at their election, at the end of an interstate 

                                                 
155 Ex. ORA-2, Sabino Direct Testimony, p. 87. 
156 Ex. EP-2, Sanabria Updated Direct Testimony.  
157 Ex. NP-1, Schoene Direct Testimony.  
158 Ex. TW-1, Hearn Direct Testimony. 
159 Ex. TW-2, Hearn Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 3. 
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pipeline contract term by including a ROFR in their contract with the interstate pipeline.160  

 Additionally, while the Applicants propose to construct a facility that would have one 

size and one size only, 800 MMcf/d of capacity,161 the interstate pipelines propose capacity that 

would be scalable depending upon the needs of the Applicants to meet a potentially changing 

Southern System minimum flow requirement.  El Paso explained that its “proposal is scalable 

and can be adjusted to meet various levels of capacity increase up to the 800 Mdth/day design 

capacity associated with SoCalGas/SDG&E’s project depending on the alternative design 

proposal that is selected.”162  Somewhat similarly, Transwestern explained that its “phased 

construction will provide greater flexibility to better meet actual capacity requirements as they 

develop, thereby minimizing the cost burden on SoCalGas and SDG&E ratepayers.”163 

B. If the Commission Were to Opt for a Physical Solution, the Commission 
Shout Direct the Applicants to Select an Interstate Pipeline Solution Rather 
than the North-South Project. 

ORA proposed that if the Commission were to determine that a physical solution would 

be superior to a suite of non-physical solutions to meet the Southern System minimum flow 

problem, instead approving the North-South Project, the Commission should direct the 

Applicants to conduct an open season or to negotiate with the interstate pipeline that “offers the 

safest and most reliable service at the lowest reasonable cost.”164  ORA witness Sabino testified:  

ORA recommends the Commission order SoCalGas/SDG&E to 
first reassess the demand criteria used to determine the amount of 
capacity needed for the pipeline infrastructure, and then either 
conduct an open solicitation for the physical infrastructure for the 
capacity shown to be needed, or negotiate with the interested 

                                                 
160 Tr. 977-979 (El Pase/Sanabria). 
161 Ex. SCG-6, Bisi Updated Direct Testimony, p. 7. 
162 Ex. EP-1, Sanabria Direct Testimony, p. 7. 
163 Ex. TW-1, Hearn Direct Testimony, p. 10. 
164 Ex. ORA-2, Sabino Direct Testimony, p. 89. 
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interstate pipeline company who offers the safest and most reliable 
service at the lowest reasonable cost.165 

As demonstrated above, there is no need for a physical solution to the Southern System 

minimum flow problem, but if the Commission were to opt for a physical solution, ratepayers 

would be far better off if the Commission opted for ORA witness Sabino’s recommendation to 

select an interstate pipeline physical solution instead of approving the North-South Project. 

VII. IF THE COMMISSION WERE TO DESIRE A PHYSICAL SOLUTION TO THE 
SOUTHERN SYSTEM MINIMUM FLOW PROBLEM THAT WOULD BE ON 
THE SOCALGAS SYSTEM RATHER THAN ON AN INTERSTATE PIPELINE, 
THERE IS A THIRD ON-SYSTEM ALTERNATIVE TO THE NORTH-SOUTH 
PROJECT THAT THE APPLICANTS FAIL TO MENTION BUT WHICH 
SHOULD BE CONSIDERED. 

If the Commission, contrary to SCGC’s recommendation, were to require a physical 

solution to the Southern System minimum flow problem and were to desire that the physical 

solution be accomplished through construction on the SoCalGas system rather than on an 

interstate pipeline system, there is a more reasonable alternative to the North-South Project 

beyond the two alternatives that were identified by the Applicants. 

A. The Two Physical On-System Alternatives to the North-South Project that 
Were Identified by the Applicants. 

According to the Applicants’ witness Bisi, the Applicants considered two physical on-

system alternatives to the North-South Project.  One was the River Route Pipeline which would 

involve the installation of approximately 100 miles of a 36-inch diameter pipeline connecting 

North Needles and South Needles to the SoCalGas Northern System and continuing to the Blythe 

Compressor Station.166  A second alternative was the Cross Desert Project which would involve 

constructing approximately 200 miles of 36-inch diameter pipeline from the Adelanto 

                                                 
165 Ibid.  
166 Ex. SCG-6, Bisi Updated Direct Testimony, pp. 12-13. 
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Compressor Station to the Blythe Compressor Station and, like the North-South Project, 

rebuilding the Adelanto Compressor Station.167 

In comparing the River Route Pipeline and the Cross Desert Project to the North-South 

Project, witness Bisi found that the “North-South Project is the best infrastructure alternative” for 

two reasons.168  First, the North-South Project would provide a direct connection from the 

Northern System to Moreno, and the Rainbow Corridor.  Witness Bisi explained: “The North-

South Project provides a direct interconnect between the Northern System and the largest load 

center on the Southern System: the Rainbow Corridor and San Diego.”169  Second, the North-

South Project provides a “level of redundancy of gas supplied to the Southern System” that 

would not be provided by either the River Route Pipeline or the Cross Desert Project.  Witness 

Bisi explained: 

The North-South Project also provides a level of redundancy for 
supply delivered to the Southern System that the other two 
pipelines do not.  Because the River Route Pipeline and Cross 
Desert Project interconnect upstream of the Blythe Compressor 
Station, an outage on the Southern System downstream of Blythe 
has the ability to impact supply to all points downstream.  By 
providing an independent interconnect on the Southern System, the 
North-South Project can mitigate the customer impact from any 
supply disruption at Blythe. 170 

Additionally, the River Route Pipeline would be less preferable than the North-South 

Project because supplies transported on the River Route Pipeline would be limited to supplies 

delivered at SoCalGas’ North Needles and South Needles receipt points.171  Thus, as explained 

by witness Bisi: “This means that supplies delivered at Kramer Junction, Wheeler Ridge, and 

                                                 
167 Ex. SCG-6, Bisi Updated Direct Testimony, pp. 14-15. 
168 Ex. SCG-6, Bisi Updated Direct Testimony, p. 17. 
169 Ibid. 
170 Ibid. 
171 Ibid, p. 13. 
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Kern River Station cannot be redelivered to the Southern System via the River Route Pipeline, 

nor gas supply from the Honor Rancho Storage field.”172   

B. Another Physical, On-System Alternative to the North-South Project. 

There is a clear alternative to the North-South Project other than the River Route Pipeline 

and the Cross Desert Project.  This third alternative would have the same advantages over the 

River Route Pipeline and the Cross Desert Project as the North-South Project, but it would 

potentially be less costly than the North-South Project and could potentially take better 

advantage of capacity in existing SoCalGas backbone transmission pipelines.  Like the North-

South Project, the third alternative could deliver gas to Moreno from the Honor Rancho Storage 

field and, likewise, could deliver gas from all of the northern receipt points from which gas could 

be delivered to Moreno by the North-South Project. 

When asked, “Please describe the path that gas withdrawn from Honor Rancho would 

have to take in order to reach the Chino and Prado crossovers and ultimately Moreno Station,” 

the Applicants responded: “Gas withdrawn from Honor Rancho for delivery to Moreno Station 

via the Chino and Prado crossover stations would utilize Transmission Lines 2000, 225, 4000, 

1185, 235, 4002, 335, and 2001.”173   

The pipelines identified in the Applicants’ response were not in the correct geographic 

sequence.  If they were put in the correct geographic sequence from the Honor Rancho storage 

field in the north to Chino to Moreno in the south, the sequence of pipelines would be:  

� Line 225 from Honor Rancho to Quigley, 

� Lines 335 and 235 from Quigley to Adelanto,  

                                                 
172 Ibid, p. 14.. 
173 Ex. SCGC-16, p. 6. 
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� Line 1185 south from Adelanto to an interconnection with Lines 4000 and 4002 at 

Cajon, 

� Lines 4000 and 4002 from Cajon to interconnections with Lines 2001 and 2000 at 

the Chino and Prado valve stations respectively.  Chino is a valve station where 

Lines 4000 and 4002 cross Line 2001.  Prado is a valve station south of Chino 

where Lines 4000 and 4002 cross Line 2000.174    

� Line 2001 from Chino to Moreno and Line 2000 from Prado to Moreno.175   

The lines that would be utilized to transport gas from the Honor Rancho storage field to 

Adelanto, Line 225 from Honor Rancho to Quigley and Lines 335 and 235 from Quigley to 

Adelanto, are the same pipelines that would be used to move Honor Rancho gas to the Adelanto 

Compressor Station for injection to the North-South Project.   

The Applicants already plan to loop two of the pipelines in the path that runs south from 

Adelanto to Moreno.  The North-South Pipeline that is proposed along with the rebuilt Adelanto 

Compressor Station in this proceeding would loop Line 1185 that runs south from Adelanto to 

Cajon.176  At the southern end of the path, the Applicants plan to complete the looping of Line 

2001 which runs from Chino to Moreno.   

1. Completing the Looping of Line 2001 Between Chino and Moreno. 

About half of the roughly sixty mile stretch of Line 2001 from Chino to Moreno is 

already looped by approximately a thirty mile stretch of Line 5000.177  SoCalGas plans to 

complete the looping of Line 2001 with Line 5000 between Chino and Moreno.  In SoCalGas’ 

most recent General Rate Case (“GRC”), SoCalGas witness Raymond K. Stanford testified that 

                                                 
174 Ex. SCGC-17. 
175 Tr. 700-702 (Applicants/Bisi); Ex. SCGC-17, 6-02 Map of SoCalGas Facilities. 
176 Tr. 716 (Applicants/Bisi). 
177 Tr. 706-707 (Applicants/Bisi); Ex. SCGC-17. 
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SoCalGas planned a “Line 2001 looping-Chino to Moreno.”  Witness Stanford stated: 

“SoCalGas plans to acquire rights-of-way in anticipation of construction of approximately 30 

miles of 36-inch Transmission line between Chino crossover and Moreno Station.”178  Witness 

Stanford explained, further: “This tie-in provides the missing loop segment for Line 2001.” 

Assuming an adequate amount of supply at Chino, the incremental throughput to Moreno 

that could result from looping Line 2001 by closing the roughly 30 mile gap in Line 5000 

between Chino and Moreno would be 18.8 MMcf/h: “Assuming an unlimited source of supply at 

Chino and the current level of pressure loss between Chino and Moreno as identified in response 

to SCGC’s 3rd data request in A.14-11-004, the incremental throughput to Moreno resulting from 

the proposed looping of Line 2001 is approximately 18.8 MMcfh.”179  According to witness Bisi, 

18.8 MMcf/h is equivalent of 451 MMcf/d.180  Incremental capacity of 451 MMcf/d would be 90 

percent of the average 2014 minimum flow requirement on the Southern System, 503 MDth/d.181   

Currently, up to 300 MMcf/d can be delivered from Chino and Prado to Moreno, 

depending on the pressure of the upstream pipelines that deliver gas to Chino and Prado.182  

Thus, assuming an adequate source of supply to Chino, completing the Line 5000 looping of 

Line 2001 between Chino and Mreno could result in up to 751 MMcf/d (451 MMcf/d plus 300 

MMcf/d) being delivered from Chino and Prado to Moreno, close to the maximum 800 MMcf/d 

capacity of the North-South Project. 

 

 

                                                 
178 Ex. SCGC-12, p. 53. 
179 Ex. SCGC-8, p. 11. 
180 Tr. 713 (Applicants/Bisi). 
181 Ex, SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 9 (Figure 1). 
182 Tr. 814 (Applicants/Bisi). 
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2. Looping Lines 4000 and 4002 between Cajon and Chino/Prado. 

The pipelines that deliver gas to interconnections with Lines 2001 and 2000 at Chino and 

Prado respectively are Lines 4000 and 4002 which extend south from the interconnection with 

Line 1185 at Cajon to Chino and Prado.183  According to the Applicants, “The net capacity of 

these pipelines to supply the Chino crossover is only approximately 200-300 MMcf/d and at a 

times nothing.”184  Given that the Applicants are already planning to loop Line 1185 from 

Adelanto to Cajon as the first leg of the North-South Pipeline, and, given that the Applicants are 

apparently looking forward to completing the looping of Line 2001 between Chino and Moreno 

to close the gap in Line 5000 between Chino and Moreno, at all that remains to take advantage of 

the Adelanto-Cajon-Chino/Prado-Moreno path that could deliver up to 751 MMcf/d to Moreno is 

looping Lines 4000 and 4001 between Cajon and Chino.  

Insofar as the Adelanto-Cajon-Chino/Prado-Moreno path is a clear alternative to the 

North-South Pipeline portion of the North-South Project, Witness Bisi was asked:  

Has SoCalGas informed the Energy Division staff that is working 
on the environmental report for the North-South [projected that] 
expanding Lines 4000 and 4002 in conjunction with looping Line 
1185 and the looping of 2001 would be a potential alternative to 
the North-South Project? 

Witness Bisi responded:  

A No, I don’t know what they’ve laid out as alternatives. I 
sort of see though the North-South Project is that looping of 
Line 4000 and 4002 that you are asking about. 

Q It would deliver gas at Moreno, not deliver gas at Chino, 
correct? 

A That is true.185 
                                                 

183 Ex. SCGC 17. 
184 Ex. SCGC-8, p. 12; Tr. 715 (Applicants/Bisi). 

 
185 Tr. p. 717. 
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3. Potential Advantages of the Adelanto-Cajon-Chino/Prado-Moreno 
Path. 

The Adelanto-Cajon-Chino/Prado/Moreno route could be a superior path to transport 

both Honor Rancho gas and gas from northern receipt points on the SoCalGas system to Moreno 

in comparison to the North-South Pipeline.  Utilizing the Adelanto-Cajon-Chino/Prado/Moreno 

path could take advantage of the up to 300 MMcf/d of capacity that already exists on Lines 4000 

and 4001 to deliver gas from Cajon to Chino and could take advantage of the up to 300 MMcf/d 

of capacity that already exists to transport gas from Chino/Prado to Moreno.  Thus, the Adelanto-

Cajon-Chino/Prado-Moreno path may be less costly than the North-South Project.  Additionally, 

it may require less compression, hence, less cost, at the Adelanto Compressor Station.   

Yet, the Adelanto-Cajon-Chino/Prado-Moreno path has the same advantages as the 

North-South Project over the River Route Pipeline and the Cross-Desert Project.  If the 

Commission were to, contrary to SCGC’s recommendation, to determine that an on-system 

physical solution should be pursued to address the Southern System minimum flow problem, the 

Commission should require a full examination of the Adelanto-Cajon-Chino/Prado-Moreno 

alternative to the North-South Pipeline.  

VIII. INSOFAR AS THE NORTH-SOUTH PROJECT IS NOT NEEDED, THE COST 
OF THE NORTH-SOUTH PROJECT SHOULD NOT BE RECOVERED ON A 
ROLLED-IN BASIS FROM THE GENERAL BODY OF RATEPAYERS. 

SoCalGas proposes to functionalize the North-South Project as backbone transmission to 

roll the cost of the North-South Project into the cost of the backbone transmission system, and to 

recover the cost through BTS rates.186  However, the Commission has a responsibility to 

establish “just and reasonable” rates consistent with the Public Utilities Code Section 451. The 

Commission has authority to disallow the recovery of costs that are unreasonably incurred.  For 

                                                 
186 Ex. SCG-7, Ahmed Updated Direct Testimony, p. 2. 
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example, in D.96-09-037, the Commission stated: “The Commission has the power to disallow 

expenditures it finds unreasonable and refuse to pass on those costs for materials or services to 

ratepayers.187  The Commission explained: “The Commission has broad discretion in this regard: 

judicial review of Commission findings and conclusions on questions of fact are final, with 

limited exceptions.”188   

It would be unreasonable for the Applicants to impose the cost of a blatantly unnecessary 

project such as the North-South Project on ratepayers.  Thus, the Commission should not grant 

the Applicants’ request to recover the cost of the project on a rolled-in basis through BTS rates.   

A. If the Applicants Are Permitted to Proceed with the North-South Project, 
They Should be Required to Recover the Cost on an Incremental, “Let-The-
Market-Decide” Basis. 

Given that the North-South Project is unnecessary and that recovery through BTS rates a 

proposed by the Applicants would be unreasonable, if the Applicants are permitted to proceed 

with the Project, they should be permitted to proceed only if the revenue requirement for the 

Project is kept separate from the Applicants’ general revenue requirement and is billed separately 

through rates charged only to Project participants that contractually agree to bear North-South 

Project costs on a “let-the-market-decide” basis. 

It is quite conceivable that the North-South Project would have potential to attract 

shippers who would contract for North-South transportation service on an incrementally priced 

basis.  Completion of the North-South Project, combined with completion of Line 3602 in 

SDG&E’s service territory, would create a north-to-south transmission path consisting of the 

new 36-inch North-South Pipeline from Adelanto to Moreno, the existing Rainbow Corridor 

capacity from Moreno to Rainbow, the new 36-inch Line 3602 from Rainbow to Santee, and the 

                                                 
187 D.96-09-037, 1996 Cal. PUC LEXIS 904; 68 CPUC2d 7 at *15-16 (September 4, 1996). 
188 Ibid. 
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existing 36-inch pipeline from Santee to Otay Mesa at the U.S.-Mexico border.189  Such a 

transmission corridor would enable natural gas to be delivered on a firm basis across the 

Applicants’ backbone transmission systems and exported to Baja California through Otay Mesa 

for ultimate delivery to points in Mexico.   

B. The North-South Project and Line 3602 Path Would Have Adequate 
Capacity to Serve Mexico. 

Witness Bisi said: “SCGC’s fear regarding the North-South Project’s ability to transport 

supplies to Mexico are unwarranted.”190 Witness Bisi explained: “There is simply not enough 

capacity created by the North-South Project to meet the needs of the Southern System and also 

provide service to customers in Mexico.”191  However, witness Bisi admitted that if SoCalGas 

built the North-South Project and continued to use existing measures such as baseload contracts, 

MILCs and spot purchases to meet the Southern System minimum flow requirement, then 

capacity made available through construction of the North-South Project in conjunction with 

construction of Line 3602 would be available to serve Mexico.192  The Applicants’ witness 

Marelli testified that the Applicants intend to retain their existing authority to procure minimum 

flowing supplies for the Southern System.193 

The ultimate delivery points for gas transported to Mexico could include an LNG export 

facility at the Sempra LNG Costa Azul terminal in Baja California.194  The Applicants parent, 

Sempra Energy, is clearly contemplating installing a natural gas liquefaction facility at Costa 

Azul to permit exports of natural gas abroad.  On February 19, 2015, Sempra Energy “announced 

                                                 
189 Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 13 
190 Ex. SCG-18, Bisi Rebuttal Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 8. 
191 Ibid. 
192 Tr. 737-738 (Applicants/Bisi). 
193 Ex. SCG-2, Marelli Updated Direct Testimony, p. 25. 
194 Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 13.  
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that its IEnova and Sempra LNG units have signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 

with a subsidiary of PEMEX, Mexico’s state-owned petroleum company, for the cooperation and 

coordination in developing of natural gas liquefaction project at the site of the Energia Costa 

Azul receipt terminal in Ensenada, Mexico.”195  The 36-inch pipeline corridor that would be 

created by the construction of the North-South Project in conjunction with the construction of 

Line 3602 could be used to export gas through Otay Mesa for redelivery to Costa Azul as well as 

to serve EG plants in Mexico.196 

C. There Is Commission Precedent for Permitting a Utility to Build a Project on 
a Let-the-Market-Decide Basis With Incremental Rate Recovery. 

There is Commission precedent for permitting a utility to build a project on a “let-the-

market-decide” basis with incremental rate recovery.  When Pacific Gas & Electric Company 

(“PG&E”) proposed to build its Line 401 expansion project in the 1990’s, the Commission 

declined to find that existing ratepayers had a need for the project, but the Commission permitted 

PG&E to proceed with the project with recovery of costs through incremental rates charged to 

customers that chose to contract for capacity on the expansion facilities.197  The Commission 

also permitted SoCalGas to proceed with its Wheeler Ridge expansion project with recovery of 

the cost of Wheeler Ridge compressors through incremental rates charged to customers that 

contracted for capacity through the expansion facility.198 

 

 

 

                                                 
195 http://sempra.mediaroom.com/index.php?s=19080&item=137010  
196 Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 13. 
197 D.91-06-017, Findings of Fact 11, 12. 
198 D.93-02-055, Findings of Fact 2, 3. 
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IX. IF THE COMMISSION WERE TO PERMIT THE APPLICANTS TO PURSUE 
THE NORTH-SOUTH PROJECT AND TO RECOVER THE COSTS ON A 
ROLLED-IN BASIS, CONTRARY TO SCGC’S RECOMMENDATION, THE 
APPLICANTS SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO WAIT TO RECOVER ANY 
PROJECT COSTS UNTIL AFTER A REASONABLENESS REVIEW IN THE 
APPLICANTS’ GENERAL RATE CASE  FOLLOWING COMPLETION OF THE 
PROJECT. 

If, contrary to SCGC’s recommendation, the Applicants were permitted to proceed with 

the North-South Project and to recover the costs on a rolled-in rather than incremental 

ratemaking basis, the recovery of the costs of the completed project should be deferred until after 

being reviewed for reasonableness in the Applicants’ GRC following the date that the North-

South Project is placed in service.  A GRC reasonableness review would provide the 

Commission with an opportunity to determine whether the Project is needed before burdening 

ratepayers with the cost of the Project and would ensure that the costs incurred by the Applicants 

in completing the Project were reasonable before the costs would be recovered in rates.199  

The Applicants routinely construct pipeline additions or expansions between GRC test 

years, with the cost of the capital additions being included in the rate base adopted in the 

subsequent GRC.200  For example, SoCalGas acquired what is now Line 6916 to transport gas 

from the Northern System to the Southern System, with the cost of acquiring and refurbishing 

Line 6916 being added to SoCalGas’ Test Year 2012 rate base through a GRC.201   

                                                 
199 Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 14. 
200 Ibid. 
201 D.13-05-010, p. 438 (May 9, 2013). 
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X. IF, CONTRARY TO SCGC’S RECOMMENDATION, THE COMMISSION 
PERMITS SOCALGAS TO PROCEED WITH THE NORTH-SOUTH PROJECT 
AND TO RECOVER NORTH-SOUTH PROJECT COSTS  IN INTERIM RATES 
PRIOR TO THE GENERAL RATE CASE FOLLOWING PROJECT 
COMPLETION, THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT THE APPLICANTS’ 
PROPOSAL TO INCLUDE THE “FULL COST” OF THE PROJECT IN THE 
INTERIM RATES. 

If, contrary to SCGC’s recommendation, the Commission permits the Applicants to 

proceed with the North-South Project and to recover the cost of the project in BTS rates prior to 

the Applicants’ GRC that follows project completion, the Commission should nevertheless reject 

the Applicants’ proposal to include the “full cost” of the Project in rates after the assets are 

placed in service and an advice letter is approved as proposed by Applicants’ witness Yee.202  

Instead, the Commission should follow precedent for the rate treatment of large capital additions 

and limit recovery of Project costs through interim rates to the amount of savings created by the 

Project. 

The Commission allowed utilities to establish Major Additions Adjustment Clause 

(“MAAC”) balancing accounts during the 1980s to record the revenue requirement of projects 

such as the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (“SONGS”) between the date when the 

projects were placed in service and the date the cost of the projected were reflected in rates 

through a GRC.203  The Commission permitted the utilities to recover costs recorded in a MAAC 

balancing account on an interim basis prior to a GRC and a reasonableness review, but the 

Commission limited interim rate recovery to the level of cost savings generated by the project.204  

For example, the Commission allowed both Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”) and 

SDG&E to start recovering SONGS costs included in a MAAC balancing accounts, but the 

Commission limited rate recovery to an amount equal to the reduction in fuel costs that resulted 

                                                 
202 Ex. SCG-8, Yee Updated Direct Testimony, p. 4. 
203 Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 16. 
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from placing SONGS in service.205  Thus, the utilities’ rates remained relatively flat after 

SONGS was placed in service, although a limited amount of rate recovery for SONGS was 

allowed.  A similar approach was used by PG&E for the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Plant.206 

In the case of the North-South Project, the cost savings associated with placing the North-

South Project being placed in service would be the incremental cost to the core associated with 

the MILC, the SRMA revenue requirement, and the cost of any discounting of BTS service from 

Ehrenberg.207  The cost savings could be calculated on the basis of the cost of maintaining 

Southern System reliability using existing tools for the most recent twelve month period for 

which data is available prior to the date on which interim rates would become effective.208   

XI. THE COMMISSION SHOULD DENY THE APPLICANTS’ REQUEST TO 
RECORD AND RECOVER INCREMENTAL PRE-STARTUP O&M AND 
INCREMENTAL POST-STARTUP O&M THROUGH THE PROPOSED NSIMA. 

The Applicants propose to establish a new SoCalGas North-South Infrastructure 

Memorandum Account (“NSIMA”).209   The NSIMA would serve to record operations and 

maintenance (“O&M”) expenses incurred to complete the North-South Project and, also, post-

startup “incremental O&M expenses to be incurred subsequent to completion of the project.”210  

Neither pre-startup O&M nor post-startup O&M should be permitted to be recorded in the 

proposed NSIMA. 

                                                                                                                                                             
204 Ibid, p. 17. 
205 Ibid. 
206 Ibid. 
207 Ibid,  p. 18. 
208 Ibid. 
209 Ex. SCG-7, Ahmed Updated Direct Testimony, p. 1. 
210Ibid, p. 2. 
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The pre-startup O&M expenses are “primarily for office space and other office related 

cost.”211  The Applicants’ witness Yee said that it would be contrary to “company policy” to 

capitalize the costs because the costs would be “incurred by North-South Project back office 

employees rather than by North-South Project construction crews or by employees who provide 

general support to SoCalGas operations (the distinction is the latter can add should be 

capitalized).”212  In that case, however, the costs should be considered to be part of the 

Applicants’ overhead.   

The cost of overheads is included in the factors used to gross up the cost of labor and 

non-labor direct expenses used for the North-South Project, and the Applicants will recover their 

overheads through the loaders that are applied by witness Yee.213  The Applicants should not be 

permitted to both fully load North-South Project costs as proposed by witness Yee and to 

simultaneously directly charge overhead office costs of by recording the costs in the NSIMA.  

The Commission should also reject the Applicants’ proposal to include incremental post-

startup O&M in the NSIMA.  The Applicants should be required to manage post-startup costs of 

the new North-South facilities just as they manage O&M for all of their other transmission 

activities.214  The Commission denied recovery of post-startup O&M through the MAAC 

balancing accounts, and for good reason.  The Commission did not allow balancing account 

treatment of O&M costs for either SONGS or Diablo Canyon because “an open-ended balancing 

account gives a utility no incentive to control costs within the limits of a fixed budget.”215   

                                                 
211 Ex. SCG-3, Buczkowski Updated Direct Testimony, p. 16. 
212 Ex. SCG-19, Yee Rebuttal Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 4. 
213 Ex. SCG-8, Yee Updated Direct Testimony, p. 3. 
214 Ex. SCGC-Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 20. 
215 D.83-09-007, p. 40. 
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XII. IF THE COMMISSION WERE TO APPROVE THE NORTH-SOUTH PROJECT 
WITH RECOVERY OF COSTS ON A ROLLED-IN BASIS, THE COST OF THE 
PROJECT SHOULD BE CAPPED. 

Both ORA and TURN recommend imposing the cost cap on the cost of the North-South 

Project.216  SCGC concurs with the ORA/TURN recommendation.  If the Applicants were only 

allowed to pursue the Project on an incremental, let-the-market-decide basis, a cost cap would 

not be necessary because the Applicants’ need to compete for customers would place downward 

pressure on North-South Project costs.217  Thus, the market would impose cost discipline on the 

Project.218  However, if the Commission were, contrary to SCGC’s recommendations, to 

authorize the Applicants’ to pursue the Project on a rolled-in basis, a cap should be established 

on the basis of the Applicants forecasted costs, less any disallowances that might be required by 

the Commission.  

XIII. CONCLUSION.  

For the reasons set forth herein, SCGC respectfully request the Commission to adopt the 

recommendations herein and in the foregoing Summary of Recommendations. 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
/s/ Norman A. Pedersen 
____________________________________ 
Norman A. Pedersen, Esq. 
HANNA AND MORTON LLP 
444 South Flower Street, Suite 1500 
Los Angeles, California 90071-2916 
 
Attorneys for the SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 
GENERATION COALITION 
 

Dated:  September 25, 2015    

                                                 
216 Ex. ORA-2, Sabino Direct Testimony, p. 76; Ex. TURN-2, Emmrich Direct Testimony on Cost 

Allocation Rates, p. 2. 
217 Ex. SCGC-3, Yap Rebuttal Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 6. 
218 Ibid. 
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

The Southern California Generation Coalition (“SCGC”) respectfully submits the 

following recommendations: 

� The Commission should reject the proposal by the Southern California Gas 

Company (“SoCalGas”) and San Diego Gas and Electric Company (“SDG&E”) 

(jointly, “Applicants”) to construct the North-South Project insofar as the Project 

is unnecessary to address the threats that the Applicants allege could prevent the 

Applicants from meeting the minimum flow requirement on the Applicants’ 

Southern System and would be vastly more costly for ratepayers than, 

particularly, non-physical alternatives. 

� If, contrary to SCGC’s recommendation, if the Commission were to prefer a 

physical solution for the Southern System minimum flow problem, the 

Commission should direct the Applicants to reconsider their design criteria to 

determine the amount of capacity needed to meet the Southern System minimum 

flow requirement. 

� If, contrary to SCGC’s recommendation, if the Commission were to decide that a 

physical solution rather than a suite of non-physical alternatives is preferable to 

address the Southern System minimum flow requirement, the Commission should 

direct the Applicants to consider the physical solutions that are offered by several 

interstate pipeline and direct the Applicants to either conduct an open season or to 

negotiate with the interested interstate pipeline that offers safe and reliable service 

at the lowest reasonable cost because the physical alternatives proposed by 

interstate pipelines would provide greater flexibility to adjust to accommodate 
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future circumstances than the North-South Project and would avoid burdening 

ratepayers with stranded costs. 

� If, contrary to SCGC’s recommendation, the Commission were to desire a 

physical solution to the Southern System minimum flow requirement that would 

be on the SoCalGas system rather than on a interstate pipeline system, there is a 

on-system alternative to the North-South Project that the Applicants fail to 

mention but which should be considered. 

� Insofar as the North-South Project is unnecessary, if the Applicants are 

nevertheless permitted to proceed with the Project, the cost of the Project should 

not be recovered on a rolled-in basis from the general body of ratepayers but, 

instead, should be recovered on a “let-the-market-decide” basis with incremental 

rates being charged to customers that contract for capacity, most likely in 

conjunction with capacity on Line 3602 and other pipeline segments that would 

provide a 36-inch pipeline path from Adelanto to Otay Mesa at the U.S.-Mexico 

international border for export to Mexico. 

� If the Commission were to permit the Applicants to pursue the North-South 

Project and to recover the costs on a rolled-in basis contrary to SCGC’s 

recommendation, the Applicants should be required to wait to recover any North-

South Project costs until after a reasonableness review in the Applicants’ General 

Rate Case (“GRC”) following completion of the Project. 

� If, contrary to SCGC’s recommendation, the Commission permits SoCalGas to 

proceed with the North-South Project and to recover the cost in rates prior to the 

GRC following Project completion, the Commission should reject the Applicants’ 

proposal to recover the “full cost” of the Project through the interim rates by 
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limiting the Applicants’ rate recovery to the amount of savings that ratepayers 

would realize from placing the North-South Project in operation.  

� The Commission should deny the Applicants’ request to record and recover 

incremental pre-startup operation and maintenance (“O&M”) costs and 

incremental post-startup O&M costs through the proposed North-South Project 

Infrastructure Memorandum Account.  

� If the Commission were to approve the North-South Project with recovery of 

costs on a rolled-in basis, the costs of the project should be capped. 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GENERATION COALITION 
REPLY BRIEF 

 

In accordance with Rule 13.11 of the Rules and Procedure of the California Public 

Utilities Commission (“Commission”)1 and the Order of Administrative Law Judge Karl J. 

Bemesderfer,2  the Southern California Generation Coalition (“SCGC”) respectfully submits this 

reply brief on issues raised by the Southern California Gas Company (“SoCalGas”) and San 

Diego Gas and Electric Company (“SDG&E”) (jointly, “Applicants”) in their opening brief in 

this proceeding.  This reply brief also addresses several points raised by The Utility Rate 

Normalization (“TURN”) in its opening brief.  SCGC addresses the issues generally in the 

sequence in which the issues were raised in the opening briefs. 

I. INTRODUCTION. 

The opening briefs filed in this proceeding demonstrate that, overwhelmingly, problems 

with maintaining minimum flows through the SoCalGas interconnection with the El Paso Natural 

Gas Company (“El Paso”) at Ehrenberg are the result of economic forces rather than physical 

                                                 
1 20 Cal. Code of Reg. § 13.11. 
2 Transcript (“Tr.”) 990. 
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impediments on the El Paso system.  El Paso delivers gas to Ehrenberg at a 99.85 percent 

reliability level.3  However, SoCalGas permits its customers to deliver gas into the SoCalGas 

system at any of its receipt points regardless of whether the receipt point is on the Southern 

System or the Northern System.4  Thus, customers on the Southern System may elect to receive 

lower priced gas through receipt points other than Ehrenberg.  Consequently, the deliveries 

through Ehrenberg can fall below the level of demand on the Southern System minus the amount 

of flowing supplies that SoCalGas is able to flow from its Northern System to its Southern 

System, in which case the Applicants’ System Operator needs to obtain deliveries through 

Ehrenberg to meet the Southern System minimum flow requirement.5   

Given that the minimum flow problem for the Southern System primarily results from 

customers seeking to deliver gas through receipt points other than Ehrenberg for economic 

reasons, non-physical solutions are appropriate for addressing the need to deliver supplies to 

meet the Southern System minimum flow requirement.  The Applicants have met the Southern 

System minimum flow requirement successfully through the non-physical tools that are currently 

available to them.  Those tools are, primarily, Memoranda In Lieu of Contracts (“MILCs”) 

between the Applicants’ System Operator and the Applicants’ Gas Acquisition Department to 

meet the minimum flow requirement associated with core demand on the Southern System, 

baseload contracts to meet the minimum flow requirement associated with noncore demand on 

the Southern System, occasional spot purchases, and discounts for backbone transmission service 

on the Southern System to encourage deliveries at Ehrenberg.   

Those tools have served to meet the minimum flow requirement on the Southern System 

at what is now a declining cost.  The cost of maintaining minimum flows at Ehrenberg hit a peak 

                                                 
3 Exhibit (“Ex.”) EP-1, Sanabria Direct Testimony, p. 9 (Table 2); Tr. 882 (Applicants/Chaudhury). 
4 Ex. SCG-2, Marelli Updated Direct Testimony, p. 2. 



3 
300216001 10122015 Reply Brief   

of $20.0 million for the twelve months September, 2012, through August, 2013.6  Total costs 

declined to $15.9 million for the twelve months September, 2013, through August, 2014,7 and 

declined again, precipitously, to $4.7 million for the twelve months September, 2014, through 

August, 2015.8  

Even assuming the $20 million cost of meeting the Southern System minimum flow 

requirement which was recorded for the twelve month period September, 2012, through August, 

2013, the current non-physical tools for meeting the Southern System minimum flow 

requirement are extremely cost effective when compared to the enormous cost that would be 

imposed on ratepayers if the North-South Project were constructed and the associated revenue 

requirement were included in rates.  The Applicants estimate that the annual revenue requirement 

for the first year in which the North-South Project is projected to be operational, 2020, will be 

$133.6 million,9 nearly seven times the $20 million peak cost of using the current non-physical 

tools for meeting the Southern System minimum flow requirement and a staggering 28 times the 

$4.7 million cost recorded for the most recent reported period, September, 2014, through August, 

2015.  The cumulative North-South Project revenue requirement that would be imposed on 

ratepayers through 2096 would be $2.782 billion.10   

Insofar as the North-South Project would be part of the Applicants’ Backbone 

Transmission System, the cost of the Project would be recovered through the Applicants’ rate for 

Backbone Transmission Service (“BTS”).11  For the first year in which the North-South Project 

                                                                                                                                                             
5 Ibid, pp. 1-2. 
6 Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 6, Table 1. 
7 Ibid. 
8 SoCalGas Advice No. 4866-A, p. 3 (October 1, 2015). 
9 Ex. SCG-8, Yee Updated Direct Testimony, p. 3, Table 3. 
10 Ex. SCG-8, Yee Updated Direct Testimony, p. 4, Table 5. 
11 Ex. SCG-9, Bonnett Updated Direct Testimony, p. 1. 
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would be operational, 2020, the BTS rate would increase by 81 percent to reflect the inclusion of 

the North-South Project costs.12  This rate increase would apply to the transportation of every 

therm of gas that flows through the Backbone Transmission System to the Applicants’ Citygate 

for redelivery to core and noncore customers alike.    

The Applicants clearly realize that their physical solution to the Southern System 

minimum flow requirement, the North-South Project, is vastly less cost effective than either the 

current or potential future non-physical solutions.  They make no attempt whatsoever to present 

any cost-benefit analysis of the North-South Project.  Instead, they claim in their opening brief 

that increasing the reliability of service to Southern System customers is the “primary reason” for 

proposing the North-South Project.13  They say that having a single pipeline, El Paso, supplying 

the Southern System “is the crux of the problem.”14   

The Applicants do not contest the 99.85 percent reliability level for deliveries through El 

Paso to Ehrenberg.  Instead, they point to a single force majeure event that occurred on February 

1-5, 2011, when extremely cold weather east of California caused well “freeze offs” upstream of 

the El Paso System, resulting in a curtailment of Southern System noncore load.15  SCGC 

witness Yap demonstrated, however, that even using extremely conservative assumptions, the 

frequency of freeze offs that affect the Applicants’ system is about 1-in-30 years.16  Thus, the 

North-South Project cannot be justified as a means to maintain service to noncore customers, 

given the Commission’s 1-in-10 cold year core plus noncore firm service planning standard.17  

The Project comes closer to being justified under the Commission’s 1-in-35 cold year standard 

                                                 
12 Ibid, p. 2. 
13 Applicants Opening Brief, p. 39. 
14 Ibid, p. 43. 
15 Ibid, pp. 21-22. 
16 Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, pp. 26-27. 
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for core service,18 but there are much less expensive options for maintaining service to the core 

in the event of an occurrence as rare as a freeze off that affects the Applicants’ system.  Thus, if 

the North-South Project is to be considered as physical solution to a physical reliability problem, 

the Project is still not cost effective and should be rejected. 

In this reply brief, SCGC addresses various ill-founded arguments by the Applicants that 

there is a need for the North-South Project.  After addressing and rebutting the Applicants’ 

claims about need, SCGC addresses the Applicants’ ratesetting requests, although SCGC urges 

the Commission to reject the North-South Project, obviating any need to address ratesetting 

issues.   

Additionally, SCGC addresses several non-physical alternatives to the North-South 

Project that are presented by TURN.  SCGC appreciates that TURN, like SCGC, strongly 

opposes the North-South Project. SCGC also understands that TURN, like SCGC, presented 

alternatives to demonstrate that there are non-physical alternatives to the North-South Project 

that are much more economic for ratepayers than the North-South Project.  It would go beyond 

the scope of this proceeding for the Commission to decide upon the non-physical alternatives 

that are presented by, primarily, SCGC, TURN, and the Office of Ratepayer Advocates 

(“ORA”).19  However, SCGC addresses some of the non-physical alternatives that TURN raises 

out of an abundance of caution that the Commission may reach beyond the North-South Project 

to rule upon additional tools to address the Southern System minimum flow requirement.  Also, 

SCGC addresses a rate-related issue raised by TURN. 

                                                                                                                                                             
17 D.02-11-073, p. 31 (November 21, 2002). 
18 Ibid. 
19 Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, p.13 (May 5, 2014). 
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II. RESPONSES TO THE APPLICANTS’ ALLEGATIONS OF NEED FOR THE 
NORTH-SOUTH PROJECT. 

The largest portion of the Applicants’ opening brief attempts to make a case that there is 

a need for the North-South Project.  The Applicants fail to make any convincing arguments that 

there is a need in light of the vastly more cost effective alternatives to meeting the Southern 

System minimum flow requirement.  SCGC discusses the Applicants’ arguments, for the most 

part, in the sequence in which the arguments arise in the Applicants’ opening brief.   

A. Gas from the Honor Rancho Storage Field Can Be Delivered to the Southern 
System. 

The Applicants contend in their opening brief as well as in their testimony that there is a 

need for the North-South Project because the Southern System “does not have access to our 

storage fields” without the North-South Project.20  However, when the Applicants were asked to 

“describe the path that gas withdrawn from Honor Rancho would have to take in order to reach 

the Chino and Prado crossovers and ultimately Moreno Station,” the Applicants answered: “Gas 

withdrawn from Honor Rancho for delivery to Moreno Station via the Chino and Prado 

crossover stations would utilize Transmission Lines 2000, 225, 4000, 1185, 235, 4002, 335, and 

2001,”21 clearly implying that Honor Rancho storage gas can be delivered currently to the 

Southern System.   

If the pipelines that are identified in the data response are put in a proper geographic 

sequence from the Honor Rancho storage field in the North to Moreno in the South, the sequence 

would be:  

� Line 225 from Honor Rancho to Quigley, 

� Lines 335 and 235 from Quigley to Adelanto,  

                                                 
20 Applicants Opening Brief, p. 13; Ex. SCG-2, Marelli Updated Direct Testimony, p. 2. 
21 Ex. SCGC-16, p. 6. 
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� Line 1185 south from Adelanto to an interconnection with Lines 4000 and 4002 at 

Cajon, 

� Lines 4000 and 4002 from Cajon to interconnections with Lines 2001 and 2000 at 

the Chino and Prado valve stations respectively.  Chino is a valve station where 

Lines 4000 and 4002 cross Line 2001.  Prado is a valve station south of Chino 

where Lines 4000 and 4002 cross Line 2000.22    

� Line 2001 from Chino to Moreno and Line 2000 from Prado to Moreno.23   

The path from the Honor Rancho storage field over Line 225 to Quigley and then Lines 335 and 

235 from Quigley to Adelanto would be precisely the same path that would be utilized to 

transport Honor Rancho storage gas to the Adelanto Compressor Station and the proposed North-

South Pipeline northern terminus at Adelanto.   

 Under the Applicants’ proposal, in addition to following the Adelanto-Cajon-

Chino/Prado-Moreno path from Adelanto to Moreno, gas withdrawn from Honor Rancho could 

flow across the North-South Pipeline from Adelanto to Moreno.  Hence, the Applicants’ witness 

Bisi saw the North-South Project as equivalent to looping Lines 4000 and 4002 in conjunction 

with looping Line 1185 between Adelanto and Cajon and looping Line 2001 between Chino and 

Moreno: “I sort of see though the North-South Project is that looping of Line 4000 and 4002 that 

you are asking about.”24   

                                                 
22 Ex. SCGC-17. 
23 Tr. 700-702 (Applicants/Bisi); Ex. SCGC-17, 6-02 Map of SoCalGas Facilities. 
24 Tr. 717 (Applicants/Bisi). 
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B. The Applicants Attempt to Understate the Degree to Which the Cost of Using 
Currently Effective Tools for Meeting the Southern System Minimum Flow 
Requirement Has Declined, Making the Use of Non-Physical Solutions Even 
More Cost Effective in Comparison to the North-South Project. 

The Applicants claim that the cost of supporting the Southern System, calculated as being 

the cost recorded in the System Reliability Memorandum Account (“SRMA”) plus the cost of 

BTS discounts, was “roughly doubling every year since the transfer of support responsibility 

from Gas Acquisition to the System Operator in April of 2009 – from $2.2 million in 2009-10 to 

$20 million in 2012-13.”25  The Applicants then say: “Southern System requirements leveled off 

in 2014 and 2015.”26  That is a colossal understatement.   

Instead of “leveling off,” the cost of meeting the Southern System minimum flow 

requirement by using the current tools has plummeted from $20.0 million for the twelve months 

September, 2012, through August, 2013, to $15.9 million for the twelve months September, 

2013-2014, and to $4.7 million of the twelve months September, 2014, through August, 2015.27  

The $4.7 million expense for the most recent reported period is only 3.5 percent of the estimated 

$133.6 revenue requirement for the North-South Project in its first year of operation.   

Even if the cost experienced for the twelve months September, 2012, through August, 

2013, $20.0 million, were seen as being the cost of using non-physical alternatives to the North-

South Project, the cost of using non-physical alternatives would be only 15 percent of the 

estimated $133.6 million first year revenue requirement of the North-South Project.  The current 

non-physical tools for maintaining Southern System minimum flows are vastly more cost-

effective than the Applicants’ proposed physical solution. 

                                                 
25 Applicants Opening Brief, p. 15. 
26 Ibid, p. 16. 
27 Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 6 (Table 1); Advice No. 4866-A, 2015 Annual 

Compliance Report on Utility System Operators Southern System Reliability Purchase and Sales (September 1, 
2014 through August 31, 2015), p. 2.  
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C. Increased Supplies Will Be Available to Serve California as Well as Mexico 
and East of California Customers on the El Paso South Mainline.  

The Applicants contend that “substantial future flows to Mexico over the El Paso South 

Mainline will further reduce flows to Blythe.”28  This contention has no merit.  First, as SCGC 

discussed in its opening brief, increased deliveries into Mexico to date have not resulted in a 

decrease of deliveries of gas into the SoCalGas system at Ehrenberg.29  To the contrary, as 

shown by a graph produced by witness Yap, deliveries from El Paso into the SoCalGas system at 

Ehrenberg increased in 2014 in comparison to both 2012 and 2013 even though deliveries to 

Mexico also increased,30  and the Applicants’ witness Chaudhury agreed.31 

Second, the projected increase in gas production in the Permian Basin, which is 

connected directly to the El Paso South Mainline, will be sufficient to meet the increasing 

demand for gas off of the El Paso South Mainline for delivery to Mexico.32   

Third, as witness Chaudhury agreed, the reversal of flow on the Tennessee Gas Pipeline 

to bring shale gas from northern states to Texas will make additional gas supplies available to 

Mexican markets and, also, will tend to push Permian Basin gas west to El Paso’s traditional 

Arizona and California customers as well as to Mexico.33   

Lastly, as witness Chaudhury admitted, Mexico passed a constitutional reform in 

December, 2013, that will allow foreign companies to share profits with PEMEX and to explore 

and drill for oil and gas in Mexico, providing “PEMEX with some of the expertise and 

                                                 
28 Applicants Opening Brief, p. 17. 
29 SCGC Opening Brief, pp. 7-8. 
30 Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 10 (Figure 3). 
31 Tr. 855 (Applicants/Chaudhury). 
32 SCGC Opening Brief, pp. 8-9. 
33 Ibid,, pp. 9-11; Tr. 860 (Applicants/Chaudhury).  
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equipment to properly extract its natural gas resources instead of having to rely on imports from 

the United States.”34   

Thus, for all of these reasons, the Applicants’ claim that Mexican demand for imported 

gas from the United States will diminish supplies available to California should be given no 

credence. 

D. The Applicants’ Attempt to Characterize Non-Physical Solutions to the 
Minimum Flow Requirement as a “Short Term Approach” Ignores the 
Potential For Making the Non-Physical Solutions Longer-Term and, More 
Importantly, Ignores the Flexibility Inherent in Using the Non-Physical 
Solutions in Comparison to the Inescapable Long-Term Cost Burden that the 
North-South Project Would Impose On Ratepayers. 

The Applicants repeatedly attempt to characterize tools such as the MILCs to meet 

minimum flow requirements for core customers and baseload contracts to meet minimum flow 

requirements for noncore customers as “short-term approaches” which should be replaced with a 

“long-term solution [that] can only be accomplished through a physical solution” like the North-

South Project.35  The Applicants completely ignore the fact that non-physical solutions such as 

the MILCs and baseload contracts could be extended to have terms longer than one year, as 

discussed by SCGC witness Yap.36  Witness Yap also suggested a non-physical solution to the 

minimum flow requirement that would involve having the Applicants’ System Operator hold 

contracts for capacity on the El Paso South Mainline for periods of three to five years with 

Rights of First Refusal (“ROFR”) to ensure that the System Operator would continue to have El 

Paso capacity available into the future.37  Thus, non-physical solutions clearly could have longer 

terms. 

                                                 
34 SCGC Opening Brief, pp. 10-11; SCG-14, Chaudhury Rebuttal on the Alternatives, p. 7. 
35 Applicants Opening Brief, pp. 27-28. 
36 Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, pp. 14-15. 
37 Ibid, p. 16. 
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More importantly, the fact that non-physical solutions are not necessarily long-term is a 

distinct advantage of the non-physical solutions over the North-South Project.  The North-South 

Project would be a fixed asset that would have a long life, burdening ratepayers through the year 

2096 and costing ratepayers a cumulative $2.782 billion.38  By contrast, the use of non-physical 

solutions including both current tools and additional tools as suggested by witness Yap could be 

adjusted as circumstances warrant. 

It is quite likely that circumstances will change to reduce the minimum flow requirement, 

ultimately making the North-South Project an enormous stranded cost burden on ratepayers.  

First, although the Southern System minimum flow requirement increased in 2012 and 2013 

from relatively flat previous levels largely due to the outage of the San Onofre Nuclear 

Generating Station (“SONGS”),39 the average Southern System minimum flow requirement has 

declined since 2013, and deliveries into the Southern System have increased, as shown by SCGC 

witness Yap’s Figure 1.40  These are the phenomena that have resulted in the dramatic 77 percent 

plunge in the cost of using the non-physical solutions to meet the Southern System minimum 

flow requirement from $20.0 million for the twelve months September, 2012, through August, 

2013, to $4.7 million for the twelve months September, 2014, through August, 2015. 

Second, looking into the future, policies have been adopted in California to depress the 

consumption of fossil fuels including natural gas.  Senate Bill (“SB”) 350 (De Leon) was passed 

by both the California State Senate and the California State Assembly on September 11, 2015, 

and was signed by Governor Brown and chaptered on October 7, 2015.41  SB 350 mandates a 

                                                 
38 Ex. SCG-8, Yee Updated Direct Testimony, p. 4. 
39 Ex. SCG-2, Marelli Updated Direct Testimony, pp. 6-7. 
40 Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 9 (Figure 1). See SCGC Opening Brief, pp. 27-29. 
41 Governor Brown Signs New Energy Law, Los Angeles Times, p. B1 (October 7, 2015); Chapter. 547, 

Statutes. of 2015. 
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Renewal Portfolio Standard (“RPS”) of 50 percent and a doubling of energy efficiency savings 

by 2030.  SCGC witness Yap performed a study of the potential impact of SB 350.  She found 

that by 2030 “more than half of the Southern System requirements would be eliminated.”42   

California policies to reduce greenhouse gas (“GHG”) are also likely to depress demand 

for natural gas on the Southern System as well as across California.  The California Global 

Warming Solutions Act of 2006, Assembly Bill (“AB”) 32, mandates a reduction in California 

GHG emissions to the 1990 level by 2020. 43  A bill that is currently pending in the California 

Legislature, SB 32 (Pavley), would require the California Resources Board (“CARB”) to 

approve a statewide 2030 GHG emissions limit that is 40 percent below the 1990 level.   

The Applicants’ failure to recognize the potential impact of California policies such the 

RPS and the limitations on GHG emissions results in the Applicants failing to recognize the very 

real potential for the North-South Project to become an extremely costly stranded asset far before 

the end of its useful life. 

E. The Applicants’ Claim that the “Crux of the Problem” Is that There Is a 
“Single Pipeline Source” for Southern System Does Not Justify the North-
South Project. 

Given that their argument that Mexican deliveries will reduce supplies at Ehrenberg is 

not convincing, and given that non-physical solutions are far more cost effective than the North-

South Project as a solution to the minimum flow requirement, the Applicants turn to what they 

call their “primary reason” for proposing the North-South Project: reliability of supply to the 

Southern System in the event of an upstream force majeure event.44  They say: “All of the 

existing tools for dealing with Southern System reliability problems are saddled with the same 

                                                 
42 Ex. SCGC-3, Yap Rebuttal Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 9; see SCGC Opening Brief, p. 33. 
43 Chapter 488, Statutes of 2006. 
44 Applicants Opening Brief, p. 39. 
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single pipeline source constraint that exists today, which is the crux of the problem.”45  The 

Applicants point to a February 1-5, 2011, event in which “extremely cold weather East of 

California caused well freeze offs upstream of the SoCalGas system”46 that resulted in a 

curtailment of Southern System load.47   

SCGC addressed the February, 2011, freeze up in its opening brief.48  The February, 2011 

freeze up was an exceptionally severe weather event.  The System Operator was unable to obtain 

sufficient gas supplies to meet Southern System minimum flow requirements, resulting in a 200 

MMcf/d curtailment of noncore usage on the Southern System on February 3, 2011.49  Ironically, 

while the Applicants point to the February, 2011 event as the primary reason for the North-South 

Project, they admit that the North-South Project would not have prevented the February 3, 2011 

curtailment on the Southern System:  

With respect to the testimony on Page 8 lines 11-21 and page 9, 
lines 1-4, SoCalGas and SDG&E do not believe that either the 
North-South pipeline or deliveries from Honor Rancho would have 
been able to support the Southern System on February 2 and 3, 
2011.  SoCalGas and SDG&E were short of supply across their 
entire system during that event, and there were no supplies 
available on its Northern System to transport to the Southern 
System.50 

1. There Is at Most a 1-in-30 Chance that a Well Freeze-Up Event 
Would Affect the Applicants’ System. 

The Applicants made no attempt whatsoever to identify the frequency of events that 

affected the Applicants’ system like the February, 2011 freeze up.  SGCG witness Yap did.  

                                                 
45 Applicants Opening Brief, p. 43. 
46 Ibid, p. 21. 
47 Ibid, p. 22. 
48 SCGC Opening Brief, pp. 20-23. 
49 Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, p. 25. 
50 Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, Attachment E, Applicants Response to Data Request 

SCGC-10, Q.10.1. 
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Witness Yap’s research showed that freeze ups occurred to varying degrees in various locations 

in the Rocky Mountain, New Mexico, Texas, and Gulf Coast production areas during 1983, 

1989, 2003, 2006, 2008, and 2010 as well as in February, 2011.  Witness Yap researched each of 

those events to determine whether there was any impact on the SoCalGas system.  The 1989, 

2003, 2006, 2008, and 2010 events did not have any significant impact on the deliveries of gas 

supplies through Ehrenberg.51  Insofar as SoCalGas no longer has daily operating data available 

for 1983, it was not possible for witness Yap to determine if the 1983 freeze up had any impact 

on deliveries at Ehrenberg.  Accordingly, she made the extremely conservative assumption that 

there was an impact.  Based on that assumption, she came to the conclusion that freeze-ups that 

affect Ehrenberg deliveries occur only about once every three decades.52  Of course, if data were 

available showing no impact on Ehrenberg deliveries during the 1983 event, her conclusion 

would have been that freeze-ups affect Ehrenberg deliveries even less frequently.   

Thus, the Applicants are proposing a Project having $621.3 million direct cost,53 a fully 

loaded and escalated cost $855.5 million,54 and a cumulative revenue requirement over the life of 

the Project of $2.782 billion55 to address a type of event that has an impact on the SoCalGas 

system only about once in thirty years and perhaps even less frequently.  The Applicants make 

absolutely no effort to do a cost-benefit analysis of building a very expensive North-South 

Project to address the impact of an event that has a very low probability of reoccurring. 

 

 

                                                 
51 Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, p. 27. 
52 Ibid. 
53 Ex. SCG-3, Buczkowski Updated Direct Testimony, p. 5.  
54 Ex. SCG-8, Yee Updated Direct Testimony, p. 3. 
55 Ibid, p. 4. 
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2. Purchasing Gas in Mexico for Delivery into the Applicants’ System at 
Otay Mesa Would Be Much More Economic than the North-South 
Project to Address the Rare Well Freeze-Up Event that Affects the 
Applicants’ System. 

Worst yet, the Applicants did not recognize the potential to serve Southern System load 

in the event of another force majeure event by buying gas from Mexico, most likely from the 

Costa Azul LNG import terminal in Baja California near Ensenada, for delivery into the 

Applicants’ system at the Otay Mesa interconnection point at the U.S.-Mexico international 

border.  Costa Azul has been in operation since 2008 and can process up to 1 Bcf of gas per 

day.56   

The cost of regasified LNG is very high.  At the time of witness Yap’s testimony, LNG 

was selling for $15.65/dth.57  Thus, it would cost about $1.6 million for every 100 MMcf of gas 

that had to be purchased to meet the Southern System minimum flow requirement.58  However, 

the purchases would occur very rarely.  As a result, purchasing gasified LNG to meet the 

Southern System minimum flow requirement to address the impact of a force majeure event 

would be vastly more economic than bearing the cumulative $2.782 billion cost of the North-

South Project. 

3. If the Commission Were to Desire a Physical Solution to Address the 
Rare Well Freeze-Up Event that Affects the Applicants’ System, an 
LNG Storage Facility to serve the Core Would Be More Economic 
than the North-South Project. 

Witness Yap also pointed out that if the Commission desired a physical solution for the 

very rare force majeure event that affected the Applicants’ system, an LNG storage facility could 

be constructed on the Southern System at a cost of approximately $259 million for a facility with 

                                                 
56 Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, p. 28. 
57 Ibid, p. 29. 
58 Ibid. 
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a 2.0 Bcf inventory capacity and 200 MMcf/d withdrawal rate.59  Given that the standard for 

maintaining service to noncore customers is 1-in-10 cold year plus noncore firm service and the 

standard for maintaining service to core customers is 1-in-35 cold year core, an LNG storage 

facility would only be constructed to serve the core.60 

The Applicants state “an LNG peak-shaving facility with capacity for a period of 3 days 

would require storage capacity of 2.4 BCF, a maximum withdrawal/regasification rate of 800 

MMcfd, and adequate liquefaction facilities to refill” would “cost well over $1 billion.”61  

However, the Applicants erroneously assume that the plant would be designed to deliver vastly 

more gas than would be required to meet Southern System core demand. 

Given the extreme infrequency of force majeure events such as the February, 2011 freeze 

up that have an impact on the Applicants’ system, and given that there are much more cost 

effective alternatives for addressing force majeure events, assuming that the events should be 

addressed at all, there is no merit to the Applicants’ alleged “primary reason” for constructing the 

North-South Project. 

F. The Applicants Err in Saying that Gas Supply that Flows Through the Otay 
Mesa Interconnection Between TGN and SDG&E Only Comes From El 
Paso.  

The Applicants observe that one of the tools that the System Operator currently has 

available to address Southern System minimum flow requirements is deliveries through the Otay 

Mesa interconnection between TGN and SDG&E at the U.S.-Mexico international border.62  The 

Applicants contend that the possibility of delivering gas into SDG&E through Otay Mesa “does 

                                                 
59 Ex. SCGC-1, Yap Updated Direct Testimony, p. 30.  
60 D.02-11-073, p. 31 (November 21, 2002). 
61 Applicants Opening Brief, pp. 50-51. 
62 Ibid, p. 44. 
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not mitigate the fact that the supplies still come from the single pipeline source of El Paso.”63  

The Applicants fail to recognize that supplies that originate in Mexico, including gasified LNG 

that is sold at the Costa Azul facility, would also be available at Otay Mesa. 

G. The Applicants Fail to Show that the North-South Project Is the Best 
Physical Solution, Assuming that a Physical Solution Is Actually Warranted.   

The Applicants say that they “believe that the only long-term solution to Southern 

System reliability is a physical solution, and the best physical solution by far is the North-South 

Project.”64  The Applicants make this assertion on the strength of a comparison of the North-

South Project to two hypothetical alternatives, the River Route Pipeline and the Cross Desert 

Project.  

The River Route Pipeline would involve the installation of approximately 100 miles of 

36-inch diameter pipeline between North Needles and South Needles on the SoCalGas Northern 

System to Blythe on the Southern System.65  However, supplies transported on the River Route 

Pipeline would be limited to supplies delivered to SoCalGas at the North Needles and South 

Needles receipt points.66  By contrast, the North-South Project would be able transport supplies 

delivered at the North Needles, South Needles, Kramer Junction, Wheeler Ridge, and Kern River 

receipt points as well as storage supplies from the Honor Rancho storage field to the Southern 

System.67  Additionally, the estimated direct cost of the River Route Pipeline is $769 million, 

more than the $621.3 million capital costs of the North-South Project.68   

                                                 
63 Ibid. 
64 Applicants Opening Brief, p. 32.  
65 Ibid, p. 35. 
66 Ibid, p. 36. 
67 Ibid, p. 35. 
68 Ibid, p. 36; Ex. SCG-3, Buczkowski Updated Direct Testimony, p. 5. 
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The other alternative is the Cross Desert Project, a 200 mile, 36-inch diameter pipeline 

that would extend from the Adelanto Compressor Station to Blythe.69  The Cross Desert Project 

could transport the same supplies to the Southern System as the North-South Project, but it 

would have a much higher estimated direct cost, $1,538 billion instead of the $621.3 million 

direct cost of the North-South Project.70 

1. Physical Solutions Offered by Interstate Pipelines. 

In claiming that the North-South Project is “the best physical solution” in their opening 

brief, the Applicants ignore the proposals by three interstate pipelines to construct facilities that 

could transport gas from the SoCalGas Northern System to the SoCalGas Southern System.  

Proposals were submitted by El Paso,71 by TransCanada Pipelines Limited and North Baja 

Pipeline, LLC (“North Baja”),72 and by Transwestern Pipeline Company, LLC 

(“Transwestern’).73  The interstate pipeline alternatives offer advantages that cannot be obtained 

from any physical solution constructed by the Applicants.   

All of the interstate pipeline alternatives offer the possibility of adjustments over time to 

accommodate future changed circumstances.  SoCalGas ratepayers would be obligated only for 

the duration of the contract term with the interstate pipeline.74  The Applicants could contract for 

capacity for a term of years, but they could adjust the contracted capacity to a lower amount 

when their contract terminates and they rollover to a new contract.  The Applicants could assure 

                                                 
69 Ibid, p. 36. 
70 Ibid, pp. 36-37 
71 Ex. EP-1, Sanabria Updated Direct Testimony.  
72 Ex. NP-1, Schoene Direct Testimony.  
73 Ex. TW-1, Hearn Direct Testimony. 
74 Ex. TW-2, Hearn Direct Testimony on Rate Setting, p. 3. 
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themselves of continued service on the interstate pipeline by including a Right of First Refusal 

(“ROFR”) in a contract with the interstate pipeline.75 

As discussed above, demand on the Southern System is likely to diminish due to the 

effects of California policies such as the RPS and energy efficiency as mandated by SB 350 or 

by reductions in greenhouse gas emissions as mandated by AB 32 and, potentially, by SB 32.  As 

a result of the flexibility offered by contracting with interstate pipelines rather than constructing 

the North-South Project on the Applicants’ system, the burden on ratepayers could be reduced as 

the demand on the Southern System diminishes.  By contrast, if the Applicants were permitted to 

construct the North-South Project, ratepayers would be burdened by the cost of the Project over 

the life of the Project until 2096.76   

Given the flexibility inherent in interstate pipeline physical solutions rather than the 

North-South pipeline, SCGC supports the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (“ORA”) suggestion 

that if the Commission prefers a physical rather than a non-physical solution to the minimum 

flow problem, the Commission should direct the Applicants to conduct an open season for 

interstate pipelines to offer transportation service from the Applicants’ Northern System to the 

Southern System or, alternatively, direct the Applicants to negotiate with the interstate pipeline 

that “offers the safest and most reliable service at the lowest reasonable cost.”77 

2. An Alternative Physical Solution on the Applicants’ System. 

If, in spite of the flexibility that would be offered through an interstate pipeline physical 

solution, the Commission desires the Applicants to construct a physical solution that is on their 

system, there is a clear alternative that, for unknown reasons, was not presented by the 

Applicants.  The alternative would have the same advantages over the River Route Pipeline and 

                                                 
75 Tr. 977-979 (El Paso/Sanabria). 
76 Ex. SCG-8, Yee Updated Direct Testimony, p. 4. 
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the Cross Desert Project as the North-South Project, but it would potentially be less costly than 

the North-South Project and could potentially take better advantage of the capacity on existing 

SoCalGas backbone transmission pipelines.  Like the North-South Project the alternative could 

deliver gas to Moreno from the Honor Rancho storage field and, likewise, could deliver gas from 

all of the SoCalGas Northern Zone receipt points to Moreno.  As discussed in SCGC’s Opening 

Brief, the alternative would be a path from Adelanto to Cajon over Line 1185, from Cajon to the 

Chino and Prado valve stations over Lines 4000 and 4001, and from the Chino and Prado valve 

stations to Moreno over Lines 2000, 2001, and 5000.78 

Given that the Applicants are already planning to loop Line 1185 from Adelanto to Cajon 

as the first leg of the North-South pipeline, and given that the Applicants apparently are moving 

forward to completing the looping of Line 2001 between Chino and Moreno by closing a 30 mile 

gap in Line 5000 between Chino and Moreno, all that remains to take advantage of the Adelanto-

Cajon-Chino/Prado-Moreno path is looping Lines 4000 and 4001 between Cajon and Chino.79  A 

looped Adelanto-Cajon-Chino/Prado-Moreno path could deliver up to 751 MMcf/d to Moreno.80 

The Adelanto-Cajon-Chino/Prado-Moreno route could be a superior path to transport gas 

from the Northern System to Moreno in comparison to the North-South Pipeline.  Using the 

Adelanto-Cajon-Chino/Prado-Moreno path could take advantage of the up to 300 MMcf/d of 

capacity that already exists on Lines 4000 and 4001 to deliver gas from Cajon to Chino, and it 

could take advantage of the up to 300 MMcf/d of capacity that already exists to transport gas 

from Chino/Prado to Moreno.81  Thus, the Adelanto-Chino-Chino/Prado-Moreno path may be 

                                                                                                                                                             
77 Ex. ORA-2, Sabino Direct Testimony, p. 89. 
78 SCGC Opening Brief, pp. 43-47. 
79 See SCGC Opening Brief, p. 46. 
80 Ibid. 
81 See SCGC Opening Brief, p. 47. 
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less costly than the North-South pipeline.  Additionally, it may require less compression, thus 

reducing the cost of reconstructing the Adelanto Compressor Station.  Yet, the Adelanto-Cajon-

Chino/Prado-Moreno path has the same advantages as the North-South Project over the River 

Route pipeline and the Cross Desert Project.   The Adelanto-Cajon-Chino/Prado-Moreno path 

should not have been ignored by the Applicants. 

H. The North-South Project Would Not Be the Only Physical Solution that 
Would Increase Total System Receipt Point Capacity. 

The Applicants contend that the North-South Project is the only physical alternative that 

would increase Northern Zone receipt capacity.82  The Applicants say that the Northern Zone 

receipt capacity would be increased by 300 MMcf/d to 1,890 MMcf/d.83  However, the 

Applicants fail to recognize the potential of the Adelanto-Cajon-Chino/Prado-Moreno 

alternative, which would have all of the alleged benefits of the North-South Project, including 

increasing the receipt capacity in the Applicants’ Northern Zone.  

III. NORTH-SOUTH PROJECT COST RECOVERY AND RATESETTING ISSUES.  

For the reasons discussed above and in SCGC’s Opening Brief, SCGC urges the 

Commission to reject the Applicants’ proposed North-South Project as unnecessary and as wildly 

cost-ineffective.  Thus, it should not be necessary for the Commission to reach the cost recovery 

and rate-related issues that are raised in the Applicants’ application.  However, if the 

Commission were to approve the North-South Project contrary to SCGC’s recommendation, it 

would be necessary to reach the cost recovery and rate-related issues.  Thus, SCGC addresses 

below the arguments in the Applicants’ opening brief regarding cost recovery and rate setting. 

                                                 
82 Applicants Opening Brief, p. 39. 
83 Ibid. 
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A. Insofar as the North-South Project Is Unnecessary, the Cost of the North-
South Project Should Not Be Recovered on a Rolled-In Basis from the 
General Body of Ratepayers. 

The Applicants should be required to recover the cost of the North-South Project on an 

incremental rather than rolled-in basis.  In their opening brief, the Applicants proposed to recover 

the full cost of the North-South Project through BTS rates on a rolled-in basis.84  SCGC witness 

Yap explained, however, that insofar as the North-South Project is unnecessary to maintain 

Southern System reliability, it would be unreasonable to permit recovery of the North-South 

Project on a rolled-in basis.85  She explained that the Commission should direct the Applicants to 

recover the cost of the Project through incremental rates that would be paid only by participants 

who voluntarily contract for Project capacity on a “let-the-market-decide” basis.86   

Ms. Yap also explained that the North-South Project would have the potential to attract 

shippers to contract for North-South transportation service on an incrementally priced basis.87  

The completion of the North-South Project, when combined with the completion of Line 3602 in 

SDG&E’s service territory, would create a large diameter north-to-south transmission path 

consisting of the new 36-inch North-South Pipeline from Adelanto to Moreno, the existing 

Rainbow Corridor capacity from Moreno to Rainbow, the new 36-inch Line 3602 from Rainbow 

to Santee that the Applicants propose in A.15-09-013,88  and the existing 36-inch pipeline from 

Santee to Otay Mesa at the U.S.-Mexico border.89  Thus, the Applicants would be able to market 

transportation service from north to south across their system, providing access to Mexican 

                                                 
84 Applicants Opening Brief, p. 77. 
85 Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 12. 
86 Ibid. 
87 Ibid, p. 13. 
88 Application of SDG&E and  SoCalGas for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the 

Pipeline Safety & Reliability Project, A.15-09-013 (Sept. 30, 2015) 
89 Ibid. 
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markets and Costa Azul for shippers on upstream interstate pipelines such as Kern River Gas 

Transmission Company (“Kern River”).   

Kern River submitted testimony supporting the North-South Project.90  Kern River said 

that the SoCalGas Northern Zone “has access to natural gas supplies from SoCalGas’ storage 

facilities and from six interstate pipelines (Kern River, Mojave Pipeline Company, Southern 

Trails Pipeline, Transwestern Pipeline Company, El Paso Natural Gas Company, and Gas 

Transmission Northwest vis the intrastate system of Pacific Gas and Electric Company).”91  

Shippers on those pipelines would be able to obtain access to Mexican markets and Costa Azul 

by contracting for transportation service across the Applicants’ north-to-south path.  As 

explained in SCGC’s opening brief, the Applicants’ parent company, Sempra Energy, is 

contemplating the installation of a natural gas liquefaction facility at the Sempra LNG Costa 

Azul terminal in Baja California to permit exports of natural gas abroad.92 

The Applicants fail to address the proposal that the cost of the North-South Project, if it 

were permitted to proceed, should be recovered on an incremental rather than rolled-in basis, and 

they fail to comment on the clear potential for the North-South Project to attract shippers who 

desire transportation service across the Applicants’ transmission system to the U.S.-Mexico 

border or for redelivery to points in Mexico, including the prospective Costa Azul LNG export 

terminal.  

                                                 
90 Ex. KR-1, Dushinske Direct Testimony, p. 2. 
91 Ibid. 
92 SCGC Opening Brief, pp. 49-50. 
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B. If the Commission Were to Permit the North-South Project to Proceed and 
Were to Permit Rolled-In Ratemaking, the Commission Should Defer Cost 
Recovery Until the Applicants’ Next GRC or, at a Minimum, Should Limit 
the Revenue Requirement Recovery that Occurs Through Interim Rates.  

If, contrary to SCGC’s recommendation, the Applicants were permitted to proceed with 

the North-South Project and were permitted to recover the cost on a rolled-in rather than 

incremental basis, SCGC witness Yap recommended that the recovery of the cost of the North-

South Project should be deferred until after being reviewed for reasonableness in the Applicants’ 

GRC following the date the North-South Project is placed in service.93  If, less preferably, the 

Commission were to allow the Applicants to start recovering the Project revenue requirement in 

rates prior to the GRC following Project startup, SCGC witness Yap recommended that the 

Commission should limit the level of interim revenue requirement recovery to the level of the 

costs that are saved as a result of placing the North-South Project in operation.94 

In the Applicants’ Opening Brief, SoCalGas offers only one argument against SCGC 

witness Yap’s two alternative proposals.  The Applicants contend that “large undercollections 

could accumulate, and create significant rate impact to customers in future periods.”95  The 

Applicants say that they have proposed a three year 2016-2018 GRC period in their currently 

pending GRC in A.14-11-004 and A.14-11-004.96  Assuming their GRCs stay on a three year 

cycle, the Applicants’ next GRC will be for Test Year 2019 for the three year period 2019-2021, 

and their GRC after that will be for Test Year 2022.97  The Applicants contend that insofar as the 

projected Project completion date is December 31, 2019, deferring the recovery of North-South 

Project costs until the GRC following Project completion would defer cost recover until the Test 

                                                 
93 Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, pp. 14-15; SCGC Opening Brief, p. 51. 
94 Ibid, p. 18; SCGC Opening Brief, pp. 52-53. 
95 Applicants Opening Brief, p. 80. 
96 Ibid. 
97 Ibid. 
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Year 2022 GRC.98  They say deferring rate recovery until 2022 “would result in Project-related 

rate increase on January 1, 2022 of close to $375 million,” and such a large rate increase “could 

potentially create rate shock.”99   

The Applicants do not explain how they derived the figure of $375 million.  However, it 

appears obvious that the $375 million was derived by adding the annual revenue requirements 

projected by the Applicants’ witness Yee for 2020 ($133.6 million), 2021 ($120.5 million), and 

2022 (118.7 million), which totals $372.8 million.100  If that is how they derived their $375 

million figure, and there is no other plausible explanation, the Applicants are badly mistaken 

about what would happen in the 2022 GRC. 

If recovery of the North-South Project costs were deferred to the Applicants’ Test Year 

2022 GRC, the 2022 revenue requirement recovery should be for one year’s revenue 

requirement, not three. If the North-South Project costs were found to be reasonably incurred, the 

Applicants would be allowed to put the Project capital cost in the rate base for Test Year 2022.  

The Applicants would then be permitted to recover return, taxes, and depreciation on the Project 

capital cost that was added to rate base.  In 2022, the Applicants would only be permitted to 

recover one year’s return, taxes, and depreciation on the amount added to rate base in 2022, not 

three years’ return, taxes, and depreciation.  

 Thus, the Applicants would not be permitted to recover in 2022 the $375 million sum of 

the revenue requirements that the Applicants project for recovery during the first three years after 

Project costs are included in rate base.  Deferring commencement of the Project revenue 

requirement recovery until Applicants’ Test Year 2022 GRC would not result in rate shock 

                                                 
98 Ibid. 
99 Ibid. 
100 Ibid. 
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beyond the extent to which the first year revenue requirement, projected by witness Yee to be 

$133.6 million, would cause rate shock by increasing the BTS rate by 81 percent.101 

C. The Commission Should Establish a Cost Cap for the Project. 

ORA and TURN propose a cost cap on the total North-South Project cost.102  SCGC 

supports their proposal.103  The Applicants respond in their opening brief that putting a cap on 

project costs could, first, discourage infrastructure investment and, second, force utilities to 

increase their project estimates:  

Placing all risk upon a utility of the costs of a project exceeding a 
pre-established cost cap, regardless of whether those costs are 
reasonably-incurred, could either discourage infrastructure 
investment or force utilities to increase their initial project 
estimates to account for a broader range of potential risks that 
cannot be completely predicted or controlled.104 

Neither of the arguments by the Applicants is convincing.  First, precedent demonstrates 

that establishing cost caps does not discourage infrastructure investment by the Applicants.  In 

A.09-07-014, SoCalGas proposed to expand its Honor Rancho storage field.  In D.10-04-034 the 

Commission authorized the Honor Rancho Expansion Project but established a $37.4 million cap 

on the costs other than cost for cushion gas.105  Likewise, in A.09-09-020 SoCalGas proposed to 

replace three obsolete gas turbine-driven compressors at the Aliso Canyon storage field.106  In 

D.13-11-023, the Commission approved the application but established a cap of $200.9 million 

on Project costs.107  The Honor Rancho Expansion Project has been completed, and the 

                                                 
101 Ex. SCG-9, Bonnett Updated Direct, p. 2. 
102 Ex. ORA-2 (Sabino Direct Testimony), p. 75; Ex. TURN-2 (Emmrich Direct Testimony, p. 2). 
103 SCGC Opening Brief, p. 55. 
104 Applicants Opening Brief, p. 79. 
105 D.10-04-034, pp. 2-4 (Ordering Paragraph 14) (April 22, 2010). 
106 A.09-09-020, pp. 1-2 (December 28, 2009). 
107 D.13-11-023, pp. 2, 72 (Ordering Paragraph 9). 
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associated revenue requirement is included in rates.108  The Aliso Canyon replacement project is 

still underway.  In neither instance did the establishment of a cap discourage infrastructure 

investment by SoCalGas.   

The Applicants second argument that putting a cap on project costs would result in the 

Applicants’ increasing initial project estimates is just as unconvincing as the first argument.  In 

this proceeding, the Applicants have already submitted cost estimates.  Witness Buczkowski 

projects total direct capital expenditures for the project of $621.3 million,109 and witness Yee 

projects fully loaded and escalated costs of $855.5 million.110  Those projections already include 

contingency factors to which witness Buczkowski testified under oath.111  If the Commission 

issues a decision imposing a cost cap on the North-South Project, the Applicants would not be 

able to subsequently revise the contingency factors upward to increase the total cost of the 

Project above what was presented in the Applicants’ application.  

As for future projects, the Applicants may be suggesting that they would propose 

artificially inflated contingency factors if a cap were imposed on the North-South Project.  

However, as discussed above, cost caps were established for both the Honor Rancho Expansion 

Project and the Aliso Canyon Turbine Replacement Project.  There is no indication in witness 

Buczkowski’s testimony that, because of those cost cap precedents, he proposed contingency 

factors that were artificially inflated to account for the fact that a cap might be imposed on the 

recovery of North-South Project costs.112   

                                                 
108 D.14-06-007, p. 45 (June 12, 2014). 
109 Ex. SCG-3, Buczkowski Updated Direct Testimony, p. 6. 
110 Ex. SCG-8, Yee Updated Direct Testimony, p. 3. 
111 Ex. SCG-3, Buczkowski Updated Direct Testimony, pp. 14-16. 
112 Ibid. 
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D. If the Commission Sets a Cost Cap for the Project and the Applicants Exceed 
the Cap, the Commission Should Conduct a Reasonableness Review of All 
Project Costs in the General Rate Case Following Project Completion. 

The Applicants propose that if the Commission finds that a cost cap is appropriate for the 

North-South Project, the cost cap should be equal to the Project’s estimated fully loaded and 

escalated cost of $855.5 million.113  Further, they propose that they be permitted to establish a 

memorandum account to record O&M and capital revenue requirement associated with Project 

costs in excess of $855.5 million cap.114  They propose that only the costs that exceed the cap as 

recorded in the new memorandum account should be subject to reasonableness review in a future 

proceeding.115 

Ratepayers would be better protected if the precedent established in the Aliso Canyon 

Turbine Replacement proceeding were followed. In that proceeding, the Commission permitted 

SoCalGas to establish a memorandum account to record costs in excess of a $200.9 million cap.  

However, if Aliso Canyon Turbine Replacement costs exceeded the cap, there would be a 

reasonableness review of all costs in the GRC following completion of the Aliso Canyon Turbine 

Replacement Project: “A review of the reasonableness of all costs will be conducted in the 

general rate case following Project completion if Project costs exceed $200.9 million.”116   

Following the Aliso Canyon precedent, if it were determined in the GRC following 

completion of the North-South Project that SoCalGas exceeded the $855.5 million cost cap as a 

result of an activity that was unreasonable and cost more than the amount that exceeded the cost 

cap, all of the unreasonably incurred cost should be disallowed, not just the portion of the 

unreasonable cost associated with the amount by which the cost cap was exceeded.  If it is 

                                                 
113 Applicants Opening Brief, p. 81. 
114 Ibid. 
115 Ibid. 
116 D.13-11-023, p. 72 (November 14, 2013) (emphasis added). 
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known that the Applicants unreasonably incurred costs, ratepayers should be relieved of the 

obligation to bear the burden of those costs in their entirety.  

E. The Applicants’ Projection of Post-Construction O&M Costs Should Be 
Reduced. 

The Applicants originally projected that the North-South Project would result in 

approximately $2.4 million in estimated post-construction O&M costs.117  The $2.4 million was 

made up of three components, each of which was serendipitously estimated to represent 

$800,000 of O&M expense.  First, $800,000 of the projected total post-construction O&M costs 

was to account for an anticipated increased in GHG emission fees associated with the operation 

of the new Adelanto Compressor Station.118  Second, $800,000 was associated with O&M 

pipeline operations and compliance.119  Third, $800,000 was associated with incremental 

compressor station O&M.120 

As a result of the repeated iterations of testimony in this proceeding, the Applicants’ 

request for $2.4 million has been whittled down to a request for $1.0 million in estimated post 

start-up costs.  As for the $800,000 for GHG emissions fees, witness Yap said that “SoCalGas 

Greenhouse Gas Balancing Account (“GHGBA”) provides balancing account protection to the 

extent that the company incurs GHG costs in excess of the amounts provided for in base 

rates.”121  In their opening brief, the Applicants state that they agree with witness Yap:  

SoCalGas and SDG&E agree that our proposal to treat GHG 
emissions fees as post-construction O&M costs has been 
superseded by the Commission’s guidance in D.14-12-020 
directing us to establish the GHGBA to record costs associated 

                                                 
117 Ex. SCG-3, Buczkowski Updated Direct Testimony, p. 17. 
118 SoCalGas Opening Brief, p. 87; Ex. SCG-13, Buczkowski Rebuttal Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 12. 
119 Applicants Opening Brief, p. 88; Ex. SCG-13, Buczkowski Rebuttal Testimony on Ratesetting, pp. 12-

13. 
120 SoCalGas Opening Brief, p. 18; Ex. SCG-13, Buczkowski Rebuttal Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 12. 
121 Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 22. 
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with the California Air Resource Board’s Cap-and-Trade program 
for SoCalGas’ covered facilities.122 

Thus, the $800,000 projected cost of GHG emission fees should be eliminated from the 

Applicants’ projection of post-construction O&M costs. 

Regarding the projected $800,000 incremental O&M costs for pipeline operations and 

compliance, Ms. Yap pointed out that the O&M costs for SoCalGas’ 3,989 miles of transmission 

pipelines amounts to $4,813 per mile.123  She concluded that the Applicants estimate of $800,000 

for O&M pipeline operations and compliance was too high: “Mr. Buczkowski’s estimate of 

$800,000 for O&M for pipeline operations and compliance plus right-of-way is too high since 63 

miles at $4,813 per mile amounts to only $303,219.124  Ms. Yap’s testimony prompted the 

Applicants to reexamine their proposed $800,000 for post-construction pipeline operations and 

compliance O&M and to remove $600,000.  The Applicants explain:  

As a result of examining SCGC’s arguments, however, SoCalGas 
and SDG&E determined that our estimate for right-of-way 
mitigation fees ($600,000) was inadvertently included in both 
capital and O&M costs. These costs are appropriately included in 
our capital estimate.  They should not also be included in our 
ongoing O&M estimate and will be removed.125   

In witness Buczkowski’s rebuttal testimony, the projected $800,000 for O&M pipeline 

operations and compliance was reduced to $200,000.126    

Third, the Applicants continue to contend that they should be allowed $800,000 of 

incremental O&M costs for the updated Adelanto Compressor Station “based on requirements to 

operate and maintain four new gas turbine driven compressors (approximately 30,000 

                                                 
122 Applicants Opening Brief, p. 89. 
123 Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, pp. 21-22. 
124 Ibid, p. 22. 
125 Applicants Opening Brief, p. 89. 
126 Ex. SCG-13, Buczkowski Rebuttal Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 13. 
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horsepower), emission controls equipment, gas piping, on-site power generation, and cooling 

system.”127  The $800,000 for compressor O&M excludes fuel costs because compressor fuel 

cost is recovered through an in-kind fuel charge under SoCalGas Schedule No. G-BTS.128   

The Applicants already recover in rates the average annual O&M cost for the existing 

Adelanto Compressor Station of $60,000.129  The Applicants provide no explanation whatsoever 

about why non-fuel-related O&M at the rebuilt Adelanto Compressor Station should be 

$860,000 ($60,000 plus the “incremental” $800,000), more than fourteen times the current 

$60,000 annual O&M costs for the existing station.  The new Adelanto Compressor Station will 

consist of entirely new equipment as compared to the old equipment at the existing compressor 

station.  If anything, the cost of maintaining all-new equipment should be less costly than 

maintaining old, outdated equipment.   

The Applicants have failed to carry their burden to prove that the non-fuel O&M for the 

entirely new Adelanto Compressor Station should be fourteen times the annual average O&M for 

the existing compressor station.  For failure to bear to their burden of proof, the proposed 

$800,000 incremental O&M should be eliminated entirely from the Applicants’ projection of 

post-construction O&M costs.   

After eliminating $800,000 for GHG emissions, eliminating $600,000 from the requested 

$800,000 for O&M pipeline operations and compliance, and eliminating $800,000 for 

incremental O&M at the Adelanto Compressor Station, the Applicants’ originally projected post-

startup O&M cost of $2.4 million would be reduced to $200,000.  However, SCGC explains 

below that not even that amount of incremental post-startup O&M should be recovered through 

the Applicants’ proposed North-South Infrastructure Memorandum Account (“NSIMA”). 

                                                 
127 Ex. SCG-13, Buczkowski Rebuttal Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 12. 
128 Schedule No. G-BTS, Sheet 4; Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 21. 
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F. Pre-Startup O&M Expenses that Are Primarily for Office Space and Other 
Office-Related Costs that Should Be Considered to Be Part of the Applicants’ 
Overhead. 

The Applicants propose to recover pre-startup O&M expenses that are primarily for 

office space and other office-related costs through their proposed NSIMA.130  Thus, the 

Applicants would directly charge the costs to the North-South Project.131  Witness Yee said that 

it would be contrary to “company policy” to capitalize the costs because the costs would be 

“incurred by North-South Project back office employees rather than by North-South Project 

construction crews or by employees who provide general support to SoCalGas operations (the 

distinction is the latter can and should be capitalized).”132  In that case, however, the costs should 

be considered to be part of the Applicants’ overhead. 

The cost of overheads is included in the factors used to gross up the cost of labor and 

non-labor direct expenses associated with the North-South Project, and the Applicants will 

recover their overheads through the loaders that are applied by witness Yee.133  The Applicants 

should not be permitted to both fully load North-South Project costs as proposed by witness Yee 

and to simultaneously directly charge overhead office costs by recording the costs in the 

NSIMA.  The Applicants’ proposal to directly charge the back office and office related costs to 

the North-South Project by recording the costs in the NSIMA should be rejected.134 

                                                                                                                                                             
129 Ex. SCG-13, Buczkowski Rebuttal Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 12. 
130 Applicants  Opening Brief, p. 95. 
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G. The Cost of Environmental Monitoring Should Not Be Capitalized. 

The Applicants propose to capitalize the cost of environmental permits, mitigation, and 

restoration “until the obligation to incur these costs is eliminated [by the] appropriate agency.”135  

The Applicants propose to include in the North-South Project capital costs $2.6 million for the 

year following start-up for environmental monitoring.136  They also propose to spend an 

additional $3.3 million over the next three decades for environmental monitoring.137   

The Applicants sole argument for capitalizing the $2.6 million and the $3.3 million is that 

the Applicants’ “capitalization policy calls for the capitalization of costs related to environmental 

permits, mitigation and restoration until the obligation to incur these costs is eliminated 

appropriate agency.”138  

 The $2.6 million for the year following startup and the additional $3.3 million over the 

next three decades for environmental monitoring should not be capitalized.  The Uniform System 

of Accounts, Plant Instructions, Components of Construction Cost, states: “(9) ‘Privileges and 

permits’ includes payments for and expenses incurred in securing temporary privileges, permits 

or rights in connection with construction work, such as for the use of private or public property, 

streets, or highways, but it does not include rents, or amounts chargeable as franchises and 

consents for which see account 302, Franchises and Consents.”139  Thus, the cost of permits that 

are intended to be capitalized are temporary privileges, permits, or rights for the period when a 

project is being constructed, not activities that occur after project start-up.  In fact, the Uniform 

System of Accounts specifically prohibits capitalizing ongoing costs such as rents or franchise 

                                                 
135 Applicants Opening Brief, p. 93. 
136 Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 22. 
137 Ibid. 
138 Applicants Opening Brief, p. 93. 
139 Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 23. 
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fees.  Thus, the Applicants’ proposal to capitalize as Project capital expenses the post-startup 

cost of environmental permits, mitigation, and restoration should be rejected.  The ongoing 

environmental costs should be considered part of the cost of operating the North-South Project 

and should be expensed along with the other North-South Project operating costs.140   

H. The Applicants Should Not Be Permitted to Submit a Series of Advice 
Letters to Incorporate Into Rates the Costs of Various Portions of the North-
South Project as Those Portions Become Operational Over Time.  

 In their opening brief, the Applicants proposed to file advice letters within 60 days after 

North-South Project assets are placed into service to incorporate the revenue requirement in rates 

for the month following advice letter approval.141  Thus, the Applicants could file a series of 

advice letters to incorporate rates the cost associated of different portions of the North-South 

Project.  The Applicants state in their opening brief: “It is possible that certain components of the 

North-South Project may be placed into service prior to completion of the entire project, and this 

process would apply when the individual assets are first placed into service – i.e., SoCalGas 

would not wait for completion of the entire project to begin incorporating the revenue 

requirement associated with used and useful assets into rates.”142   

The proposal for multiple advice letters should be rejected.  First, the proposal conflicts 

with the testimony of the Applicants’ witness Yee who stated that upon completion of the North-

South Project as a whole, SoCalGas would determine the actual cost of the Project and would 

file an advice letter within 60 days after the project is placed in service to incorporate the 

revenue requirement in rates: “Upon project completion, SoCalGas will compute the actual 

capital and O&M costs and associated revenue requirement.  SoCalGas will file an advice letter 

                                                 
140 Ibid. 
141 Applicants Opening Brief, p. 93. 
142 Ibid, p. 93. 
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within 60 days after the assets are placed into service to incorporate the actual revenue 

requirement in rates on the first day of the next month following advice letter approval.”143   

 Second, the North-South Project cannot be fully functional without all of its components.  

For example, the new Adelanto Compressor Station quite possibly will be completed before the 

North-South Pipeline.  Although the Adelanto Compressor Station might be operational, it 

cannot be used to compress gas for transmission across the North-South Pipeline until the North-

South Pipeline is completed.  Project costs should not be placed in rates piecemeal as proposed 

in the Applicants’ opening brief.  

I. If the Commission Permits the Applicants to Establish the Proposed NSIMA, 
Neither Pre-Startup O&M nor Post-Startup O&M Should Be Recorded in 
the NSIMA, and the Revenue Requirement for the Period Between the 
Project In-Service Date and the Date Interim Rates Take Effect Should Be 
Limited to the Savings that Result from the North-South Project. 

The Applicants request that the Commission authorize SoCalGas to establish the new 

interest bearing NSIMA to record three types of costs.144  First, the Applicants would record pre-

startup O&M expenses in the NSIMA.145  However, as discussed above, the pre-startup O&M 

costs that the Applicants would seek to record in the NSIMA are back-office space and other 

office-related costs that should be recovered through loaders rather than being directly charged to 

the Project.146  Thus, no pre-startup O&M costs should be recorded in the NSIMA. 

Second, the Applicants propose to record in the NSIMA incremental O&M expenses that 

are incurred subsequent to completion of the North-South Project.147  However, as discussed 

above, only $200,000 of post-startup pipeline operations and compliance cost could be 

                                                 
143 Ex. SCG-8, Yee Updated Direct Testimony, p. 4. 
144 Applicants Opening Brief, pp. 95-96. 
145 Ibid. 
146 Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, pp. 19-20. 
147 Applicants Opening Brief, p. 96. 
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considered to be eligible for recording in the NSIMA.  None of the post-startup costs associated 

with GHG emissions fees and none of the alleged incremental compressor O&M should be 

eligible for recovery through the NSIMA.  

However, not even the $200,000 in post-startup pipeline operations and compliance cost 

should be recovered through the NSIMA.  As explained in SCGC’s opening brief,148 the 

Commission should reject the Applicants’ proposal to include any incremental post-startup 

O&M in the NSIMA, including the $200,000, because the Applicants should be required to 

manage post-startup costs of the new North-South facilities just as they manage O&M for all of 

their other transmission activities.149   

Third, the Applicants propose to record in the NISMA the revenue requirement 

associated with the North-South Project for the period of time between when the North-South 

Project becomes operational and the advice letter proposing interim rates to recover the North-

South Project revenue requirement becomes effective.  For the reasons discussed above and in 

SCGC’s opening brief, the amount of revenue requirement that is recorded in a NSIMA should 

be limited to the amount cost savings that ratepayers would realize as a result of placing the 

North-South Project in service.150  

IV. SCGC’S RESPONSE TO SEVERAL POINTS RAISED IN TURN’S OPENING 
BRIEF. 

In general, the points raised by TURN in its opening brief are aligned with the points 

raised in SCGC’s opening brief as well as in ORA’s opening brief.  However, there are a few 

points in TURN’s opening brief that call for a response for SCGC. 

 

                                                 
148 SCGC Opening Brief, p. 54. 
149 Ex. SCGC-2, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 20. 
150 SCGC Opening Brief, pp. 52-53. 
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A. Several of the Non-Physical Solutions Identified by TURN to Address the 
Southern System Minimum Flow Requirement Would Be Costly for 
Customers and, Hence, Inferior to the Non-Physical Solutions Presented by 
SCGC.  

Towards the end of its opening brief, TURN suggests several non-physical solutions to 

address the Southern System minimum flow requirement which could be more costly for 

customers than the non-physical solutions identified by SCGC witness Yap.   

It is appropriate to consider the availability of the non-physical solutions recommended 

by TURN as well as those recommended by SCGC for the purpose of determining whether there 

is a need for the North-South Project, and SCGC understands that TURN, like SCGC, raises 

several non-physical solutions beyond the solutions that are currently utilized by SoCalGas for 

purposes of determining that the non-physical solutions would be more cost effective than the 

physical solution proposed by the Applicants. However, the Commission should not proceed to 

adopt any of the non-physical alternatives raised in this proceeding.  The scope of this 

proceeding is limited to the need for the North-South Project and the Applicants’ proposals for 

favorable rate treatment for the Project.  The proper course would be for the Commission to 

reject the North-South Project as unneeded in light of multitude of the alternatives that are vastly 

more cost effective than the North-South Project and direct the Applicants to submit an entirely 

new application proposing additional measures to maintain Southern System reliability if the 

Applicants believe that any new measures are necessary. 

Nevertheless, in the event that the Commission elects to reach beyond the scope of this 

proceeding to consider non-physical alternatives on the basis of the record in this proceeding, 

SCGC now responds to several of the non-physical alternatives raised by TURN in its opening 

brief that are of particular concern to SCGC.   

 



38 
300216001 10122015 Reply Brief   

1. Adopting a Southern System Low Operational Flow Order to Require 
Noncore Customers to Deliver Volumes at Ehrenberg Would Be 
Unnecessarily Costly for Customers.   

TURN looks back to a proposal made by SoCalGas in its 2008 Biennial Cost Allocation 

Proceeding (“BCAP”), A.08-02-001.151  TURN says that under a SoCalGas proposal in that 

proceeding, all customers would be required to flow “up to 20 percent of their usage” through 

Ehrenberg on days when SoCalGas called a Southern System Operational Flow Order 

(“OFO”).152  TURN says that it is “highly likely that a Southern System delivery requirement, 

keyed towards operational flow conditions, may solve the minimum flow problems at Blythe.”153   

In resurrecting this proposal from A.08-02-001, TURN seems to be under the impression 

that while the core meets its Southern System minimum flow responsibility through the MILCs, 

the noncore does not meet its minimum flow requirement, necessitating a System Operator to 

buy gas supplies which result in costs being recorded in the Applicants’ System Reliability 

Memorandum Account (“SRMA”), with SRMA costs being shared between the core and 

noncore.  However, if the Applicants’ Gas Acquisition Department fully meets the cores’ share 

of the minimum flow requirement under the MILC, the MILC provides that the core will have no 

responsibility for SRMA costs.154  Thus, the core and TURN should be indifferent to whether the 

noncore’s share of the minimum flow requirement is met by the System Operator purchasing gas 

or by noncore customers physically delivering gas supplies at Ehrenberg.155   

As a result of the use of baseload contracts to cover the noncore share of the minimum 

flow requirement for the Southern System in combination with some spot purchases, the 

                                                 
151 TURN Opening Brief, p. 31. 
152 Ibid. 
153 Ibid, p. 32. 
154 Ex. SCGC-3, Yap Rebuttal Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 11. 
155 Ibid. 
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Applicants’ System Operator has cost effectively met the noncore’s share of the Southern 

System minimum flow requirement.156  Requiring noncore customers to individually deliver 

physical quantities of gas to Ehrenberg as would be required under the proposal first raised in 

A.08-02-001 would be likely to increase the overall cost of meeting the noncore share of the 

minimum flow requirement because the System Operator can acquire gas supplies to meet 

minimum flow conditions more efficiently than individual customers.157  For one thing, if 

noncore customers were required to respond to Southern System minimum flow orders as 

envisioned under the proposal broached in A.08-02-001, they would most likely be required to 

buy spot supplies, which are more expensive on a unit basis than supplies purchased for a longer 

term through baseload contracts.   

The concept of imposing Southern System minimum flow orders on noncore customers 

was not adopted in A.08-02-001, and it should not be adopted elsewhere, insofar as superior 

tools for handling the Southern System minimum flow requirement have emerged in the nearly 

eight years since the proceeding in A.08-02-001.  

2. Requiring SoCalGas to Maintain 5 to 10 Days Worth of LNG or 
Other Alternative Fuel Back-Up to Serve Noncore Customers On the 
Southern System Would Be Inconsistent With the Commission’s 
Planning Standards and Would Be Much More Costly in Comparison 
to Other Alternatives. 

TURN proposes that an alternative to the North-South Project to maintain service to 

electric generation (“EG”) customers would be to have “5 to 10 days’ worth of alternate fuel 

back-up” that TURN says could be “in the form of jet fuel, propane, or Liquefied Natural Gas 

(LNG) plants.”158  TURN says that the fuel back-up would be “used only during extreme weather 

                                                 
156 Ibid. 
157 Ibid. 
158 TURN Opening Brief, p. 35. 
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conditions, most likely in winter months….”159  However, as discussed above and in SCGC’s 

opening brief, baseload contracts have worked well to maintain flows to meet the noncore 

portion of the Southern System minimum flow requirement during adverse weather conditions.  

The Applicants should not be directed to install the facilities proposed by TURN. 

TURN alternatively suggests that the Commission should require major electric 

generators to maintain “5 to 10 days’ worth of alternate fuel back-up” as an alternative to having 

SoCalGas maintain the “alternate fuel back-up.”160  However, the Commission lacks jurisdiction 

to impose such a requirement on generation owned by publicly owned utilities or by 

independently owned generation.  Thus, even if the idea had merit, TURN’s suggested solution 

could not be imposed directly upon electric generators. 

3. Southern System Electric Generation Customers Should Not Be 
Required to Elect Core Status. 

TURN somewhat hesitantly suggests that another alternative would be to permit electric 

generators to choose core service to receive more reliable service, albeit at higher rates.161  

TURN recognizes that, given that the planning standard for core customers is 1-in-35 cold 

year,162 “SoCalGas may have to plan system expansions in order to meet the more restrictive 

core service reliability standards with a greater forecast core load.”163   

The Applicants say in response to the suggestion that EG customers be permitted to take 

core service: “Large EG operators are sophisticated enough to manage their own gas supplies.  

                                                 
159 TURN Opening Brief, p. 35. 
160 Ibid. 
161 Ibid, p. 36. 
162 D.02-11-073, p. 31 (November 21, 2002). 
163 TURN Opening Brief, p. 36. 
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As such they should remain noncore, and our ratepayers should not be obligated to build out the 

system for this additional level of service.”164  SCGC agrees. 

B. TURN’s Cost Allocation Proposal Fails to Recognize that if the North-South 
Project Were Built, the Facilities Would be Functionalized as Backbone 
Transmission with the Associated Costs Being Recovered Through BTS 
Rates. 

TURN says that it believes core customers should pay none of the cost of the North-

South pipeline because the core has consistently flowed gas through Ehrenberg and because both 

core average and peak day demands are forecast to decline through 2035.165  Neither of TURN’s 

arguments has merit.   

First, to the extent to which the core through the Applicants’ Gas Acquisition Department 

provides the core’s share of the Southern System minimum flow requirement under MILCs, the 

core bears no SRMA costs.166  All SRMA costs are then borne by the noncore.  Thus, the core 

has already gotten its reward for having “consistently flowed gas into Blythe.”   

Second, while TURN argues that “both core average and peak day demand are forecasted 

to decline through 2035,” it is highly likely that noncore demand is going to decline even more 

substantially due to California policies including the RPS, energy efficiency, and GHG emissions 

reductions policies as discussed above.  Given the measures in SB 350, it is likely that noncore 

demand will go down faster than core demand.  GHG emission reduction policies could drive 

noncore demand down even faster. 

Alternatively, TURN argues that the core has incurred a “price premium” by purchasing 

more expensive gas at Blythe rather than the less expensive gas for delivery into the Northern 

System, so the core’s responsibility for paying for the North-South Project should be limited to 

                                                 
164 Applicants Opening Brief, p. 50. 
165 TURN Opening Brief, p. 45. 
166 Ex. SCGC-3, Yap Direct Testimony on Ratesetting, p. 2. 
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the average “premium” paid by the core per year over the years 2009-2014, $6.1 million.167  

However, to the extent to which the core has paid a premium for purchases at Ehrenberg, the 

core has been rewarded by being relieved of any responsibility for SRMA costs.  Moreover, 

going forward, if the North-South Project were to be approved, the Applicants would cease 

relying upon the MILCs as well as baseload contracts and spot purchases to meet the Southern 

System minimum flow requirements.  Consequently the core would no longer be required to bear 

a “price premium” for purchases for delivering to SoCalGas at Ehrenberg.   

If the North-South Project were built and the Commission allowed rolled-in rather than 

incremental ratemaking, the cost of the North-South Project should be recovered by the 

Applicants through BTS rates.  BTS rates are designed to recover the cost of facilities that are 

functionalized as backbone transmission, which would be the proper functionalization of the 

North-South Project.168  Customers who subscribe to backbone transmission service pay a 

common rate to deliver gas across the Backbone Transmission System from any receipt point to 

the SoCalGas Citygate.169  To the extent to which Gas Acquisition Department or any other 

customer subscribes to Backbone Transmission Service, the customer will pay the BTS rate 

directly.  To the extent to which customers buy their gas supplies at the SoCalGas Citygate, they 

will pay the BTS rate indirectly to the extent to which a producer or marketer that sells gas to the 

customer at the Citygate includes the cost of BTS transportation in the price charged for gas at 

the Citygate. 

                                                 
167 TURN Opening Brief, p. 45. 
168 Ex. SCG-9, Bonnet Updated Direct Testimony, p. 1. 
169 Ibid. 
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V. CONCLUSION. 

For the reasons set forth above, SCGC respectfully request that the Commission adopt the 

recommendations herein, in SCGC’s opening brief, and in the foregoing Summary of 

Recommendations.  

 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
/s/ Norman A. Pedersen 
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Via electronic mail 
 
Public Scoping Comments 
RE: North-South Project 
505 Sansome Street, Suite 300 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
north-south@ene.com 
 

Re: Sierra Club Scoping Comments on the North-South Pipeline  
CPUC Application 13-12-013 

 
To Whom It May Concern,  
 
  Sierra Club submits these comments in response to the Notice of Preparation/Scoping 
Notice for a Joint Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (“EIR/S”) for 
the North-South Project Proposed by Southern California Gas Company and San Diego Gas and 
Electric CPUC Application No. 13-12-013, Forest Service Application No. FCD102314 issued 
on October 8, 2015 (“North-South Project”).  At this early juncture in environmental review, 
Sierra Club identifies the following issues: 1) appropriate project objectives; 2) a reasonable 
range of alternatives; and 3) an assessment of the environmental impacts resulting from the 
North-South Project’s facilitation of the export of liquefied natural gas from Sempra’s Costa 
Azul LNG terminal.   
 
I. Ensure Project Objectives Are Not Overly Narrow and that a Range of Alternatives, 

Including Alternatives That Avoid the Need for the Project, Are Fully Evaluated.   
 

 Project objectives are used by the lead agency to develop a reasonable range of 
alternatives. Narrow objectives can limit this range and thereby inhibit CEQA’s informational 
purpose.  Thus, the California Supreme Court has made clear that “a lead agency may not give a 
project’s purpose an artificially narrow definition.”  In Re Bay-Delta Coordinated Environmental 
Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings, 43 Cal. 4th 1143, 1166 (2008).  Sierra Club notes that 
the project applicant’s environmental assessment includes the following project objective: 
 

Provide an interconnection allowing the Applicant to efficiently transport 800 
MMcfd of natural gas supplies into the Southern System from interstate and 
intrastate receipt points located outside of the Southern System.1 

                                                 
1 Proponent’s Environmental Assessment North-South Project, Page 2-2. 
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This project objective, which could only be met by the exact project proposed by the 
Applicant, is exactly the type of artificially narrow objective CEQA forbids.  This project 
description cannot be lawfully included in the EIR/S for the North-South Project.  
 

An alternatives analysis is the “core of an EIR.”  Citizens of Goleta Valley, 52 
Cal.3d, 554, 564 (1990).  The analysis must contain concrete information about each 
alternative sufficient to allow a fact-based comparison of the alternatives with the project 
and must be specific enough to allow informed decision-making and public participation.  
See 14 Cal. Code Regs § 15126.6(d); Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of 
Univ of Cal., 47 Cal.3d 376, 406 (1988).  Sierra Club notes that as part of A.13-12-013, 
parties such as Southern California Generation Coalition identified a number of non-
physical solutions to address the purported reliability needs the North-South pipeline is 
intended to address.2  These no action/non-physical alternatives must be fully explored in 
the EIR/S. 
 
II. The EIR/S Must Analyze the Greenhouse Gas and Related Environmental Impacts 

from North-South and Related Projects’ Facilitation of Natural Gas Exports from 
Sempra’s LNG Facility in Ensenada, Mexico. 

 
A. The North-South Project’s Facilitation of Gas Exports through Sempra’s 

Costa Azul LNG Terminal is a Reasonably Foreseeable Indirect Effect of the 
Project that Must Be Fully Analyzed in the EIR/S. 

 
As parties to A.13-12-013 have noted, the proposed North-South Pipeline is designed 

with considerable excess capacity.  Indeed, given the significant reductions in natural gas 
demand that will occur in California from the recently enacted 50 percent RPS and doubling of 
efficiency targets (which specifically reference reductions in end-use natural gas), it is unclear if 
any of the pipeline capacity would be needed to serve California customers.  Taken with 
Sempra’s proposed Line 3602 through San Diego, the construction of the North-South Pipeline 
will remove pipeline bottlenecks and allow Sempra to transmit enormous quantities of natural 
gas to its Energia Costa Azul liquefied natural gas (“LNG”) import terminal in Ensenada, 
Mexico just south of San Diego.  Completed in 2008, the Energia Costa Azul terminal was 
originally designed as an import facility and is the only LNG facility on the west coast.3 Costa 
Azul has the capacity to re-gasify up to one billion cubic feet per day of natural gas and currently 
sits idle due to the lack of demand resulting from dramatic increases in U.S. natural gas 
production from advances in drilling technologies.4 In February 2015, Sempra signed a 
Memorandum of Understanding with Pemex and IEnova covering the cooperation and 

                                                 
2 See, e.g., A.13-12-013, SCGC Opening Br. (Sept.25, 2015) pp. 11-13. 
3 http://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/indus-act/lng/lng-existing.pdf.Two additional LNG import terminals 
are located on the North American west coast – in Alaska and the south of Mexico -  but neither arewell 
positioned to accept natural gas deliveries from the continental U.S. 
4 https://www.btgpactual.com/Research/OpenPdf.aspx?file=27176.pdf at 16. 
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coordination of the parties in developing LNG export capabilities at the Energia Costa Azul 
terminal and would provide access to inexpensive U.S. natural gas to Asian markets.5   

 
Significant impacts that must be analyzed under CEQA and NEPA include those that “are 

caused by the project and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably 
foreseeable.” CEQA Guidelines § 15358(a)(2); 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8(b).  Similarly, an EIR/S must 
discuss the “characteristic of some projects which may encourage and facilitate other activities 
that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively.” CEQA 
Guidelines § 15126.2(d).  Because the North-South Project will help enable significant gas 
exports from Sempra’s LNG terminal, the impacts from creating a conduit to export natural gas 
extracted in the United States to Asian markets must be analyzed as part of the EIR/S.  As 
discussed more fully below, enabling west coast LNG exports will induce additional natural gas 
production in the United States, primarily through hydraulic fracturing (fracking) of 
unconventional gas sources, thus causing the myriad environmental harms associated with such 
production. The facilitation of gas exports will also increase domestic gas prices, likely causing 
an increase in coal-fired electricity generation and thus increasing emissions of greenhouse 
gases, and conventional and toxic air pollutants.  Finally, it is likely that LNG exports will also 
compete against wind, solar, and other clean renewable energy sources abroad that would have 
lower environmental impacts.   

 
By authorizing the North-South Project, the Commission and Forest Service would be 

implicitly supporting a policy of continued investment and expansion of fossil fuel extraction 
and combustion when California has set aggressive climate reduction targets and encouraged 
other national and subnational governments to commit to the significant emission reductions 
needed to keep warming to below 2°C (Under 2° MOU).6  Enabling massive export of liquefied 
natural gas flies in the face of these efforts.   
 

B. The Project Will Induce Additional U.S. Gas Production 

 
LNG exports like those enabled by the Project would lead to increased gas production in 

the U.S. LNG exports represent a new source of gas demand, composed of both the volume of 
gas exported as well as the gas necessary for the operation of export facilities. Multiple studies 
have repeatedly affirmed that exports will increase gas production, providing quantitative 
estimates of this impact. In January 2012, the U.S. Energy Information Administration (“EIA”) 
issued a report commissioned by the U.S. Department of Energy titled “Effect of Increased 
Natural Gas Exports on Domestic Energy Markets”7 (“Export Study”) to assess the likely 
impacts of expanded exports.8  It concluded, inter alia, that: (1) “Increased natural gas exports 
lead to increased natural gas prices” within the United States; (2) That “[n]atural gas markets in 
the United States balance in response … through increased natural gas production”; and (3) “Due 
to higher prices [of natural gas], the [U.S.] electric power sector primarily shifts to coal-fired 

                                                 
5 http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/pemex-sempra-lng-and-ienova-sign-memorandum-of-
understanding-for-developing-natural-gas-liquefaction-facilities-in-mexico-300038645.html. 
6 http://under2mou.org/ 
7 http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2013/04/f0/fe_eia_lng.pdf.   
8 Id. at Appendix A.   
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generation.”9 The modeling EIA performed to produce the Export Study provided region-specific 
forecasts of where additional production would occur.10  In October 2014, EIA updated the 
Export Study, affirming its basic conclusions.11 This update concluded that if other federal 
actions limited growth of coal-fired electricity generation (actions which EPA has since 
undertaken), the connection between exports and production increases would be even stronger, 
as fewer electric producers would be able to respond to higher gas prices by switching to coal.12 
Most recently, EIA’s 2015 Annual Energy Outlook again affirmed that increasing volumes of 
exports will cause increases in natural gas production (and, to a lesser extent, increases in coal 
use).13 
 

The Export Study anticipates that production will increase by roughly 63% of the amount 
of demand created by exports.14 The Updated Export Study found that LNG exports will cause 
an increase in domestic gas production equivalent to “about 61% to 84% of the increase in 
natural gas demand from LNG exports,” with “[i]ncreased natural gas production from shale gas 
resources provides about 72%” of the total supply increase. 15 

 
At least five other forecasts, from three different consultants each using their own distinct 

models, have agreed with the EIA’s conclusion that domestic natural gas markets will respond to 
exports primarily by increasing natural gas production and, secondarily, by shifting some 
existing demand from gas to coal. Deloitte Marketpoint, Made in America: The Economic 
Impact of LNG Exports from the United States (2011), at 10; ICF International, U.S. LNG 
Exports: State-Level Impacts on Energy Markets and the Economy (Nov. 2013) at 13, Charles 
Ebinger et. al., “Liquid Markets: Assessing the case for U.S. Exports of Liquefied Natural Gas,” 
Brookings Institution (May 2012), at 32, (summarizing an earlier study by ICF International and 
two studies by Navigant). 

 
Additionally, sophisticated tools, such as EIA’s National Energy Modeling System and 

Deloitte Marketpoint’s world gas model, can predict where this additional production is most 
likely to occur. Indeed, EIA has already provided region-specific predictions of increases in gas 
production both in connection with the 2012 EIA Export Study and the 2014 Updated Export 

                                                 
9 Id. at 6.   
10 The tabulated data is available at Energy Information Administration, Lower 48 Natural Gas Production 
and Wellhead Prices by Supply Region, 
http://www.eia.gov/oiaf/aeo/tablebrowser/#release=FE2011&subject=16-FE2011&table=72-
FE2011&region=0-0&cases=rfhexslw-d090911a,rflexrpd-d090911a,rflexslw-d090911a,rfhexrpd- 
d090911a,ref2011fe-d020911a   
11 EIA, “Effect of Increased Levels of Liquefied Natural Gas Exports on U.S. Energy Markets” (Oct. 29, 
2014) (“Updated Export Study”), at 12, available online at 
http://www.eia.gov/analysis/requests/fe/pdf/lng.pdf).   
12 Id. Table B2 (but note that EIA predicts that even in this scenario, exports will cause an increase in coal 
use).   
13 EIA, “Annual Energy Outlook 2015” (Apr. 2015) at 6, 21-22, 24, available online at 
http://www.eia.gov/forecasts/aeo/pdf/0383(2015).pdf.   
14Export Study at 6, 10. 
15Updated Export Study at 12, 16.  
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Study.16  Another report, by ICF, has already published forecasts of state-specific increases in 
gas production in response to exports.17 The ICF State Level Impact study uses a detailed model 
of new production in response to exports. This same tool could likely be used to predict where 
production would increase in response to Sempra’s Project. Alternatively, the general export 
scenario already conducted by this study provides a basis for evaluating the cumulative impacts 
of proposed export projects. 

 
C. Induced Gas Production Will Cause Significant Environmental Harm 

 
The additional gas production induced by exports facilitated by the Project would have 

significant foreseeable environmental impacts that must be considered in the EIR/EIS. These 
environmental effects include emissions of greenhouse gases, contribution to regional ozone 
formation, water consumption, groundwater contamination, habitat fragmentation, induced 
seismicity and others. Analysis of the environmental impacts of induced gas production does not 
require knowledge of the precise sites where additional production will occur. For example, one 
can evaluate environmental costs, and the economic costs which accompany them, in aggregate. 
The Commission and Forest Service can quantify the net increases in air pollution associated 
with the number of wells that the project will induce based on EPA’s emissions inventories. The 
Commission and Forest Service can also derive the net volumes of waste from industry reports 
and state discharge figures. At a minimum, the Commission and Forest Service can localize these 
impacts by region. Even for those impacts that are more closely tied to a specific location, such 
as habitat fragmentation, the Commission and Forest Service can and must acknowledge that the 
impact will occur, including an estimate of the severity of the impact averaged across potential 
locations. See Scientists’ Inst. for Pub. Info. v. Atomic Energy Comm’n, 481 F.2d 1079, 1096‐97 
(D.C. Cir. 1973) (where there are reasonable estimates of the deployment of nuclear power 
plants, the amount of waste produced, and the land needed to store waste, NEPA required 
analysis of the impacts of such storage even though the agency could not predict where such 
storage would occur). Moreover, NEPA regulations provide that the Commission and Forest 
Service “shall” obtain information that is essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives 
unless the costs of obtaining it are “exorbitant.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.22. 

 
The Commission and Forest Service must, for example, quantify the volume of greenhouse 

gases that will be emitted by the additional natural gas production induced by the Project. The 
National Energy Technology Laboratory’s (“NETL”) report titled “Life Cycle Greenhouse Gas 
Perspective on Exporting Liquefied Natural Gas from the United States,” DOE/NETL-
2014/1649 (May 29, 2014), illustrates one way in which this analysis can be accomplished.18 
Sierra Club notes that this report understates the emissions associated with natural gas 

                                                 
16 See http://www.eia.gov/oiaf/aeo/tablebrowser/#release=FE2014&subject=0-FE2014&table=72- 
FE2014&region=0-0&cases=refaeo-d062614a,ref12-d080214a,ref16-d080214a,ref20-
d080214a,ref20pd100614a 
17 See U.S. LNG Exports: State-Level Impacts on Energy Markets and the Economy (November 13, 
2013), available at http://www.api.org/~/media/Files/Policy/LNG-Exports/API-State-Level-LNG-Export-
Reportby-ICF.pdf. 
18 http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2014/05/f16/Life%20Cycle%20GHG%20Perspective%20Report.pdf 
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production, and thus that the inputs to this method of analysis should be changed.19 For instance, 
the NETL reports drastically underestimated the quantity of methane that is emitted with natural 
gas production and transmission, as well as the impact of each ton of methane emitted. 
Additionally, generating electricity consumed by the Costa Azul LNG export terminal would 
also be a major source of indirect greenhouse gas emissions. Generation of this electricity would 
emit significant amounts of air pollution, including but not limited to greenhouse gases. 

 
There are significant air pollution emissions caused by natural gas production. Numerous 

peer reviewed studies that have measured natural gas production methane leak rates in the 
atmosphere indicate a leak rate of approximately 3%.20 A recent paper by researchers at Carnegie 
Mellon and the National Ocean and Atmospheric Administration concludes that the most likely 
methane leak rate is between 2 and 4 percent.21 Emissions of methane are generally correlated 
with emissions of volatile organic chemicals (VOC) and other pollutants, as we explain below.  

 
The Commission and Forest Service must also address the effect of additional gas 

production on ground-level ozone, or smog.  Ozone impacts are particularly pertinent here, 
because the project will potentially draw natural gas from, and induce increases in natural gas 
production in regions where oil and gas production is already causing severe increases in ozone 
levels. The regional-level forecasts of induced gas production that can be provided by available 
tools provide a basis for assessing impacts on ozone levels, because ozone is generally assessed 
at the regional level. See Sierra Club v. E.P.A., 774 F.3d 383, 385, 397-99 (7th Cir. 2014) 
(upholding EPA analysis that assesses ozone precursor reductions across a 22-state region as 
sufficient to demonstrate impacts on three discrete urban areas). Oil and gas production is a 
significant source of VOC and nitrogen oxides (NOx), which lead to ozone formation. Numerous 
areas of the country with heavy concentrations of drilling are now suffering from serious ozone 
problems.22 On October 1, 2015, US EPA finalized a rule lowering the ozone standard from 75 
to 70 parts per billion.23  

 
As we have discussed above, EIA indicates that 84% of the gas demand created by LNG 

exports could come from new production. Total demand will equal the volume of exports plus 
gas consumed in the liquefaction process (which EIA predicts to add 10% to total demand).  A 
significant fraction of this gas produced will leak during the gas lifecycle, from a conservative 
estimate of 1.4%24 to 3.0%25 to even higher.26 For any given leak rate and volume of production, 

                                                 
19 Sierra Club et al., Comment on Climate Impacts of LNG Exports (July 21, 2014), available at 
https://fossil.energy.gov/app/docketindex/GetAttachment?ID=180. 
20 Id. at 7. 
21 Stefan Scheietzke et al., “Natural gas fugitive emissions rates constrained by global atmospheric 
methane and ethane” Environmental Science & Technology, (June 19, 2014), DOI: 10.1021/es501204c, 
available at http://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/es501204c (see pages 22 to 23 of “Just Accepted” 
manuscript). 
22 See Sierra Club’s Comment on US DOE’s Addendum to Environmental Review Documents 
Concerning Exports (July 21, 2014), at 16 – 19, available at 
https://fossil.energy.gov/app/docketindex/GetAttachment?ID=133. 
23 U.S. EPA, National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Ozone, available at 
http://www3.epa.gov/airquality/ozonepollution/pdfs/20151001overviewfs.pdf. 
24 Figure used in the NETL GHG lifecycle study. 
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EPA conversion factors allow us to estimate the emissions of individual pollutants included in 
the ‘leaks.’27 Little information on the expected capacity of Sempra’s proposed Costa Azul 
export facility is available, but it is highly likely that the natural gas production induced to 
supply it would be responsible for thousands of tons of increased air pollution. For perspective, 
these emissions are far above the thresholds for “major” source permitting under the Clean Air 
Act, which are generally just tens of tons of pollution; for greenhouse gases, the threshold is 
generally 75,000 tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (note that the table above expresses methane 
as tons of methane, rather than tons of carbon dioxide equivalent). Sempra would thus greatly 
increase air pollution in the regions from which it draws its gas, imperiling public health and the 
global climate. NETL provides another method of estimating these impacts, illustrated by 
NETL’s bottom-up estimate of NOx emissions.28 NETL estimates that the cradle to transmission 
NOx emissions for natural gas used in combined cycle power plants are roughly 0.6 kilograms of 
NOx per megawatt hour generated, with roughly 0.5 kilograms specifically from production 
rather than transport.29 Using NETL’s assumption of a combined cycle power plant efficiency of 
46% and EIA’s estimate of a natural gas heat content of 1025 British thermal units per cubic 
foot,30 NETL indicates that production and transmission of natural gas emits 87 metric tons of 
NOx per bcf of gas. Thus, using the tools described above to determine the location and amount 
of additional production the EIR/EIS could estimate the amount of VOC and NOx emissions that 
would be emitted by this production in these regions. This emissions estimate would provide a 
basis for meaningful discussion regarding impacts on regional ozone levels. 

                                                                                                                                                             
25 Miller et al. PNAS study, Sierra Club, et al., Comments on DOE Export Life Cycle Analysis, at 9, 
available at https://fossil.energy.gov/app/docketindex/GetAttachment?ID=180. 
26 Schneising, O, et al. (2014) Remote sensing of fugitive methane emissions from oil and gas production 
in North American tight geologic formations. Earth’s Future. dx.doi.org/10.1002/2014EF000265.. Lavoie 
et al. (2015). Aircraft-based measurements of point source methane emissions in the Barnett Shale Basin. 
ES&T. dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.5b00410. Lyon et al. (2015). Constructing a spatially resolved methane 
emission inventory for the Barnett Shale region. ES&T. dx.doi.org/10.1021/es506359c. Marchese et al. 
(2015). Methane emissions from United States natural gas gathering and processing. ES&T. 
dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.5b02275. McKain et al. (2015). Methane emissions from natural gas 
infrastructure and use in the urban region of Boston, Massachusetts. PNAS. 
dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1416261112. Zimmerle et al. (2015). Methane emissions from the natural gas 
transmission and storage system in the United States. ES&T. dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.5b01669. 
27 EPA, Oil and Natural Gas Sector: Standards of Performance for Crude Oil and Natural Gas Production, 
Transmission, and Distribution, Background Technical Support Document for the Proposed Rules, at 2-4 
(July 2011) (“2011 TSD”), at Table 4.2, available at 
http://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi/P100CHTC.PDF?Dockey=P100CHTC.PDF. EPA calculated average 
composition factors for gas from well completions. EPA’s conversions are: 0.0208 tons of methane per 
mcf of gas; 0.1459 lb VOC per lb methane; and 0.0106 lb HAP per lb methane. These estimates, which 
are based on a range of national data, provide a beginning point for quantitative work, although greater 
precision could be provided using forecasts of the distribution of production likely to be induced by the 
Project and emission rates particular to those plays. 
28 NETL, Life Cycle Analysis of Natural Gas Extraction and Power Generation, DOE/NETL-2014/1646, 
at 52- 54 (May 29, 2014), available at 
http://www.netl.doe.gov/File%20Library/Research/Energy%20Analysis/Life%20Cycle%20Analysis/NET
L-NG-Power-LCA-29May2014.pdf. 
29 Id. at Figure 4-19, “Life Cycle NOx Emissions for Natural Gas Power Using Domestic Natural Gas 
Mix.” 
30http://www.eia.gov/tools/faqs/faq.cfm?id=45&t=8 
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The EIR/EIS must also address impacts to habitats and landscapes from additional gas 

production. For example, available tools can estimate the amount of gas that is ultimately 
produced by different types of wells31 and the proportion of induced gas production that will 
result from different types of production32—and , thus, the rough number of individual wells that 
will be drilled a result of the Project. Available tools further estimate the surface area disturbed 
by each well pad and associated infrastructure and the spacing of well pads.33 This type of 
information enables the Commission and Forest Service to discuss the extent and intensity of 
habitat fragmentation and landscape disruption that will be caused by the production induced by 
the Project.  

 
In summary, all available evidence indicates that the Project will cause a significant 

increase in North American natural gas production. This increased production will have 
significant environmental impacts, including impacts on climate, ozone, and habitat. The 
Commission and Forest Service have an affirmative obligation to investigate and disclose these 
impacts in the EIR/EIS. 

 
D. Environmental Impacts of Increased Domestic Gas Prices 

The EIA studies and private models agree that natural gas exports will also increase coal 
use. EIA concluded that this effect would occur even if regulations were adopted to limit use of 
coal generally.34 As with increased natural gas production, increased coal use will emit 
greenhouse gases, emit ozone-forming pollution, and cause other foreseeable environmental 
impacts. 

 
E. Indirect Effects of Liquefied Natural Gas Use in Importing Markets 

 
The Commission and Forest Service must also consider the environmental effects of 

transporting liquefied natural gas overseas and combusting it in end-use markets.  Given 
Sempra’s proposed LNG export terminal is located on the North American West Coast, exports 
are likely to be directed to Asia, an assumption supported by basic geography. The National 
Energy Technology Laboratory has concluded that the emissions associated with exports to Asia 
can be usefully illustrated by considering exports to Shanghai, China, and subsequent 
combustion in a combined cycle natural gas power plant.35 

 

                                                 
31 See, e.g., NETL Environmental Impacts of Unconventional Natural Gas Development and Production, 
DOE/NETL-2014/1651 at Exhibit 2-9 (May 29, 2014), available at 
http://www.netl.doe.gov/File%20Library/Research/Oil-
Gas/publications/NG_Literature_Review3_Post.pdf 
32 See, e.g., Export Study. 
33 NETL, Environmental Impacts of Unconventional Natural Gas Development and Production, 
DOE/NETL-2014/1651, at 115-120. 
34 Updated Export Study at Table B2.   
35 NETL, Life Cycle Greenhouse Gas Perspective on Exporting Liquefied Natural Gas from the United 
States, fn18, at 1. Although this NETL report considered exports originating in New Orleans, LA, 
NETL’s methodology could be used to estimate the impacts of exports from the Costa Azul Terminal 
under consideration here. 
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In discussing these effects, the Commission and Forest Service cannot assume that 
exported natural gas will be used to displace coal or other fossil fuels. All available reports and 
studies indicate that increasing natural gas supply globally, and in Asia in particular, will 
increase overall energy consumption (i.e., some of the exported gas won’t “displace” anything), 
and that when displacement occurs, some renewables are displaced as well as coal.36 The tools 
used in these studies can also be used to show how likely end-use markets will respond to U.S. 
LNG exports. See 40 C.F.R. § 1502.22. 

 
Finally, the Commission and Forest Service cannot assume that, where the project does 

cause some end-users to use exported liquefied natural gas instead of coal, this substitution 
reduces greenhouse gas emissions. As we explain above, NETL underestimates the overall 
lifecycle emissions of liquefied natural gas exports. Correcting these issues undermines NETL’s 
conclusions that substituting U.S. LNG exports for coal is likely to reduce global greenhouse gas 
emissions. The need to correct the NETL analysis on this issue, however, is not a basis for the 
Commission and Forest Service to ignore the NETL report entirely. 

 
F. The EIR/EIS Must Use Updated Global Warming Potentials 

 
Sempra’s June 2014 Environmental Assessment (“PEA”) purports to account for impacts 

of emissions of non-carbon-dioxide greenhouse gases by converting these emissions to their 
“CO2-equivalents.”37  In so doing, the PEA fails to account for the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change’s (IPCC) 2013 revisions to the estimate of these gases’ impacts.38  In the IPCC’s 
most recent assessment, the IPCC stated that the “better estimates” of the impact of methane and 
other non-CO2 greenhouse gases should account for “climate-carbon feedback[s].”39  IPCC 
concluded that better estimate of the 100-year global warming potential of fossil methane was 
36,40  as opposed to the estimate of 21 the PEA used here.41  The IPCC concluded that on a 20-
year basis, the global warming potential of methane was 87. The Commission and Forest Service 
must use these updated estimates in its EIR/EIS so that climate carbon feedbacks are captured in 
the global warming potential. Doing so will likely increase the CO2e totals from the project.  

 
  Sierra Club appreciates the CPUC and Forest Service’s attention to these comments and 
looks forward to assisting in a robust environmental analysis that capture that full extent of 
impacts resulted from the proposed project. 
 
 

                                                 
36 International Energy Agency, Golden Rules for a Golden Age of Gas, Ch. 2 p.91 (2012)); see also 
Haewon McJeon et al., Limited impact on decadal-scale climate change from increased use of natural gas, 
514 Nature 482-485 (Oct. 23, 2014), 
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/vaop/ncurrent/full/nature13837.html, 
doi:10.1038/nature13837 
37 PEA at 5-65. 
38 IPCC, Climate Change 2013: Physical Science Basis, Annex III: Glossary, 1455, available at 
https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar5/wg1/WG1AR5_AnnexIII_FINAL.pdf. 
39 Id. at 714.   
40 Id. 
41 PEA at 5-65. 
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Respectfully submitted,  
 
 
  /s/     
Matthew Vespa 
Senior Attorney 
Sierra Club 
85 Second St., 2nd Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
Telephone: (415) 977-5753 
Email: matt.vespa@sierraclub.org 
 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

915 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD, SUITE 930 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90017 

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY RESPONSE TO PREPARATION AND SCOPING 

NOTICE FOR THE NORTH-SOUTH PROJECT 

 

 

November 18, 2015 

 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Public Scoping Comments 

RE: North-South Project 

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300 

San Francisco, CA 94111 

 

 

 It has come to our attention that you are evaluating the Forest Service Application No. 

FCD102314 for the proposed North-South Project. The proposed project includes the 

construction, operation, and maintenance of a 65 mile long, 36-inch diameter, natural gas 

transmission pipeline.  The project includes rebuilding the Adelanto Compressor Station, as well 

as the installation of additional pressure and communications equipment at the Moreno Pressure 

Limiting Station, the Whitewater Pressure Limiting Station, the Desert Center Compressor 

Station and the proposed Shaver Summit Pressure Limiting Station.  

 

This activity may require a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permit. A Corps of Engineers 

permit is required for: 

 

 a)  structures or work in or affecting "navigable waters of the United States" pursuant to 

Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. Examples include, but are not limited to, 

1.  constructing a pier, revetment, bulkhead, jetty, aid to navigation, artificial reef or 

island, and any structures to placed under or over a navigable water;  

2.  dredging, dredge disposal, filling and excavation; 

  

b)  the discharge of dredged or fill material into, including any redeposit of dredged 

material other than incidental fallback within, "waters of the United States" and adjacent 

wetlands pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1972.  Examples include, but are not 

limited to, 

1.  creating fills for residential or commercial development, placing bank protection, 

temporary or permanent stockpiling of excavated material, building road crossings, 

backfilling for utility line crossings and constructing outfall structures, dams, levees, 

groins, weirs, or other structures;  

2.  mechanized land clearing, grading which involves filling low areas or land 

leveling, ditching, channelizing and other excavation activities that would have the 

effect of destroying or degrading waters of the United States; 



 

 

3.  allowing runoff or overflow from a contained land or water disposal area to re-enter 

a water of the United States; 

4.  placing pilings when such placement has or would have the effect of a discharge of 

fill material; 

  

c)  the transportation of dredged or fill material by vessel or other vehicle for the purpose 

of dumping the material into ocean waters pursuant to Section 103 of the Marine Protection, 

Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972; 

  

d)  any combination of the above. 

 

Furthermore, I cannot determine whether your proposed activity would interfere with any 

existing or proposed Federal project. If the proposed activity would affect an existing or 

proposed U.S. Army Corps of Engineers authorized project, pursuant to 33 U.S. Code 408 

(“Section 408”), a 408 approval would be required.  For information on our Section 408 

application review process, please contact Stephen Vaughn in our Engineering Division at 213-

452-3654 or via e-mail at Stephen.Vaughn@usace.army.mil and Phil Serpa in our Asset 

Management Division at 213-452-3402 or via e-mail at Phillip.J.Serpa@usace.army.mil.   

 

If you have questions regarding our Regulatory program requirements, please contact me 

at 213-452-3414 or via e-mail at Daniel.P.Swenson@usace.army.mil.   

 

Please refer to Corps File No. SPL-2015-00809 in any future correspondence on your 

proposed project with our Regulatory, Engineering, and/or Asset Management Division offices.  

 

Thank you for participating in the Regulatory Program.  Please help me to evaluate and 

improve the regulatory experience for others by completing the customer survey form at 

http://corpsmapu.usace.army.mil/cm_apex/f?p=regulatory_survey. An application for a 

Department of the Army permit is available on our website: 

http://www.usace.army.mil/Portals/2/docs/civilworks/permitapplication.pdf. 

   

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Daniel P. Swenson, D. Env. 

Chief, LA and San Bernardino Section 

North Coast Branch 

Regulatory Division 

mailto:Stephen.Vaughn@usace.army.mil
mailto:Phillip.J.Serpa@usace.army.mil
http://corpsmapu.usace.army.mil/cm_apex/f?p=regulatory_survey
http://www.usace.army.mil/Portals/2/docs/civilworks/permitapplication.pdf













