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PREPARED REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF 1 
MARITZA PACHECO 2 

(PROJECT EXECUTION COST) 3 

I. PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW OF TESTIMONY 4 

This rebuttal testimony regarding SoCalGas�s request for recovery of capital expenditures 5 

associated with the Lakeside: Maas Energy Works Senate Bill (SB) 1383 Dairy Biomethane 6 

Pilot Project (Project) addresses the Public Advocates Office of the California Public Utilities 7 

Commission (Cal Advocates) Prepared Testimony submitted by witnesses Brett Weinberger, 8 

Kayla Lutes, and Ryan Condensa dated April 24, 2026 (Exhibit (Ex.) CA-XX). 9 

In its testimony, Cal Advocates proposes a complete disallowance of $7.831 million or an 10 

alternative amount of $5.641 million associated with SoCalGas�s request.  Cal Advocates argues 11 

that the disallowances are appropriate for three main reasons:1 (1) project costs are not justified 12 

because SoCalGas failed to show that it managed the Project in an effective, timely manner,2 13 

(2) SoCalGas failed to provide reasonable estimates of Project costs,3 and (3) SoCalGas failed to 14 

produce sufficient evidence to support the reasonableness of SoCalGas�s expenditures on the 15 

Project.4 16 

Cal Advocates� first and second bases for disallowances are grounded in the incorrect 17 

premise that because SoCalGas�s actual costs exceeded its estimate, those costs are inherently 18 

unjust and unreasonable.  This assumption is flawed for several reasons.  First, cost estimates are 19 

approximations based on the maturity level of the scope and design at the time the estimates are 20 

developed; this process takes time.  Second, as SoCalGas informed the CPUC early in the 21 

regulatory process (through its comments on the proposed decision adopting the dairy pilot 22 

project program), the timeframes provided to develop the cost estimates were significantly 23 

shorter than those for typical projects.  SoCalGas recommended longer timeframes to improve 24 

estimate accuracy, but those recommendations were not adopted.  As a result, Decision (D.) 17-25 

 
1 The absence of a response to any particular issue in this rebuttal testimony does not imply or 

constitute agreement by SoCalGas with the proposal or contention made by Cal Advocates. 
2 Prepared Testimony on the Application of SoCalGas and Lakeside Pipeline LLC to Initiate 

Reasonableness Review and Recovery of Lakeside Maas Energy Works Dairy Biomethane Pilot 
Project Costs on behalf of Cal Advocates (Ex. CA-XX) at 3 (Weinberger). 

3 Id. 

4 Id. 
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12-004 established cost estimate timelines that were not consistent with typical project 1 

development practices resulting in SoCalGas having to submit a Class 4 estimate based on the 2 

information available at the time.  Cal Advocates now seeks to hold SoCalGas to those Class 4 3 

estimates.  As demonstrated below, had SoCalGas been afforded sufficient time to develop more 4 

refined estimates, the resulting variance would likely have been approximately 26%5, within the 5 

Association for the Advancement of Cost Engineering International (AACE) range of -10% to 6 

+30% for a Class 3 estimate.  Third, this is a pilot project.  D.17-12-004 recognized that inherent 7 

uncertainty in estimating costs for nascent projects and approved a framework under which the 8 

bid amount (a Class 4 estimate), forming the basis of the authorized revenue, would be 9 

considered �per se� reasonable,6 while establishing a memorandum account for any 10 

�[e]xpenditures above the authorized amount [�] subject to reasonableness review.�7 11 

Cal Advocates� third basis for disallowance is likewise unsupported.  SoCalGas�s direct 12 

testimony, supplemental testimony and detailed workpapers collectively provide a 13 

comprehensive record demonstrating the reasonableness of its costs.  In addition, through 14 

discovery, SoCalGas provided extensive information regarding cost drivers and project 15 

management activities, including responses to approximately 135 data request questions 16 

(including subparts) and the production of approximately 690 documents comprising over 5,450 17 

pages. 18 

Notably, Cal Advocates does not dispute that the Lakeside Project was successfully 19 

implemented in alignment with the goals of SB 1383.  The Project captures fugitive methane gas 20 

emissions from dairy farms, processes the gas, and safely injects renewable natural gas into the 21 

SoCalGas pipeline system.  In doing so, the Project advances SB 1383�s objectives by reducing 22 

methane emissions while generating valuable operational and implementation insights for future 23 

projects. 24 

 
5 Based on SoCalGas�s Proxy Class 3 estimate, SoCalGas�s actual cost exceeded the estimate by 

approximately 26% which is within the Class 3 range. 

6 D.17-12-004 at 22 (COL 12). 

7 Id. at 2. 
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II. D.17-12-004 ESTABLISHED A COMPRESSED TIMEFRAME FOR PROVIDING 1 
COST ESTIMATES 2 

As SoCalGas stated in the Direct Testimony of Maritza Pacheco,8 the timelines 3 

established in D.17-12-004 for developing cost estimates for the dairy pilot projects were 4 

significantly shorter than those typically required for interconnection projects (e.g., Rule No. 399 5 

and Rule No. 4510).  In the CPUC�s proposed decision (PD), the CPUC introduced a compressed 6 

timeframe for parties to submit cost estimates.11  In its Opening Comments on the PD, SoCalGas 7 

recommended extending the engineering study timeframe from 45 days to 60 days,12 the Refined 8 

Cost Estimate timeframe from 30 days to 120�150 days, consistent with the duration of a Rule 9 

No. 39 Preliminary Engineering Study,13 and the Final Cost Estimation timeframe from 30 days 10 

to 120�180 days to align with the scope and duration of a Detailed Engineering Study.14  D.17-11 

12-004 did not adopt SoCalGas�s recommendations. 12 

As shown in Figure 1 below, the timeline adopted in D.17-12-004 allowed only 105 13 

calendar days to develop and submit a final estimate.  This is significantly shorter than the 14 

timeframe recommended by SoCalGas and represents approximately 25% of the time typically 15 

required under Rule No. 45 of up to 399 calendar days to develop and finalize a Class 3 estimate. 16 

 
8 Revised Prepared Direct Testimony of Maritza Pacheco on behalf of SoCalGas (Project Execution 

Cost) (Ex. SCG/Lakeside-03-2R) at MP-6. 

9 SoCalGas Rule No. 39 � Access to the SoCalGas Pipeline System, available at:  
https://tariffsprd.socalgas.com/view/tariff/?utilId=SCG&bookId=GAS&tarfKey=298. 

10 SoCalGas Rule No. 45 � Standard Renewable Gas Interconnection at Sheets 13-17, available at:  
https://tariffsprd.socalgas.com/view/tariff/?utilId=SCG&bookId=GAS&tarfKey=600. 

11 Rulemaking (R.) 17-06-015, Proposed Decision of Commissioner Rechtschaffen re: Decision 
Establishing Implementation and Selection Framework to Implement the Dairy Biomethane Pilots 
Required by Senate Bill 1383 (November 9, 2017) available at:  
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M198/K354/198354351.PDF. 

12 R.17-06-015, SoCalGas and SDG&E Comments on Proposed Decision Establishing Implementation 
and Selection Framework to Implement the Dairy Biomethane Pilots Required by Senate Bill 1383 
(November 29, 2017) at 6, available at:  
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M201/K974/201974289.PDF. 

13 Id. at 7. 

14 Id. at 7-8. 
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Figure 1 1 

 2 

III. D.17-12-004�S COST ESTIMATING TIMEFRAME AND HOW IT AFFECTED 3 
THE LAKESIDE PROJECT 4 

Based on the timeframe adopted by D.17-12-004, SoCalGas proceeded as shown in 5 

Figure 2, below. 6 

Figure 2 7 

8 

As shown in Figure 2, SoCalGas submitted its final cost estimate in January 2019 9 

through Advice Letter (AL) 5398-A15, approximately one month after the Selection Committee 10 

 
15 SoCalGas AL 5398-A, Supplement - Balancing and Memorandum Accounts for Senate Bill (SB) 

1383 Pilot Program Pursuant to D.17-12-004 (Effective January 14, 2019), available at:  
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selected the six SB 1383 Dairy Pilot Projects, four of which are located within SoCalGas�s 1 

service territory.  While the timeline was challenging, SoCalGas followed the Association for the 2 

Advancement of Cost Engineering International (AACE) recommended practices to develop the 3 

Class 4 estimates for all four dairy pilot projects.  This cost estimate, submitted as part of 4 

AL 5398-A (requesting approval of SB 1383 Pilot Project contracts), included $10.8 million 5 

(fully loaded) for the Lakeside Project, which was subsequently approved by the Commission.  6 

The estimate reflected the information available to SoCalGas at the time; however, engineering 7 

and design activities continued thereafter to further refine the project requirements. 8 

A. Class 4 Estimates Are Preliminary and Not Intended to Represent Final 9 
Costs. 10 

SoCalGas�s project engineering was approximately 1 to 15% complete at the time the 11 

Class 4 estimate was submitted with AL 5398-A, consistent with AACE guidelines.  As a result, 12 

the estimate did not capture subsequent changes to the project scope that emerged through more 13 

detailed engineering and design.16  In fact, due to the preliminary nature of a Class 4 estimate, 14 

engineering drawings had not yet been developed at this stage.  The progression of engineering 15 

scope development is described in detail in supplemental testimony, which includes both a 16 

narrative discussion and approximately 530 pages of engineering drawings and calculations that 17 

were not available when AL5398-A was submitted.17 18 

Class 4 estimates are not typically relied on to establish project funding costs within the 19 

interconnection process.  A standard interconnection process requires detailed engineering 20 

design and materials list detailing key components of a Class 3 estimate.  According to AACE, 21 

Class 4 estimates (developed at approximately 1-15% project definition) are intended for 22 

purposes such as: �detailed strategic planning, business development, project screening at more 23 

developed stages, alternative scheme analysis, confirmation of economic and/or technical 24 

feasibility, and preliminary budget approval or approval to proceed to next stage or to 25 

 
https://tariffsprd.socalgas.com/view/filing/?utilId=SCG&bookId=GAS&flngKey=3512&flngId=5398
-A&flngStatusCd=Approved. 

16 Ex. SCG/Lakeside-03-2R (Pacheco) at MP-5 to MP-6. 

17 Prepared Supplemental Testimony of Maritza Pacheco on behalf of SoCalGas (Project Execution 
Cost) (Ex-SCG/Lakeside-05) at MP-2 to MP 3. 
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establish binding contracts with shippers.�18  By contrast, Class 3 estimates, which are developed 1 

at a higher level of project definition (typically  10-40%), are used �to support full project 2 

funding requests and become the first of the project phase control estimates against which all 3 

actual costs and resources will be monitored for variations to the budget.�19  These differing 4 

uses reflect the underlying distinction in accuracy, lower levels of project definition inherently 5 

lead to greater uncertainty.  Accordingly, it is expected that costs measured against a Class 4 6 

estimate will exhibit greater variability than those measured against a more refined Class 3 7 

estimate.208 

B. As Engineering Development Progressed Costs Became More Refined. 9 

SoCalGas prudently managed its portion of the Project, as evidenced by the supplemental 10 

testimony and detailed workpapers submitted in this Application.  As the Lakeside Project�s 11 

scope matured and associated engineering support progressed, SoCalGas�s understanding of 12 

project requirements evolved, supporting refined estimation and cost tracking. 13 

As the engineering development continued from March 2019 through August 2020, the 14 

assumptions that engineering and design relied on for the Class 4 were replaced with more 15 

accurate data and information leading to further refinements to project scope and costs, 16 

including: 17 

 March/April 2019: SoCalGas used engineer specific documentation to 18 

competitively bid for engineering design services, resulting in an increase of 19 

$498,582 relative to the Class 4 Estimate.21 20 

 
18 Refer to AACE International, Recommended Practice No. 97R-18 � Cost Estimate Classification 

System - As Applied in Engineering, Procurement, and Construction for the Pipeline Transportation 
Infrastructure Industries (Bredehoeft, et al., 2020) at 9, (emphasis added).  See also, Ex. 
SCG/Lakeside-03-2R (Pacheco) at MP-5 to MP-6. 

19 Refer to AACE International, Recommended Practice No. 97R-18 � Cost Estimate Classification 
System - As Applied in Engineering, Procurement, and Construction for the Pipeline Transportation 
Infrastructure Industries (Bredehoeft, et al., 2020) at 10 (emphasis added). 

20 The uncertainty surrounding a Class 4 estimate is even recognized in D.17-12-004, which states �A 
memorandum account is frequently used for utility incurred costs for which little information about 
the expected costs are known.�  (D.17-12-004 at 9, n.4) (emphasis added). 

21 Additional engineering costs and an initial contract from other engineering firms up to time of 
construction totaled $188,010. 
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 April 2019: As design advanced, the compressor model was selected.  The vendor 1 

bid for the equipment exceeded the Class 4 estimate by $284,051.22  At the time 2 

of the Class 4 estimate, SoCalGas had identified the need for a compressor but 3 

had not yet specified the model. 4 

July 2019: A 10% mechanical plot plan was developed, providing a conceptual 5 

site layout with the preliminary arrangement of major components, including an 6 

Electrical Shelter for general electrical equipment at the point of receipt.23 7 

 September 2019: Completion of 30% engineering drawings identified the need for 8 

a Power Distribution Center (PDC).249 

 November 2019: Finalization of the geotechnical report led to redesigns of 10 

equipment foundations, pipe supports, and detailed design elements.2511 

May 2020: Engineering drawings reached 90% completion, enabling SoCalGas to 12 

initiate the Request For Bid (RFP) process. 13 

August 2020: With 90% engineering drawings completed, SoCalGas 14 

competitively bid construction services.  Based on the refined scope and 15 

engineering detail, contractor selection resulted in a cost increase of $1,831,379 16 

relative to the Class 4 estimate.26 17 

Cost may not be quantified at the same time that the scope refinements were identified.  18 

Specifically, here, since SoCalGas was not afforded the opportunity to develop a Class 3 (or 19 

better) estimate within the timeframe established by D.17-12-004, the closest proxies available 20 

are: 21 

Engineering and Construction costs: Executed contract amounts developed at a 22 

more advanced stage of engineering; 23 

 
22 Ex. SCG/Lakeside-05 (Pacheco), Attachment 1 at 144. 

23 Ex. SCG/Lakeside-05 (Pacheco), Attachment 8 at 1. 

24 Ex. SCG/Lakeside-05 (Pacheco), Attachment 5 at 5. 

25 Ex. SCG/Lakeside-05 (Pacheco) at MP-3. 

26 This increase account for both the Facility and Pressure Betterment.  The contract for Pressure 
Betterment was issued in March 2021. 
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 Equipment and Materials: internal work orders;27 1 

 Company Labor: SoCalGas applies the same 11% factor used in the Class 4 2 

estimate;283 

 Other Construction Management: SoCalGas used the same Class 4 estimate 4 

values; and 5 

 Indirect Costs: Application of indirect rates consistent with the Class 4 6 

methodology (i.e., as a function of direct costs).297 

As shown in Table 1, when these proxies are used to approximate a Class 3-level 8 

estimate, the resulting variance is approximately 26%, substantially lower than the more than 9 

70% variance asserted by Cal Advocates.3010 

 11 

 
27 The Material and Equipment proxy figure is composed of two internal work order authorization: one 

for the facility scope, and one for the pressure betterment scope.  For the facility scope, a revised 
work order was completed prior to construction.  This revised work order resulted in the Proxy 
Class 3 estimate that is lower than the sum of the Class 4 estimate and the compressor equipment 
vendor bid.  Typically, work order revisions prepared prior to construction align with Class 3 
estimates.  For the pressure betterment scope, there was no work order revision prior to construction, 
so the figures used are from the work order reauthorization. 

28 As shown in Data Request Cal Advocates-SCG-04, Response 2b and Data Request Cal Advocates -
SCG-05, Response 2a, Company Labor was calculated as a �% Total of Construction.�  See 
Attachment 1 � SoCalGas�s Response to Cal Advocates-SCG-04, Response 2b and Cal-Advocates-
SCG-05 Response 2a. 

29 Ex. SCG/Lakeside-03-2R (Pacheco) at MP-16. 

30 Ex. CA-XX (Weinberger), Executive Summary at 3. 
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IV. SOCALGAS PRODUCED AMPLE EVIDENCE SUPPORTING ITS COSTS 1 

SoCalGas submitted over 40 pages of prepared direct and supplemental testimony, 2 

including 31 pages of workpapers and over 530 pages of engineering drawings and 3 

calculations.31  In addition, SoCalGas responded to approximately 135 data request questions 4 

from Cal Advocates and produced over 5,450 pages of documents. 5 

A. Cost Impacts are Different from Cost Variance 6 

A recurring theme Cal Advocates puts forth is that the claimed cost variances are 7 

unreasonable because the identified cost impacts do not equal the total variances.32  This 8 

argument reflects a fundamental misunderstanding of the distinction between cost impacts and 9 

cost variance.  Cost impacts were presented to identify the primary drivers of cost increases; 10 

whereas the variance represents the total difference between the final project costs and the Class 11 

4 estimate.33  Each cost impact was quantified and described in the Project Execution Cost 12 

testimony, Ex. SCG/Lakeside-03-2R. 13 

During discovery, Cal Advocates� data requests focused on cost impacts, and SoCalGas 14 

provided responses accordingly.  However, Cal Advocates did not focus on the variance amounts 15 

contained in SoCalGas�s testimony nor request information regarding all components 16 

contributing to the total variance.  Despite this, Cal Advocates recommends full disallowance 17 

without demonstrating that the remaining costs are unreasonable or unjustified. 18 

B. SoCalGas Appropriately Tracked and Managed its Costs 19 

Cal Advocates argues that SoCalGas �failed to present correct and complete 20 

documentation of the Project�s costs, which suggests that SoCalGas did not adequately track and 21 

manage the Project�s costs.�34 22 

For the Lakeside project, SoCalGas tracked costs at the project level.  For the purposes of 23 

informing the CPUC about cost drivers, SoCalGas disaggregated total project costs by cost 24 

components (i.e., Engineering, Equipment & Materials, Construction, Company Labor, and 25 

 
31 SoCalGas�s Supplemental Testimony and engineering drawings were submitted pursuant to the ALJ�s 

request. 

32 See Ex. CA-XX (Condensa) at 1�16 and Ex. CA-XX (Lutes) at 1�38. 

33 See Attachment 2, SoCalGas�s Response to Cal Advocates-SCG-05, Attachment Follow-Up 
Responses to Discussion Items from April 1 Meeting. 

34 Ex. CA-XX (Weinberger) at 1�7. 
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Other Construction Management) in its testimony (Ex. SCG-03).35  This process required a 1 

manual, retrospective review of project records, in some cases going back more than five years, 2 

to analyze project scope, construction activities, schedule, and cost drivers. 3 

 Cal Advocates also incorrectly assumes that scope changes must be reflected in 4 

invoices and supporting documentation.  Not all scope changes are reflected in 5 

invoices.  Many scope refinements were identified prior to contract execution and 6 

incorporated directly into contract pricing.  As a result, invoices do not reflect 7 

these as �changes� because from the contractor�s perspective, they were part of 8 

the original scope. 9 

Minor scope changes are not separately itemized.  While major changes may be 10 

captured through formal change orders or amendments, smaller changes, such as 11 

higher quantities, extended durations, or incremental scope adjustments, are 12 

typically embedded within standard invoices and not separately identified.  In 13 

other words, these less significant scope changes would not show up as a separate 14 

line-item or invoice but are part of the regular invoice. 15 

Accordingly, SoCalGas could not produce invoices that isolate each individual scope 16 

change because such records do not exist.  The associated costs were either embedded in the 17 

contract or included within routine invoice line items. 18 

C. Estimated Contingencies Were Based on Class 4 Estimates. 19 

Cal Advocates contends that SoCalGas did not reasonably manage the Lakeside project 20 

because the project costs �far exceeded the authorized budget for its portion of the Project 21 

despite SoCalGas�s inclusion of contingencies in its authorized budget for each part of the 22 

Project.�36  However, those contingencies were calculated as a percentage of the Class 4 estimate 23 

and therefore share the same limitations, including compressed timelines and limited engineering 24 

detail. 25 

Cal Advocates also misapplies AACE technical estimating guidelines by treating 26 

variance for a single project as evidence that the costs for that project were managed 27 

 
35 Ex. SCG/Lakeside-03-2R (Pacheco) at MP-7 (Table-2). 

36 Ex. CA-XX (Weinberger) at 1�7. 



MP-11 

unreasonably.37  The AACE standard is clear that the accuracy ranges for the various estimating 1 

classes �represent(s) typical percentage variation at an 80% confidence interval of actual costs 2 

from the cost estimate after application of appropriate contingency (typically to achieve a 50% 3 

probability of project cost overrun versus underrun) for given scope.�38  Inherent in this 4 

statement is that, for any given project, exceptions will arise.  AACE further states: 5 

�Depending on the technical and project deliverables (and other variable) and 6 
risks associated with each estimate, the accuracy ranges for any particular 7 
estimate is expected to fall within the ranges identified.  However, this does not 8 
preclude a specific actual project result from falling outside of the indicated range 9 
of ranges...  In fact, research indicates that for weak project systems and complex 10 
or otherwise risky projects, the high ranges may be two to three times the high 11 
range indicated in Table 1.�39 12 

The Lakeside project could be classified as a �complex� or �otherwise risky� due to: 13 

(1) the preliminary level of engineering at the Class 4 stage; (2) its nature as a pilot project; and 14 

(3) its more complex operational model compared to typical Point of Receipt projects. 15 

As SoCalGas described in the Project Execution Cost testimony, �Class 4 estimates can 16 

range from -30% on the low side to +50% on the high side.�40  For Class 3, estimates can range 17 

from -10% on the low side to +30% on the high side.41  Based on SoCalGas�s Proxy Class 3 18 

estimate, SoCalGas�s actual cost exceeded the estimate by approximately 26%, which is within 19 

the expected Class 3 range. 20 

D. Cal Advocates Conflates Immaterial Invoicing Errors with Mismanagement. 21 

Cal Advocates asserts that �SoCalGas fails to demonstrate that its overage requests are 22 

reasonable because its documentation of the Project�s costs includes costs from SoCalGas�s other 23 

37 Id., Executive Summary at 3. 

38 Refer to AACE International, Recommended Practice No. 97R-18 � Cost Estimate Classification 
System - As Applied in Engineering, Procurement, and Construction for the Pipeline Transportation 
Infrastructure Industries (Bredehoeft, et al., 2020) at 4. 

39 Id. 

40 Ex. SCG/Lakeside-03-2R (Pacheco) at MP-6. 

41 Refer to AACE International, Recommended Practice No. 97R-18 � Cost Estimate Classification 
System - As Applied in Engineering, Procurement, and Construction for the Pipeline Transportation 
Infrastructure Industries (Bredehoeft, et al., 2020) at 10. 
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SB 1383 Dairy Digester Pilot projects.�42  Additionally, �SoCalGas does not distinguish which 1 

costs are attributable to the Lakeside Project.  It is therefore not possible to accurately verify 2 

several of SoCalGas�s claimed costs.�43  These claims are overstated. 3 

During discovery, SoCalGas provided 181 invoices associated with Other Construction 4 

Management supporting the cost impact of �Additional Construction Management Support for 5 

extended Construction Duration� cost impact.  Some invoices related to an inspector working 6 

across multiple nearby Dairy Pilot projects.  Of the 181 invoices, SoCalGas allocated costs 7 

across the four Dairy Pilot Projects in16 invoices.  In re-reviewing the invoices, SoCalGas agrees 8 

with Cal Advocates that allocating the 16 invoices across the four Dairy Pilot Projects was 9 

unnecessary as each of the invoices were already separated by line-item to the specific Dairy 10 

Pilot projects and should have been charged accordingly.  Upon re-review, SoCalGas determined 11 

that only $4,183 (approximately 0.58%) of the total $727,207 cost impact related to the other 12 

Dairy Pilot Projects.  In other words, approximately 99.4% ($723,024) of the costs were 13 

accurately attributed to the Lakeside Project.  Despite this minor discrepancy, Cal Advocates 14 

recommends disallowing the entire cost impact of $727,000 (rounded), which is not reasonable. 15 

V. REBUTTAL TO CAL ADVOCATES� PROPOSALS 16 

A. SoCalGas�s Incurred Reasonable Engineering-related Costs to Develop 17 
Engineering Drawings Necessary for Construction 18 

In addition to Cal Advocates� proposal to disallow the full $1.899 million cost related to 19 

SoCalGas�s request for recovery of engineering costs, Witness Condensa proposes an alternative 20 

disallowance of $1.684 million that is tied to the following areas:  1) SoCalGas fails to provide 21 

evidence of cost impacts totaling SoCalGas� claimed engineering-related cost variance 22 

($671,000);  2) SoCalGas fails to demonstrate the reasonableness of its Additional Electrical, 23 

Civil, and Structural Design Project expenses ($625,000); and 3) SoCalGas fails to demonstrate 24 

the reasonableness of its Detailed Design Support Activities scope change overages because the 25 

sum of cost impacts does not equal the total claimed engineering cost overages ($388,000).44 26 

 
42 Ex. CA-XX (Weinberger) at 1�11. 

43 Id. 

44 Id. at 1�13 (Weinberger). 
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For engineering related cost variance, as explained above, cost impacts do not always add 1 

up to equal cost variances.  In discovery, Cal Advocates focused on cost impacts related to 2 

engineering costs, not cost variance.  SoCalGas responded accordingly and provided information 3 

related to the cost impact. 4 

For Additional Electrical, Civil, and Structural Design, Cal Advocates argues that an 5 

agreement with the contractor is not enough to demonstrate �that SoCalGas paid the company 6 

and incurred an expense, nor does it document the variances in the expenses paid beyond what 7 

was expected.�45  As SoCalGas explained above, not all scope changes can be tracked to an 8 

invoice.  The additional engineering and design costs were identified as engineering drawings 9 

progressed between July 2019 and May 2020 after the Class 4 estimate and before the 90% 10 

drawings (construction bid).  As a result, these costs were already incorporated into the contract 11 

price.  The contractor�s invoices would not identify whether the work was a variance from the 12 

Class 4 estimate as those costs are already embedded into the contract price/invoices.  Therefore, 13 

even if SoCalGas provided every invoice from that contractor, it would not have resulted in a 14 

line-for-line accounting of the cost impact amount.  Additionally, Cal Advocates incorrectly 15 

states that �SoCalGas has not provided the original estimate for electrical, civil, and structural 16 

design engineering work from which SoCalGas claims the scope change amount was 17 

calculated.�46  During discovery, SoCalGas provided said engineering estimates in response to 18 

Cal Advocates-SCG-04 Response 2b (Lane 4 and Lane 6) and  Cal Advocates-SCG-05 Response 19 

2a  (Lane 5).4720 

Cal Advocates also calls into question the Detailed Design Support Activities cost 21 

impact.48  Costs contributing to the aggregate overage are embedded among the invoices and 22 

providing all of the engineering contractor�s invoices charged to the project would not have 23 

resulted in a line-for-line accounting of the cost impact amount.  Accordingly, SoCalGas did not 24 

 
45 Id. at 1�18 (Weinberger). 

46 Id. 

47 See Attachment 1 � SoCalGas�s Response to Cal Advocates-SCG-04, Response 2b and Cal-
Advocates-SCG-05 Response 2a.  Refer to SoCalGas�s Response to Cal Advocates-SCG-04, 
Response 2b for Lane 4 and Lane 6 and SoCalGas�s Response to Cal-Advocates-SCG-05, Response 
2a for Lane 5. 

48 Ex. CA-XX (Weinberger) at 1�22. 
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identify specific invoices in the revised response to Cal Advocates-SCG-04 Request 4, which 1 

centers on the Detailed Design Support Activities cost impact ($388,000).  Instead, Cal 2 

Advocates used the invoices that were produced in response to Cal Advocates-SCG-04 3 

Request 3 (Additional Electrical, Civil, and Structural Design) and applied it to DR 004 4 

Request 4 (Detailed Design Support Activities), disregarding SoCalGas�s revised response that 5 

no specific invoices were applicable for Response 4.49 6 

B. SoCalGas Incurred Reasonable Equipment and Material-related Costs 7 
Required to Construct the Project 8 

Cal Advocates proposes to disallow the full $0.5 million cost related to SoCalGas�s 9 

request for recovery of Equipment and Material for the following reasons:  1) SoCalGas fails to 10 

demonstrate the reasonableness of the Power Distribution Center Material Costs over its initial 11 

estimates and 2) SoCalGas fails to provide evidence of cost impacts totaling SoCalGas�s 12 

equipment-and material-related overages.5013 

Cal Advocates seeks to disallow the full cost of the PDC ($453,000) based on the fact 14 

�SoCalGas did not provide its original estimate for the [PDC][.]�51  As reflected in the timeline 15 

in Figure 2 above, the need for a PDC was not identified until September 2019 when the 30% 16 

Electrical Drawing Package was issued.  As such, the Class 4 estimate did not contain an 17 

estimate for the PDC and the entire amount should be considered a variance from the Class 4 18 

estimate.  SoCalGas provided Cal Advocates with the supporting documentation to justify the 19 

entire cost of the PDC as reflected in Cal Advocates� Table 9.52 20 

 
49 Moreover, Cal Advocates-SCG-04 Request 3 was revised to indicate that material costs were 

inadvertently included in the cost impact for Response 3 and should be removed.  In addition, in the 
revised response to Cal Advocates-SCG-04 Request 4 SoCalGas explained that the invoices for the 
design work would not specifically identify an adjustment to the original estimate (Class 4 estimate) 
because the cost was included in the contract.  Therefore, the invoices that Cal Advocates is 
questioning are not applicable to either Cal Advocates-SCG-04 Request 3 or Cal Advocates-SCG-04 
Request 4.  See Attachment 3 � SoCalGas�s Revised Response to Cal Advocates-SCG-04, Requests 3 
and 4, with relevant attachments. 

50 Ex. CA-XX (Weinberger) at 1�23. 

51 Id. at 1�27. 

52 In addition, in seeking to disallow the full cost of the PDC, Cal Advocates points to a $8,000 charge 
that SoCalGas later identified through discovery as having been booked to a different project.  This 
$8,000 cost is moot since SoCalGas is not requesting recovery of this amount in this Application. 
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Cal Advocates also argues that because SoCalGas could not show the initial estimate for 1 

the Electrical Shelter (which the PDC replaced) in the Class 4 estimate, then SoCalGas should 2 

not be able to recover the difference between the initial estimate for the Electrical Shelter and the 3 

PDC.  To clarify, SoCalGas was not able to show the Class 4 estimate for the proposed Electrical 4 

Shelter because costs were incorporated into the overall materials estimate based on the 5 

assumption that the facility would only require a standard electrical shelter as opposed to a much 6 

more complex PDC53.  The identification of the need for the PDC, including physical size and 7 

electrical loads, was not confirmed until further progression of the engineering process and after 8 

the Class 4 estimate was submitted to the CPUC on January 2019 (see Figure 2, above).  9 

Regardless of the initial estimate, SoCalGas justified the need for the PDC in supplemental 10 

testimony.54  The PDC was required to achieve operation of the facility.  The costs should not be 11 

disallowed simply based on a comparison between the cost of an electrical shelter and the 12 

required PDC. 13 

As to Cal Advocates� second argument that SoCalGas failed to show that the cost impact 14 

totaled to the variance, as SoCalGas explained above, cost impact does not necessarily total to 15 

the variance.  Similar to the engineering component, Cal Advocates� data requests ask questions 16 

about cost impact, not cost variance, which SoCalGas responded to. 17 

C. SoCalGas�s Incurred Reasonable Construction-Related Costs During 18 
Construction that are Adequately Tracked 19 

In addition to Cal Advocates� proposal to disallow the full $2.876 million cost related to 20 

SoCalGas�s request for recovery of construction costs, Cal Advocates� Witness Lutes proposes 21 

an alternative disallowance of $1.156 million based on the following reasons:  1) SoCalGas does 22 

not demonstrate the reasonableness of cost overruns related to changes to the scope of the 23 

Project�s construction, and 2) SoCalGas does not demonstrate the reasonableness of cost 24 

overruns related to the extension of the construction schedule.5525 

Regarding the former, Cal Advocates takes issue with four cost categories where 26 

SoCalGas provided change orders in discovery to explain the cost increases associated with the 27 

 
53 Ex. SCG/Lakeside-03-R (Pacheco) at MP-11; Ex. SCG-03-WP-R at WP-26 to WP-27. 

54 Ex. SCG/Lakeside-05 (Pacheco) at MP-5. 

55 Ex. CA-XX (Lutes) at 1�30. 
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construction phase of the project.56  These include environmental, field design changes, schedule 1 

delays, and substructures.  Overall, Cal Advocates states that �SoCalGas does not explain why 2 

the changes made could not have been foreseen after it conducted its lengthy engineering and 3 

design phase�57 and that �these changes resulted in expenditures that were beyond the 4 

contingencies that were already built into the authorized amount for the Project.�58 5 

First, it is important to recognize that construction change orders are a typical and 6 

expected result of necessary changes that are identified in the field.  Construction projects are 7 

dynamic endeavors where certain conditions may be discovered that were not possible to 8 

envision at 30 or even 90 percent engineering design.  For example, regarding the dust control 9 

monitor for Lakeside that Cal Advocates says should have been accounted for in prior 10 

estimates,59 the Environmental Clearance was not completed at the time of contracting, which 11 

later identified the need for a dust control plan.  Therefore, a dust control monitor was not 12 

included in the contract. 13 

Regarding the field design changes identified as a construction cost impact in SoCalGas�s 14 

workpapers, in one example, Cal Advocates states that SoCalGas fails to explain why a redesign 15 

of electrical conduit duct banks was necessary for future maintenance activities, or why such 16 

activities were not considered in the engineering and design portion of the Project.60  As 17 

SoCalGas indicted in its workpapers, the duct bank installation for the conduit was a result of 18 

�conditions encountered during construction.�61  The changes to the duct bank design were 19 

identified during the construction phase.  The construction contract was awarded to the 20 

contractor when design was at approximately 90%, which means that additional design will 21 

occur when excavations begin, materials arrive onsite, and the final design comes into focus with 22 

the collaborative efforts of the construction contractor, inspectors, company engineers and 23 

 
56 Id. at 1�31 (Lutes). 

57 Id. at 1�32 (Lutes). 

58 Id. at 1�33 (Lutes). 

59 Id. at 1�31 (Lutes). 

60 Id. at 1�32 (Lutes). 

61 Refer Workpapers Supporting the Prepared Direct Testimony of Maritza Pacheco (Ex. SCG-03-WP-
R) for the Final Report for Lakeside: Maas Energy Works Dairy Biomethane Pilot Project (Lanes 4-
6); id. at WP-28. 
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operations personnel, and other stakeholders.  As for Cal Advocates faulting SoCalGas for not 1 

explaining why a redesign was necessary for future maintenance activity, the information can be 2 

found in the documents that SoCalGas produced in response to Cal Advocates data request.  62  3 

Specifically, duct banks were redesigned to safely accommodate vehicles driving over the road 4 

through the facility, reducing the risk of damage to the underground conduit including for future 5 

maintenance activities.63 6 

Cal Advocates makes similar claims related to a schedule delay associated with a valve 7 

replacement and redesign of the supply line alignment due to previously unidentified 8 

substructures.64  As explained above, construction is dynamic and facts on the ground may differ 9 

from the time of contracting.  For example, during construction, communications lines were 10 

identified when the Contractor potholed the alignment.65  In addition, SoCalGas provided 11 

explanations for Construction Change Orders in its workpapers.66  Finally, as stated in direct 12 

testimony �encountered several unforeseen conditions that necessitated additional construction 13 

activities including unidentified substructures, additional electrical and instrumentation 14 

infrastructure, and permit required activities�67, it is reasonable to expect that changes such as 15 

these may occur during construction. 16 

D. Company Labor and Other Construction Management Cost Are Reasonable 17 

Cal Advocates proposes to disallow the full $0.457 million related to SoCalGas�s request 18 

for recovery of company labor costs and the full $1.201 million in construction management cost 19 

overruns.  Cal Advocates Witness Lutes� basis for disallowance are:  1) SoCalGas fails to 20 

demonstrate the reasonableness of the delays to the construction schedule;68 and 2) SoCalGas 21 

 
62 See Attachment 4 � SoCalGas�s Response to Cal Advocates-SCG-03, Request 2ei, with relevant 

attachments. 
63 Id. 

64 Ex. CA-XX (Lutes) at 1�32. 

65 See Attachment 5 � SoCalGas�s Response to Cal Advocates-SCG-03, Request 2ci, with relevant 
attachments. 

66 Ex. SCG-03-WP-R at WP-27 to WP-28. 

67 Ex. SCG/Lakeside-03-2R (Pacheco) at MP-13. 

68 Ex. CA-XX (Lutes) at 1�35. 



MP-18 

fails to explain the cause of its claimed overages that are not attributed to the Project�s extended 1 

timeline.69 2 

The reasons for the schedule delay were explained in SoCalGas�s testimony which 3 

included installing a larger and more complex electrical system, installing additional electrical 4 

and instrumentation and controls equipment/materials, installing additional piping and valves 5 

due to the electrical, and instrumentation detailed design requirements and the pressure 6 

betterment.70  The need for each of these items were further discussed in SoCalGas�s 7 

supplemental testimony.71 8 

Cal Advocates claims that �SoCalGas fails to provide a meaningful basis to evaluate 9 

whether the additional overages reflect prudent incurred labor costs or merely the consequence 10 

of unsupported initial planning assumptions.�72  SoCalGas�s initial labor estimates were based 11 

off of a Class 4 estimate for the project by Lane 4, 5, and 6 supporting the Direct Costs of 12 

$8.611M.73  Within each Lane estimate, Company Labor is a line item which �is based on % of 13 

Total Construction Cost� and not based on actual activities/tasks.  The percentage of company 14 

labor across the three Lane estimates was approximately 11%.  As SoCalGas explained above, 15 

the Class 4 estimate is limited by the compressed regulatory timeline and facts available at the 16 

time.  Since Company Labor was estimated based on a percentage of the Class 4 estimates, it is 17 

understandable that the Company Labor will suffer from the same limitations.  However, when 18 

Company Labor is viewed at the end of construction, the Company Labor cost percentage in 19 

relation to Total Construction Costs was approximately 12% which is in line with SoCalGas�s 20 

percentage estimate.  Clearly, as the project developed through engineering drawings impacting 21 

 
69 Id. 

70 Ex. SCG/Lakeside-03-2R (Pacheco) at MP-13.  Cal Advocates argues that SoCalGas only accounted 
for a total of 14 days delay.  However, it calculated the 14 days based on the Change Orders which 
occurred after the execution of the construction contracts and did not take into account that the 
construction contracts had already extended the schedule as compared to the Class 4 estimate.  See 
Attachment 7 � SoCalGas�s Response to Cal Advocates-SCG-03, Request 4c. 

71 Ex. SCG/Lakeside-05 (Pacheco) at MP-3 to MP-8. 

72 Ex. CA-XX (Lutes) at 1-36 to 1-37. 

73 See Attachment 1 � SoCalGas�s Response to Cal Advocates-SCG-04, Response 2b and Cal-
Advocates-SCG-05 Response 2a. 
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the total construction cost, the amount of Company Labor increased similarly to the total overall 1 

costs. 2 

Then, Cal Advocates suggests a full disallowance of $1,201,000 as it relates to other 3 

construction management on the basis that SoCalGas acknowledges multiple invoices were 4 

submitted to Cal Advocates to review supporting the Additional Construction Management 5 

Support for extended Construction Duration for a cost impact of $727,000 and the $474,000 that 6 

Cal Advocates refers to as unsupported.74  As mentioned in Section IV.D. above, after additional 7 

review of the $727,000 cost impact related to Additional Construction Management Support for 8 

extended Construction Duration, 99.4% was correctly charged to the Lakeside project.  In other 9 

words, only $4,183 should not have been charged to Lakeside.  Therefore, a disallowance of the 10 

full amount is not warranted.  Additionally, Cal Advocates makes a point to state that �[d]espite 11 

acknowledging that invoices for other projects had been sent, SoCalGas failed to identify which 12 

invoices should be excluded, or which amounts from the invoices SoCalGas is actually seeking 13 

for recovery.�75  Cal Advocates bases this argument on the fact that SoCalGas inadvertently 14 

provided Cal Advocates with invoices from the other three Dairy Pilot Projects in addition to the 15 

Lakeside project.  Regardless, the Lakeside invoices were produced and Cal Advocates could 16 

have readily identified which amounts were for Lakeside based on the face of the invoice.76  17 

There was no need for SoCalGas to specifically identify which invoices were for Lakeside. 18 

E. Indirect Costs Are Calculated as a Function of Direct Costs 19 

Finally, Cal Advocates seeks to disallow the full $0.901 million related to SoCalGas�s 20 

request for recovery of indirect costs.77  Cal Advocates argues that the Commission should 21 

disallow claimed overages resulting from indirect costs proportional to the specific 22 

disallowances that Cal Advocates identified in its testimony.78  For the reasons stated above, 23 

 
74 Ex. CA-XX (Lutes) at 1�37 to 1�38. 

75 Id. 

76 For invoices refer to Attachment 6 � SoCalGas�s Response to Cal Advocates-SCG-03, Request 5b, 
with relevant attachments. 

77 Ex. CA-XX (Condensa) at 1-39. 

78 Id. 
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SoCalGas�s costs are just and reasonable and Cal Advocates proposed disallowance are 1 

unjustified.  As such, there is no corresponding indirect costs to disallow. 2 

VI. CONCLUSION 3 

Cal Advocates� proposed full disallowance of $7.831 million, and its alternative proposal 4 

of $5.641 million associated with the Lakeside Dairy Pilot Project, are unreasonable.  The record 5 

demonstrates that SoCalGas provided extensive direct and supplemental testimony, associated 6 

workpapers, engineering documentation, and discovery responses explaining: 7 

The constrained timeline under which the Class 4 estimate was developed, 8 

The evolving complexity of the Project, and 9 

The reasonableness of the incurred costs. 10 

Cal Advocates� recommendation is based on an improper comparison of actual costs to a 11 

Class 4 estimate developed with limited engineering detail under a compressed regulatory 12 

schedule.  As engineering progressed and the project scope became more defined, cost estimates 13 

were appropriately refined. 14 

Importantly, Cal Advocates does not dispute that the Lakeside Project successfully 15 

achieved the objectives of SB 1383 to capture methane emissions, treating the raw biogas, and 16 

successfully injecting the renewable natural gas into the natural gas pipeline system. 17 

For these reasons, the Commission should reject Cal Advocates� proposed disallowances 18 

(both full and the partial) and approve SoCalGas�s requested cost recovery of $7.831 million. 19 

This concludes my prepared rebuttal testimony.20 
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Attachment  

SoCalGas's Revised Response to Cal 
Advocates-SCG-04, Requests 3 and 4, with 

relevant attachments 



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY  
Cal Advocates-SCG-04 

(A.25-08-009) SoCalGas and Lakeside Dairy Biomethane Pilot Project Costs 
Application  

DATE REQUESTED: January 27, 2026 
RESPONSE DUE: February 20, 2026 

Date Amended March 10, 2026 
__________________________________________________________________________ 

 

For Questions 3-5, please refer to Table 4 in the Prepared Direct Testimony of Martiza 
Pacheco, shown below, and the Final Report for Lakeside: Maas Energy Works Dairy 
Biomethane Pilot Project (Lanes 4-6). 



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY  
Cal Advocates-SCG-04 

(A.25-08-009) SoCalGas and Lakeside Dairy Biomethane Pilot Project Costs 
Application  

DATE REQUESTED: January 27, 2026 
RESPONSE DUE: February 20, 2026 

Date Amended March 10, 2026 
__________________________________________________________________________ 

 

QUESTION 3: 

Table 4 and the Final Report for Lakeside: Maas Energy Works Dairy Biomethane Pilot 
Project (Lanes 4-6) describe the following �Additional Electrical, Civil, and Structural 
Design� scope changes: 1) Electrical and instrumentation requirements (compressors 
and methane detection system), 2) Revision to Power Distribution Center design and 
revised equipment sizes and specification to accommodate said revisions, and 3) 
Modifications to the civil and structural design following geotechnical report findings that 
identified soft ground conditions. 

a. For each �Additional Electrical, Civil, and Structural Design� scope change,
provide the following information using the attached �A.25-08-009 Public
Advocates Office Data Request 4 Engineering Spreadsheet Delineating Costs
For Engineering and Material Modifications - Additional Electrical, Civil, and
Structural Design Scope Changes�:

i. List and provide a description of each engineering or design scope
change made.

ii. Provide any analysis, communications, and documentation related to
SoCalGas� decisions to modify each engineering and design scope
change.

iii. Provide the total cost, or line-item amount, for each engineering or
design scope change made.

iv. Provide invoices or accounting documentation for the costs associated
with each engineering or design scope change, including additional
materials costs, additional labor costs, etc.

v. In the Excel file sheet, provide an indexed reference to the invoice(s)
with a file and page number as applicable.

RESPONSE 3:  

As amended on March 10, 2026, the �Additional Electrical, Civil, and Structural Design� cost 
impact in Table 4 Engineering Cost Impact Matrix is revised from $847,000 to $625,000. 
Pursuant to SoCalGas response to CalPA DR-4, this amendment removes $222,000 from the 
cost impact as material vendor costs were inadvertently considered in this cost impact. 



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY  
Cal Advocates-SCG-04 

(A.25-08-009) SoCalGas and Lakeside Dairy Biomethane Pilot Project Costs 
Application  

DATE REQUESTED: January 27, 2026 
RESPONSE DUE: February 20, 2026 

Date Amended March 10, 2026 
__________________________________________________________________________ 

 

This response and the attachments contain confidential information provided pursuant to 
PUC Section 583, D.21-09-020 and GO 66-D (Revision (Rev.) 2) along with the 
accompanying declaration. 

Please see attachment A.25-08-009 Public Advocates Office Data Request 4 Engineering 
Spreadsheet Delineating Costs For Engineering and Material Modifications � Additional 
Electrical, Civil, and Structural Design Scope Changes. 



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY  
Cal Advocates-SCG-04 

(A.25-08-009) SoCalGas and Lakeside Dairy Biomethane Pilot Project Costs 
Application  

DATE REQUESTED: January 27, 2026 
RESPONSE DUE: February 20, 2026 

Date Amended March 10, 2026 
__________________________________________________________________________ 

 

QUESTION 4: 

Table 4 at MP-9 and the Final Report for Lakeside: Maas Energy Works Dairy 
Biomethane Pilot Project (Lanes 4-6)8 describe the following �Detailed Design Support 
Activities� scope changes: 1) Enhanced engineering and design, drafting, and 3D 
modeling of facility, 2) Process Hazard Analysis and resulting safety-driven design 
enhancements, 3) Coordination efforts with biogas producer to algin facility layouts and 
plot plans, 4) Technical review and validation of compressor designs, 5) Design 
revisions to incorporate stakeholder feedback, and 6) Preparation of additional 
permitting documentation for newly identified requirements. 

a. For each of the �Detailed Design Support Activities� scope changes described
in Table 4 and Final Report for Lakeside: Maas Energy Works Dairy
Biomethane Pilot Project (Lanes 4-6), provide the following information using
the attached �A.25-08-009 Public Advocates Office Data Request 4 Engineering
Spreadsheet Delineating Costs for Engineering and Material Modifications -
Detailed Design Support Activities�:

i. List and provide a description of each engineering or design scope
changes made.

ii. Identify when the need for each engineering or design scope change
was first known and when the scope change was approved. Provide any
related analysis, as well as communications or documentation related to
the approvals.

iii. Provide the total cost, or line-item amount, for each engineering or
design scope change made.

iv. Provide invoices or accounting documentation for the costs associated
with each engineering or design scope change.

v. In an Excel file sheet, provide an indexed reference to the invoice(s) with
a file and page number as applicable.



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY  
Cal Advocates-SCG-04 

(A.25-08-009) SoCalGas and Lakeside Dairy Biomethane Pilot Project Costs 
Application  

DATE REQUESTED: January 27, 2026 
RESPONSE DUE: February 20, 2026 

Date Amended March 10, 2026 
__________________________________________________________________________ 

 

RESPONSE 4:  

As amended on March 9, 2026, Table 4 at MP-9, SoCalGas updates the cost impact for 
Detailed Design Support Activities to approximately $388,000 for additional clarity. 

This response and the attachments contain confidential information provided pursuant to 
PUC Section 583, D.21-09-020 and GO 66-D (Revision (Rev.) 2) along with the 
accompanying declaration. 

Please note that upon further review of Table 4 at MP-9, SoCalGas updates the cost impact 
for Detailed Design Support Activities to $400,000. SoCalGas will amend its testimony at the 
next available opportunity.  

Please see attachment A.25-08-009 Public Advocates Office Data Request 4 Engineering 
Spreadsheet Delineating Costs For Engineering and Material Modifications � Additional 
Electrical, Civil, and Structural Design Scope Changes. 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
Cal Advocates-SCG-03 

(A.25-08-009) SoCalGas and Lakeside Dairy Biomethane Pilot Project Costs
Application 

DATE REQUESTED: January 16, 2026 
RESPONSE DUE: February 13, 2026 

__________________________________________________________________________

 

QUESTION 2: 

Chapter 3, Prepared Direct Testimony of Maritza Pacheco on Behalf of Southern 
California Gas Company, Table 8 at MP-12 contains a Construction Cost Impact Matrix 
that lists and describes scope changes and their associated cost impacts. 

a. Explain how SoCalGas determined that the electrical requirements for this
Project were significantly greater than RNG projects.

i. Explain how SoCalGas determined that the project site required
compressors and a methane detection system. Provide any relevant
analysis or communication regarding this particular change in the
construction.

ii. Provide all invoices related to the increased electrical construction costs,
such as for the Power Distribution Center. Explain how the changes
resulted in $886,000 in additional costs.

b. Provide the line item, or line items if there were multiple, for the foundations for
the compressors in each of the following budgets: the preliminary cost estimate,
the construction bid package, and the final project costs.

i. Provide workpapers and invoices related to the increased construction
costs associated with the larger foundations for the compressors.
Explain how the changes resulted in $222,000 in additional costs.

c. Explain the conflict between the proposed pipeline alignment and existing
communication lines.

i. Explain how and when SoCalGas identified the conflict. Provide any
relevant analysis or communication regarding this particular conflict.

ii. Provide the line items related to the pipeline alignment in the following
budgets: the preliminary cost estimate, the construction bid package, and
the final project costs. Explain how the changes incurred $598,000 in
additional costs.

iii. Provide all survey data, utility maps, and any other documentation that
SoCalGas used to determine the original proposed pipeline alignment.
Provide all documentation and data used to determine the final alignment
that was constructed.

d. Provide the line items for instrumentation work in each of the following budgets:



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
Cal Advocates-SCG-03 

(A.25-08-009) SoCalGas and Lakeside Dairy Biomethane Pilot Project Costs
Application 

DATE REQUESTED: January 16, 2026 
RESPONSE DUE: February 13, 2026 

__________________________________________________________________________

 

the preliminary cost estimate, the construction bid package, and the final project
costs. 

i. Provide workpapers and invoices related to the additional
instrumentation work. Explain how the changes resulted in $97,000 in
additional costs. Also explain the purpose of each additional
instrumentation job.

e. Provide the line items for work performed to satisfy electrical requirements in
each of the following budgets: the preliminary cost estimate, the construction
bid package, and the final project costs.

i. Provide workpapers and invoices related to the scope of electrical
requirements. Explain how the changes resulted in $55,000 in additional
costs.

f. Explain how SoCalGas determined that a full-time dust control monitor would
be required for the construction duration.

i. Identify any environmental or land survey that SoCalGas performed or
used to inform the construction bid package and the preliminary cost
estimate. Provide any related documents.

ii. Identify all permits, environmental regulations, county requirements, or
any other rule, law, or policy that required SoCalGas to hire a full-time
dust control monitor for the construction duration.

iii. Explain why the dust monitoring requirement was not included in the
original Class 4 cost estimate or early project scope.

iv. Provide workpapers and invoices related to the full-time dust control
monitor. Explain how the changes resulted in $58,000 in additional
costs.

g. Provide documentation that demonstrates that SoCalGas needed to construct
additional driveway and entryway improvements to satisfy the county’s
encroachment permit requirements.

i. Provide workpapers and invoices related to the construction of additional
driveway and entryway improvements to satisfy the county’s
encroachment permit requirements. Explain how the changes resulted in
$39,000 in additional costs.

RESPONSE 2: 



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
Cal Advocates-SCG-03 

(A.25-08-009) SoCalGas and Lakeside Dairy Biomethane Pilot Project Costs
Application 

DATE REQUESTED: January 16, 2026 
RESPONSE DUE: February 13, 2026 

__________________________________________________________________________

 

The attachments provided with this response contains confidential information provided 
pursuant to PUC Section 583, D.21-09-020 and GO 66-D (Revision (Rev.) 2) along with the 
accompanying declaration. 

d. The instrumentation work cannot be provided separately because they are incorporated
into the overall cost estimate, bid, and actual cost.

i. Please see Supplemental Testimony of Maritza Pacheco on Behalf of Southern
California Gas Company at MP-7 – MP-8 and SCG-03-WP, at WP-28.  Further, additional
instrumentation work documentation is in the Facility CCO file:
CP114_028_PD_4_CONTRACTOR CHANGE ORDER 2 PIPE EXT-FACILITY
CONFIDENTIAL.pdf, at RFI 27: pp. 1, 37-84

Costs associated with the additional instrumentation work are included in the invoice listed 
below:

5812594437 CONFIDENTIAL.pdf

The attachments provided with this response contains confidential information provided 
pursuant to PUC Section 583, D.21-09-020 and GO 66-D (Revision (Rev.) 2) along with 
the accompanying declaration.

e. The electrical requirements cannot be provided separately because they are incorporated
into the overall cost estimate, bid, and actual cost.

i. Please see Testimony of Maritza Pacheco on Behalf of Southern California Gas
Company at MP-12 and SCG-03-WP, at WP-28.  Electrical requirements scope change
documentation is in the Facility CCO file: PCP114_028_PD_4_CONTRACTOR CHANGE
ORDER 2 PIPE EXT-FACILITY.pdf at RFI 06: pp. 1-36

Costs associated with the electrical requirements scope change are included in the 
invoice listed below:

5812594437 CONFIDENTIAL.pdf

The attachments provided with this response contains confidential information provided 
pursuant to PUC Section 583, D.21-09-020 and GO 66-D (Revision (Rev.) 2) along with the 
accompanying declaration. 

f. As part of best management practices, a full-time dust control monitor was required due to
the construction activities and the need to comply with the Dust Control Plan.

i. With regard to the requirement for a full-time dust control monitor, no environmental
study or land survey was performed for the bid package or the preliminary cost
estimate.
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QUESTION 2: 

Chapter 3, Prepared Direct Testimony of Maritza Pacheco on Behalf of Southern 
California Gas Company, Table 8 at MP-12 contains a Construction Cost Impact Matrix 
that lists and describes scope changes and their associated cost impacts. 

a. Explain how SoCalGas determined that the electrical requirements for this
Project were significantly greater than RNG projects.

i. Explain how SoCalGas determined that the project site required
compressors and a methane detection system. Provide any relevant
analysis or communication regarding this particular change in the
construction.

ii. Provide all invoices related to the increased electrical construction costs,
such as for the Power Distribution Center. Explain how the changes
resulted in $886,000 in additional costs.

b. Provide the line item, or line items if there were multiple, for the foundations for
the compressors in each of the following budgets: the preliminary cost estimate,
the construction bid package, and the final project costs.

i. Provide workpapers and invoices related to the increased construction
costs associated with the larger foundations for the compressors.
Explain how the changes resulted in $222,000 in additional costs.

c. Explain the conflict between the proposed pipeline alignment and existing
communication lines.

i. Explain how and when SoCalGas identified the conflict. Provide any
relevant analysis or communication regarding this particular conflict.

ii. Provide the line items related to the pipeline alignment in the following
budgets: the preliminary cost estimate, the construction bid package, and
the final project costs. Explain how the changes incurred $598,000 in
additional costs.

iii. Provide all survey data, utility maps, and any other documentation that
SoCalGas used to determine the original proposed pipeline alignment.
Provide all documentation and data used to determine the final alignment
that was constructed.

d. Provide the line items for instrumentation work in each of the following budgets:

1
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the preliminary cost estimate, the construction bid package, and the final project
costs. 

i. Provide workpapers and invoices related to the additional
instrumentation work. Explain how the changes resulted in $97,000 in
additional costs. Also explain the purpose of each additional
instrumentation job.

e. Provide the line items for work performed to satisfy electrical requirements in
each of the following budgets: the preliminary cost estimate, the construction
bid package, and the final project costs.

i. Provide workpapers and invoices related to the scope of electrical
requirements. Explain how the changes resulted in $55,000 in additional
costs.

f. Explain how SoCalGas determined that a full-time dust control monitor would
be required for the construction duration.

i. Identify any environmental or land survey that SoCalGas performed or
used to inform the construction bid package and the preliminary cost
estimate. Provide any related documents.

ii. Identify all permits, environmental regulations, county requirements, or
any other rule, law, or policy that required SoCalGas to hire a full-time
dust control monitor for the construction duration.

iii. Explain why the dust monitoring requirement was not included in the
original Class 4 cost estimate or early project scope.

iv. Provide workpapers and invoices related to the full-time dust control
monitor. Explain how the changes resulted in $58,000 in additional
costs.

g. Provide documentation that demonstrates that SoCalGas needed to construct
additional driveway and entryway improvements to satisfy the county’s
encroachment permit requirements.

i. Provide workpapers and invoices related to the construction of additional
driveway and entryway improvements to satisfy the county’s
encroachment permit requirements. Explain how the changes resulted in
$39,000 in additional costs.

RESPONSE 2: 

2
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The attachments provided with this response contains confidential information provided 
pursuant to PUC Section 583, D.21-09-020 and GO 66-D (Revision (Rev.) 2) along with the 
accompanying declaration. 

c. The horizontal and vertical positioning of the communication line overlapped the pipeline’s
designated corridor preventing proper clearance and creating a conflict that must be resolved
before construction can proceed.

i. During construction, the existing communication lines were identified when the
Contractor potholed the alignment.

Alignment change documentation is in the Pressure Betterment CCO files listed below:
PCP115_028_PD_4_CCO 02_PB CONFIDENTIAL.pdf

o RFI 08: pp. 1, 20-34
PCP115_028_PD_4_CCO 03_PB CONFIDENTIAL.pdf

The attachments provided with this response contains confidential information provided 
pursuant to PUC Section 583, D.21-09-020 and GO 66-D (Revision (Rev.) 2) along with the 
accompanying declaration.

ii. The piping alignment cannot be provided separately because they are incorporated
into the overall cost estimate, bid, and actual cost. See Alignment change
documentation attached to Response 2.c.1, above.

Costs associated with the alignment change are included invoice 5812448015.pdf. 

The attachment provided with this response contains confidential information provided 
pursuant to PUC Section 583, D.21-09-020 and GO 66-D (Revision (Rev.) 2) along with the 
accompanying declaration.

iii. SoCalGas referred to utility maps to determine the original proposed pipeline
alignment.

2681 Index Map CONFIDENTIAL
2681 B1 CONFIDENTIAL
2681 C1 CONFIDENTIAL
2681 D1 CONFIDENTIAL

Alignment change documentation is in the Pressure Betterment CCO files listed below:
PCP115_028_PD_4_CCO 02_PB CONFIDENTIAL.pdf

o RFI 08: pp. 1, 20-34
PCP115_028_PD_4_CCO 03_PB CONFIDENTIAL.pdf
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1 

QUESTION 4: 

In Chapter 3, Prepared Direct Testimony of Maritza Pacheco on Behalf of Southern
California Gas Company at MP-13, SoCalGas states that the Facility construction 
schedule was approximately three times longer than originally estimated in 2018. 
Provide documentation showing how the assumptions for the proposed schedule were
determined. 

a. If the schedule was determined using a past project, identify the project and
provide that schedule.

b. Provide the original schedule estimate from 2018.

c. Explain when the schedule was changed and identify each change, the reason
for each deviation, and the cost impact associated with each delay.

RESPONSE 4: 

a. SoCalGas did not develop the project schedule based on any specific project but instead
based schedule on its experience with similarly constructed facilities, including prior RNG
projects.

b. Please see attached “DR 3 Q4b Original Schedule Estimate.”

c. The original construction schedule was estimated for four months. The contractor provided
the construction schedule upon award of the contract. As construction progressed and RFIs
came in, the schedule was adjusted accordingly.

Contractor Change orders with delays and associated cost impacts are listed below:
Facility CCO 03, RFI 15

o Delay: 2 days
o Associated cost impact: $30,500
o PCP114_028_PD_4_CONTRACTOR CHANGE ORDER 3 PIPE EXT-

FACILITY.pdf CONFIDENTIAL
Pressure Betterment CCO 02, RFI 06

o Delay: 2 days
o Associated cost impact: $19,120
o PCP115_028_PD_4_CCO 02_PB CONFIDENTIAL.pdf

RFI 06: pp. 1-13
Pressure Betterment CCO 03, RFI 05
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o Delay: 10 days
o Associated cost impact: $426,257
o PCP115_028_PD_4_CCO 03_PB CONFIDENTIAL.pdf

The attachments provided with this response contain confidential information provided 
pursuant to PUC Section 583, D.21-09-020 and GO 66-D (Revision (Rev.) 2) along with the 
accompanying declaration. 








