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JEA DATA REQUEST NO. 130:

Please refer to PSE’s Response to JEA Data Request No. 018.

a. Please confirm that removing a gas service line does not typically present
hydraulic feasibility concerns, since a gas service line is a network end point,
rather than a connecting branch within the pipeline network. For any answer
other than an unqualified confirmation, please provide a detailed explanation.

Response:

a. Puget Sound Energy ("PSE") objects to Joint Environmental Advocates Data
Request No. 130 to the extent it seeks an unqualified confirmation of a
generalized engineering proposition divorced from the specific facts, field
conditions, and operating requirements applicable to the removal of any
particular gas service line.

Subject to and without waiving this objection, PSE responds as follows.

PSE generally confirms that a gas service line is typically the terminal connection
within the distribution system, serving an individual customer as an endpoint.
Given this configuration, the removal of a single service line does not ordinarily
present the same hydraulic feasibility considerations as the retirement of a
distribution main or other shared infrastructure serving multiple downstream
customers.

PSE has described this principle in its non-pipeline alternative suitability
framework. See Appendix A to the Second Exhibit to the Prefiled Direct
Testimony of Michelle L. Vargo, Exh. MLV-3 (Apdx. A), at page 7, footnote 7
("Hydraulic feasibility: Segments with a one-way flow or terminal branches can
typically be removed without impacting the remaining system.").

PSE's confirmation is subject to the following qualifications:
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i. Customer and configuration considerations

Not all service lines are limited to a single residential customer. A given
service may be configured as a shared or “twin” service, or may serve
commercial, multifamily, or industrial loads, in which removal may entail
additional operational complexity and coordination. While these
configurations do not typically alter the fundamental characterization of a
service line as a terminal connection, they may affect practical
considerations related to retirement, including those in the context of non-
pipeline alternative implementation.

ii.. Distinction from safety and operational requirements

The absence of network-level hydraulic feasibility concerns associated
with the removal of an individual service line is distinct from, and does not
relieve PSE of, its obligation to satisfy applicable safety, design, and
operational requirements when retiring a gas service line. These
requirements include compliance with 49 C.F.R. Part 192 and PSE’s
internal operating standards governing service abandonment, cut-and-cap
procedures, purge and leak survey, locate-and-mark, and restoration.
See, e.g., PSE’s Response to Joint Environmental Advocates Data
Request No. 116 (identifying restoration, permitting, and project
complexity as principal cost drivers for service retirements).

iii. Context of broader system modifications

Although removal of an individual service line is not hydraulically complex
at the network level, when service line retirement is contemplated as part
of a broader NPA solution that also includes retirement of an upstream
main or segment, the hydraulic feasibility of retiring that main or segment
must be separately evaluated, including consideration of effects on
remaining downstream customers, pressure profiles, and the potential
need for limited reinforcement elsewhere on the system. See Appendix A
to the Second Exhibit to the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Michelle L.
Vargo, Exh. MLV-3 (Apdx. A), at page 7, footnote 7.

iv. Non-hydraulic considerations

Service line removal is also subject to operational and commercial
considerations beyond hydraulic feasibility. As reflected in Attachment A to
PSE's Response to Joint Environmental Advocates Data Request
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No. 072, and PSE's Response to Joint Environmental Advocates Data
Request No. 090, those considerations include:

o the customer’'s commitment to discontinue natural gas
service and convert all end-use equipment to an
alternative fuel;

. any required electric service upgrades or panel
modifications;

o permitting requirements;
o equipment needs and availability; and
. project drivers and associated risks that may

necessitate or accelerate service retirement.

At the individual-service level, the cost of fully electrifying a customer's
end-use equipment ordinarily exceeds the cost of the underlying service-
line investment by a substantial margin.
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