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IX-cislon 98-06-064 June 18, 1998. ®OO~(En[XlfA\fL 
BEfORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

TcrCS<1 LeGault, 

Complainant, 

\'S. 

Case 94-03-035 
(Filed lvfarch 14, 1994) 

Pacific Gas and EleCtric Company, 

Procedure 

Defendant. 

Teresa L.eGault, for het~e)f,c()mplalnant. 
l\iinami, Lew & Tan\aki, by Donald K. Tamaki, 

Attorney' at Ul\V, (01' Pacific Gas and Electric 
Con\pany, defendant. 

OPINION 

Teresa LeGault (LeGault or cOJnpJainant) conlplains that Pacific Gas and 

Electric Company (PG&E or defendant) does not have or is not following an 

emergency plan with respect to the 36·inch natural gas p!peHne which runs 

underground adjacent to her residence in Bear Valley Springs. 

Following the resolution of severt'll procedural issues, a duly nbtked public 

hearing was held on August 16,1995 in Los Angeles. During the (ourse of 

h('aring, PG&E offered to present a community open house in complainant's 

vidnit}t regarding the safety of the gas line and emergency plans in 'the event of 

fire, earthquake, or other natu'ral disaster. LeGaul(a(c~ptedde(enda~es offer, , 

and the he~lring was continued to a I~ter date to allow LeGault to attend the 
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coulmtmity open house and advise the Administr,\tive Law Judge (ALJ) whether 

further hearing was requested. . 
On Novenlber 9, 1995 the (on\munity open house was held by PG&B, and 

attended by approximately 40 people. Pq&B presented speakers OIl safely 
Ii 

nlait\tenante procedures under General Order (GO) 112-D, existitlg procedures 
. -'1 . 

- !i'.. 

for gas pipeline enlergendes, defendat\;~s outreach efforts to provide pipeline 
, , 

safety information to its customers, and the process of acquisitio~s of utility 

rights-of-way. 

Complainant attettded the community open house and, on January 30, 

1996, wrote to the AL] setting forth her continuing concerns respe(ti~g pipeline 

safety isslles. 111C At] then reqursted the Com.o\ission's Utilities Safety Branch 

(USB) to investig(\le complainant's C;011tentions and report its findings. On 

November 15, 1996 the USB report regarding Case 94-03-035 was received by the 

pafti~s and entered into the rcc6rd. No violations of law or COrllmission . 

regulations were found by USB. 

On l\1arch 4, 1997 a prehearing conference w .. 's held in Los Angeles at 

which it was detern\hlcd that a further evidentiary hearit\g Was not requited. The 

Inatter was suhnlitted (or decision upon the filing of a dosing brief by 

conlplainantand a reply brief by defendant on April 171 1997. 

Discussion 

LeGault complains that PG&E does not have or is not foJlowing an . 

emergenC}t plan with respect to the 36-inch natuf,\l gas pipeline which runs 

underground adjacent to her residence in Bear Valley Springs. 

At hearing it was agreed that PG&E would conduct a cOJnmunity open' 

house in complainal\eS area to explain its emergency plan pursuant to GO ~ 12-D 

and related j>ipeline safety issues, Th~ agreed-upon pubJlc n\eeting was held and 

attended by con\pJainartt arid her neighbors. 
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At the request of lhe ALJ, the Commission's USB invcstigated leGault's 

concerns and issued its rcporl finding no violations of law or Commission 

regulations respecting PG&E's pipeline emergency plans. 

At further hearing, complainant acknowledged that she had no proof of 

PG&E being in violation of existing law, but stated that she believed that changes 

in the Jaw arc necessary. LeGault rccon\n\eluls that California's f<xording laws be 

amended to provide specific disclosure ~f ~-inch natural gas pipeHnes rather 

than the existing gener,d casen'ent description. 

CompJainant also endorses the findings of the Seismic Safety COn\ni.ission, 

Report to the Governor, Executi\'e Order \V-78-94, concerning earthquake safety 

ntatters. 

Findings of Fact 

1. LeGault complains that PG&E docs not have or is not (ollowing an 
emergency plan with respect to the 36-inch natural gas pipeline which runs 

underground adjacent to her residence. 

2. There is insufficient eVidence that cOlllplainant's a1legation is true. 

3. In\'csligation by the COn\111ission's USB found no violations of law or 

regulations. 

4. This is a complaint case not challenging the reasonablel\eSS of rates or 

charges, and so this dedsiOl~ is issued in an "adjudicatory proceedingll as defined 

in Public Utilities Code § 1757.1. 

ConclusiOn of Law 

The complaint should be dismissed. 
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ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. Thc complaint is dismissed. 

2. This docket is dosed. 

This order becomes cffecth,c 30 days (rom t~ay. 

D,1too June 18, 1998, at San Francisco, California. 
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RICHARD A. BILAS 
. President 
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