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Pursuant to the Assigned Commissioner and Administrative Law Judge's Ruling 

Extending Deadlines for Production of Documents and Setting Prehearing 
Conference (03/24/11), PG&E submits concurrently with this filing "copies of its 
record retention policy" for the "various categories of documents" requested as of 

the end date of Request No. 2 (i.e., as of August 2010).1 

As of August 2010, PG&E's overarching or umbrella retention policy was Utility 
Standard Policy (USP)4, "Record Retention and Disposal" (Attachment #1, PG&E 

Response to Oil Paragraph 2 ("P2-1")). As USP 4 explains, "[e]ach [PG&E] officer 
ensures that records in his or her organization are retained as required by law, 
regulation, or sound business practices and are disposed of properly at the end of 

appropriate retention periods." Id. at 1. Officers "ensure that their organizations 
adhere to record retention periods set by relevant laws and regulations .... They 
may set longer retention periods than legally are required in order to meet 

administrative, operating, or claims-related needs." Id. at 2. 
Underlying USP 4 are other documents, including the Utility's "Guide to Record 

Retention" (Guide) (P2-2), which contains more detailed record retention 

information broken down by operational area. Additionally, PG&E's "Records 
Retention and Disposal Guidance for Transmission & Distribution Systems" (T&D 
Guidance) (P2-3) was issued by Engineering and Operations and by Energy 

Delivery pursuant to USP 4. Finally, retention period guidance is also found within 
other PG&E gas transmission documents. These documents are being produced 
as P2-5 to P2-190 along with an accompanying index.2 

1 PG&E will produce historic and prior versions of its gas transmission safety record 
retention policies on a rolling basis pursuant to the rolling production schedule. 
2 USP 4 expired in October 2010 and was effectively replaced by Gov-7001S, which 
PG&E is producing as part of this production for context (P2-4). 
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CHAPTER2A 

PG&E'S RECORDKEEPING POI ICIES AND PRACTICES 1955-2010 
This Chapter responds setive 2. It supplements Chapter cord 

Retention Policies), previously submitted on April 13th. This Chapter discusses 

PG&E's recordkeeping policies and practices for the period 19! rid ad­
dresses I egal Divisit quest for additional information (June 3, 2011, Pre­

hearing Conferee atement). 

A. Introduction 
Oil Direct! eeks PG&E's policies and practices relating to the mainten­

ance and retention of various types of safety-related gas transmission records. 

Specifically, Directive 2 asks PG&E to provide its explanation as to its policies 
and practices for a 55-year period, from 1955 through Augu en: 

A. IVIaintaining the technical instructions, manuals, and 

technical maps and drawings, manufacturer and designer 

specifications and operating a intertance instruc­

tions, as-built documents, and all other original technical 

documents pertaining to transmission pipelines 
B, IVIaintaining records of operations, including but not li­

mited to gas pressure 

O, IVIaintaining records of leaks, electronic problems, and 
other transmission pipeline anomalies 

D. IVIaintaining records of all inspections, tests, and safety 

risk analyses done on transmission pipes 
E, IVIaintaining the records referred to in A-D above in ways 

that can be identified, accessed, and retrieved efficiently 

and promptly. 
Directive 2 further directs PG&E to identify changes in the relevant policies and 

summarize the reasons for the changes. 

s maintained a complete set of its applicable document retention 
policies dating back to befc >5. PG&E has al untained a large number 
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of its superseded or retired gas transmission record maintenance policies and 

practices, some dating back to the 1950s (although they were not mandated to 
be retained for extended periods of time), PG&E provides an overview of these 
policies and practices in subsection C, below. Attachment 2A consists of tables 

that (i) summarize the relevant policies and practices, (ii) identify the changes in 
the policies and practices over time, and (iii) summarize the reasons for those 
changes, 

Directive 2 also seeks information about PG&E's record maintenance prac­

tices, As noted above, Directive 2E asks PG&E how its gas transmission safety 
records are maintained "in ways that [they] can be identified, accessed, and re­
trieved efficiently and promptly." : • " . ponds in detail in subsectii •, 

low. 
PG&E's recordkeeping policies and practices have sought to ensure that 

gas safety records are available to those who use them, namely, maintenance 
personnel working in the field, operators monitoring the flow of gas ontrol 
room or at a load center, and gas pipeline engineers designing and constructing 

new pipelines and overseeing the integrity of existing ones, PG&E designed 

record access and retrieval systems to meet the needs of the personnel who 
used them. Some systems are now old or aging, and do not take full advantage 

of newer record access and retrieval technologies, And, some data are missing 
or were not adequately transferred into the latest versions of dc lagernent 
systems, As explained by Edward J. Ondak (a pipeline safety expert) apter 

3e are industry-wide challenges, Although PG&E's recordkeeping prac­

tices can be improved, they have historically been pragmatic and functional, 

B. ii i I - = •- " -. iw Panel 
PG&E is carefully reviewing the June 8, 20 ort that the Independent 

Review Panel submitted to the Commission, The report includes statements 
critical of PG&E's data management practices, including this statement: 

While we understand the entire pipeline industry has had challenges 

in digitizing and systematizing all the engineering design, construction 
and operating data, we find PG&E's efforts inchoate, The lack of an 

overarching effort to centralize diffuse sources of data hinders the 

2A-2 

SB GT&S 0628725 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

28 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

collection, qual sura nee and analysis of data to characterize 

threats to pipelines as well as to assess the risk posed by the 
threats on the likelihood of a pipelin lure and consequences. 

Report of t ! Gpenderrt Review Panel San Brui ~ tlosion, p. 8 (June 8, 

2 emphasis in the original). 

PG&E is evaluating this conclusion (as well as others in the Report). We be­
lieve that there is more that PG&E can do to improve the management of infor­

mation about its transmission pipeline system, and PG&E is committed to taking 

appropriate actions to confront and overcome 1 ordkeeping challenges it 
faces. Over time, PG&E's gas organization has moved from one place to 

another with the result that some records have been lost, misplaced, or dis­

carded. The gas organization has reorganized several times in past decades, 
with soi ctions being moved from one line of business to another. In hind­

sight, these changes have impacted records management practices. PG&E has 

developed many records management systems, in different eras of d? n~ 
agement technology. I ooking back, we see that the Company has struggled to 

maintain the continuity and reliability of records across these records manage­

ment systems. These are not excuses or explanations. They are preliminary 
assessments about the challenges PG&E faces. 

PG&E will identify industry experts who will assist PG&E in addressing its 

record maintenance challenges. The Independent Review Panel's work is cen­
tral to this effort, and PG&E intends to confer further with the Panel's consul­
tants. 

C. Overvi - - • ,* I i it • i hi *- •" 
ance and Retention Policies 

PG&E has long had enterprise-wide document maintenance policies. The 

current (as of August iverning standard for providing or creating guid­
ance documents is contained i • >oration Standard GOV-20. iuidance 

Documents Standard Rev.O, issue 11 11 • ichmet " 3 stan­
dard establishes an enterprise-wii lework for writing, reviewing, approving, 
canceling, and communicating all guidance documents issued by PG< po-

ration and its affiliates and subsidiaries, including 2001S is, in es-
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sence, a policy that establishes the standards by which other policies are 

created, maintained and/or superseded. 

The distinction that PG&E draws betwec )licy ar. actice is that a 
policy provides broad direction to the operations on how to perform work; prac­
tices, in contrast,. scribed in guidance documents. For practices, PG&E 

currently uses three common guidance document types to communicate "what-
to-do" and "how-to-do-it": Standards, Work Procedures, and Bulletins. Policies 

are the overarching direction provided to the business, standards define what 
needs to be done to implement the policies, and work procedures provide details 
on how the work is to be performe letins are used to communicate interim 
changes to policies or standards between policy and standard revision cycles. 
In some cases, guidance documents are presented together in a manual or with 

other supporting documents such as job aids, numbered documents, forms, 

drawings, and specifications.'' 

1. - • • kill - mi > & -

PG&E's document maintenance policies have evolved over time and 

adapted to state and federal regulatory changes concerning gas transmis­

sion document maintenance policies. Attachmer etails PG&E's doc­
ument maintenance and retention policies related to gas transmission safety 

recordkeeping, as well as the changes to those policies over time and the 
reasons for those changes (where such information is available). The poli­
cies listed in the Attachment cover many subject areas, but each touches on 
recc intenance or retention in some way. Until relatively recently (the 
199 3&E did not routinely log the changes between and among the 
versions of its policies, nor did it formally record the reasons for those 

changes. Thus, in an effort to respond to Directive is created a 

1 Historica _ 3 had different names for guidance documents, including: 
Policies, Standards, Design Standards, Guidelines, Work Procedures, Bulletins, 
Forms, and Manuals. Many of these document types are still in use but are being 
converted over time to the existing Corporate Standard format and naming conven­
tion. In responding to Directive 2, PG&E will refer to all these various document 
types as "policies." 
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change log for record-related policies dating back to the 1960s. PG&E has 

made diligent efforts 1 ke the log (contained in Attachmo , ; accu­

rate as possible given the passage of time. 

2. mi- - mii "" G - mi« : mi - licies •••• *•: «• - - - ••• 
ssion Records 

Many of PG&E's policies contain record retention instructions. These 
instructions track or implement regulatory requirements, or impose addition­
al company requirements. Retention obligations during the past 55 years 

stem from various regulatory sources: PHMSA regulations, gula-
tions, FPC regulations, and Commission regulations adopting or incorporat­

ing the federal regulations. The retention and destruction rules of these dif­
ferent agencies are not always easy to harmonize. All of PG&E's retention 
policies can be found in the accompanying produced materials, which are 
organized and indexed topically. PG&E's primary, current (as of August 

5 11 r immediately thereafter) retention policies are listed below "" le 
2A-1, 

TA 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

PG&E PRIMARY POLICIES ASSOCIATED WITH RECORD RETENTION PERIODS FOR GAS 
TRANSMISSION PIPELINE 

)ate Title P2-# I 
) 1/2008 Utility Standard Practice (USP 

tion and Disposal 
^ ten- P2-228 

05/22/2008 Guide to Reco ention P2-227 

04/16/5 Records Retention and Disposal Guidance for 
Transmission & Distribution Systems 

P2-230 

r 31/5 GOV-70 • tention and Disposal 
Standard 

P2-233 
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rcls 
The CPU 33.1 Division requested PG&E to discuss its recordkeep­

ing practices by category of records as set forth in its June 3, 2011, PHC 
statement, Specifically, Legal Division seeks information concerning how 
and where five categories of records are kept: (i) as-built drawings, docu­
ments, and photos; (ii) pipe specifications; manufacturer's operating ma­
nuals, and instructions; (iii) operating history of the pipe, including but not li­
mited to pressure; (iv) maintenance and repair history of the pipe; and (v) 
risk assessments done of the pipe. Below, we outline the retention policies 
applicable to each of these categoric sett • Iscusses PG&E's re­
cordkeeping practices generally, by category requested in Legal Division's 
PHC Statement,3 

It drawings, documents, and photos. Starting in 1961, with the 
adoption of General Order rid in 1970 with the adoption of the federal 
code, as-built drawings and related design and construction information 
were required intained for so long as the pipe remained in service, 

• ' i id ex N 1 5&E"s policies have required retention of 
these types of records for the life of the pipeline, 

•e specifications. Pipe specification information is generally subject to 
a retention requirement for as long as the pipe remains in servi 
v I. ~ • existing pipeline facilities were exempt from 

construction, design, and initial testing requirements when regulations were 
first introduced, PG&E's internal policies have also required the retention of 
these sorts of records for the life of the pipeline, 

2 Fo discussion of document retention requirements applicable to gas trans­
mission records, and when the regulations became effective, see Chapter gula-
tory History. 
3 This is not to say that records, once creat ist remain in the same format for 
all time, As discussed in Chapters 1 and 2B, pipeline safety regulations allow opera­
tors to use any recordkeeping procedure that produces authentic records, 
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Manufacturer's operating manuals and instructions. There are nu-
facturer's operating manuals or instructions for transmission pipe. There­

to i&E does not have a document retention policy that is directly appli­
cable. For manufacturer's operating manuals or instructions for station 

components such as compressors and filters, PG&E's practice is to retain 

these manuals in the facility where the component is situated and centrally 
in gas engineering records. 

Operating hist ie, including but not limited to pressure. 

PG&E understands this request to refer to operating pressure records and 
other similar records, e.g., operator logs. Under PHMSA subpart I (Opera­

tions), these types of records are required to be retained as "records neces­

sary to administer the procedures" set forth in an O&M manual. 49 C.F.R. § 
192.803(b). There is no time period specified in 13(b), however, and 
the retention period would be subject to any specific requirements set forth 
in an operator's O&M manual. PG&E's internal policies set forth the rele­
vant retention requirements. 

Maintenance and repair history. PG&E understands this request to refer 
to maintenance and repair records of the kind described in the pertinent 
parts of PHMSA subpart M (Maintenance). Presently, records of repairs 

made to a segment of pi] opposed to other parts of the pipeline sys-
te st be retained for as long as the pipe segment remains in service. 
Repair records for non-pipe components generally must be maintained for at 
least five years. Records related to patrols, surveys, inspections, and tests 

required by subparts I and M of P. " e generally subject 1 • " e-year 
record retention period, or until the next patrol, survey, inspection, or test is 

completed, whichever is longer. PG&E's internal policies have also required 
the retention of these types of records for the same periods. 

Risk assessments. PG&E understands this request to refer to the inte­
grity management process described in the pertinent parts of PHMSA sub-
pa •» Transmission Pipeline Integrity Management). Subpar G 
quires retention of records for the useful life of the pipeline in order to dem­
onstrate compliance, and prescribes the retention of specific minimum 
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records. PG&E's internal policies have required the retention of these types 

of records for the same period as specified above. 

• * J" - 'dkee i- - ices - i ' '• 

• lilt!"'-"* : i' I iMir •" *i cal Developments 
Direct " 1 " "il ks PG&E to explain how it ensures that its gas 

transmission documents (referenced in Directives 2A-2D) are "identified, ac­
cessed, and retrieved efficiently and promptly." In addition to this directive, 

CPUC's Legal Division has asked PG&E fc scription of the location and 

retrievability of PG&E's gas transmission records. 
Historically, PG&E has made pragmatic recordkeeping choices aimed at 

making important gas safety records available se who used them: 

maintenance personnel working with the pipe in the field, operators monitor­
ing the flow of gas at a load center or in a gas control room, and gas pipeline 

engineers constructing new pipelines or managing or improving existing 

ones. 
Many records have been stored in local divisions and districts because 

that is where the work is done. Local maintenance personnel have general­

ly needed records to perform specific tasks air a valve. In con­
trast, gas operations personnel rely on system-wide operational data, such 
as real time compressor ai Gator station data, but generally do not 

need detailed information about pipe specifications or maintenance history. 
The needs of gas pipeline engineers stradc se of maintenance and op­

erations. Engineers need access to systern-wide databases to quickly orient 

themselves when probl Iving or when defining the scope of an engi­
neering task, and they need access to more detailed pipeline records when 

performing underlying engineering projects. PG&E's recordkeeping practic­

es have attempted to provide these engineers with ready access to sum­

mary data (Pipeline Survey Sheets, and later, G1S applications) as well as 

access to detailed, source data contained in pipeline job files. 

Some pipeline records are kept longer than others, and some are kept in 
different form • , turce versus summary form, paper vers xofilm or 
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electronic f< jrce and summary paper arid other hardcopy records 

have generally proven durable and reliable when completed properly, and 

remain part of PG&E's recordkeeping practices 4 However, PG&E, like 
many other operators in the has had to confront the problem of physi­

cally storing hardcopy records. See Chapter 2B. Over time, PG&E's busi­
ness has grown and evolved, and the locations where it conducts business 
have changed and multiplied. seated and reorganized busi­
ness units and groups, PG&E moved recorc e location to another. 

At the time of those moves, PG&E personnel made decisions to retain some 
records and discard others. Those decisions as to which records were ne­
cessary to keep, and which could be discarded based upon regulations at 
the time, were influenced by operational needs, storage availability and cost, 
engineering judgment, and recordkeeping requirements. In some cases, 

particularly during the course of relocations or business reorganizations, 

valuable records had the potential to be lost or discarded. Anecdotal infor­
mation, coupled with some record gaps, suggest that over the 55 year pe­
riod covered by the OH, some data were lost, transferred to another form, or 
discarded. 

Electronic recordkeeping may improve (and at times has improved) the 
retrievability of source and summary data. However, here too there can be 

de off. With the adoption of each data management improvement 
comes the risk that data may be left behind or mis-entered in the migration 

process (either through human translation error or through software or ver-

4 Everyone is familiar w power and versatility of modern computer systems. 
Today's powerful information technology, however, was not available when PG&E 
first began installing gas transmission pipeline, or even in the 1950s throu 30s, 
when its gas transmission system expanded dramatically 3t the needs of Cali­
fornia's growing population. Thus, in the early years, PG&E's gas transmission re­
cordkeeping was almost entirely paper (or at least hardcopy) based. Job files ex­
isted in hardcopy format, as die leak logs, leak repair forms, valve mainten­
ance records, and operating pressure records. These practices were consistent with 
those of the industry, as explained by Mr. Ondak in Chapter 2B„ Even today, com­
puters and electronic records have not completely replaced paper records for all 
purposes. 
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sion transitions). Compatibility issues during the migration process from 

one information format to another can also present obstacles. A challenge 

for PG&E (and for other operators) has been to anticipate the information 
that will be important in t ire and to ensure that that information mi­
grates to new electroi nagement systems in a durable, reliable, and re­

trievable form. 
Changes to pipeline safety rules have also altered how pipeline records 

are used, in ways that have strained existing record management and data 

retrieval systems. As discussed in Chapter. >eline safety rules have 
never given much attention to an individual operator's overall recordkeeping 

procedures. They have genere ndated that records be maintained, 

and for how long, but without specific guidance as to how records should be 
maintained. I >' ntrast, these same pipeline safety rules ha , de 

sweeping changes to pipeline transmission safety practices, culminating in 
the adoption of Transmission Integrity Management Program (TIMP) rules in 
December 2003 (PHMSA subp ective in 2004. With the benefit of 
hindsight, it can now be seen that TIMP fundamentally changed how PG&E 
and other operators need to use their pipeline safety records. The change 
can be summarized this way: Once pipeline operators maintained records 

so they were available for use in response to a specific event, such as the 
need to repair or replace a section of pipe. But pipeline operators now also 
maintain records as part of a proactive effort to manage the integrity of an 

entire pipeline system. The shift is from a reactive and static records man­
agement system t jactive and dynamic one. TIMP rules created new 
demands for accessing, reviewing and integrating historical pipeline informa­
tion and records, in ways that existing recordkeeping systems and practices 

w ither designed nor intended to address. 
PG&E began putting in place more sophistical! )rds management 

systems before TIMP. PG&E realizes, however, that it needs to do more to 
improve its records management practices to supp dern pipeline safe­
ty practices. It needs to work harder to ensure the durability and reliability of 
records over time, and it needs to implement recor lagement tools that 
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promote wider and quicker access to, and integrated analysis of, reliable 

pipeline safety data. 

The historical developments in PG&E's gas transmission safety record­
keeping, which reflect the general themes identified above, are summarized 
in the following Table 2A-2. 
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TABLE 2A-2 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

PG&E GAS TRANSMISSION RECORDS EVOLUTION, 1955-2010 

PG&E Organizational Status or 

5 Beginning of the relevant time period for the Oil Most gas transmission engineering 
(esp, large-scale projects) is centra­
lized in PG&E's San Francisco head­
quarters 

Maintenance and construction work is 
largely done out of field offices 

Operations work is performed in Sys­
tem Gas Control and in approximately 
10 manned "load centers" 

Records are maintained in 
hardcopy format 

Records search, access, and 
retrieval functions are neces­
sarily constrained by tech­
nological and geographic 
limitations 

i . -! 1 _ -ikes effect; < -1 1 _ r - uires pressure test 
Information to be kept, on a going-forward basis, for life 
of facility 

Same as above Records maintained in hard 
copy format 

3-1969 PG&E creates Pipeline Survey Sheets (PLS-Ss) that 
provide in summary form data about pipeline characte­
ristics 

Same as above PLSSs are created and main­
tained centrally in hardcopy 
format, and copies are distri­
buted among PG&E local 
offices 

Redline updates done in local 
offices 

1970 - iMSA regulations adopted and incorporated Info 
GO-112-C, PHMSA regulations adopt additional re­
cordkeeping requirements, including requirements for 
"grandfathered" pipe 

Same as above Records continue to be main­
tained in hardcopy format 
only 
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Development Changes Record Status 

Early 1970s PG&E develops a mainframe computer system for gas 
leaks 

Same as above Leak Repair Forms continue 
to be maintained in hardcopy 
format, and are the source 
documents for leak informa­
tion, but leak repair informa­
tion is keypunched into the 
mainframe system. The sys­
tem enhances archiving ca­
pabilities 

) 
Beale Street, San Francisco to Walnut Creek 

Pipeline Operations Headquartt 
moves out of San Francisco, separat­
ing engineering from operations 

Records continue to be main­
tained in hardcopy format. 
Operations' centra! library 
relocates to Walnut Creek 

Moves require recordkeeping 
decisions to be made, based 
on current operational needs, 
engineering judgment, and 
recordkeeping requirements 

5 Record storage locations change Engineering Records Unit moves of­
fices 

irieering Records relo­
cates from 77 Beale to 123 
Mission Street (San Francis­
co) 

Moves require recordkeeping 
decisions to be made, based 
on current operational needs, 
engineering judgment, and 
recordkeeping requirements 

' 1 :4-19'~ ; w&E implements Supervisory Control and Data Ac­
quisition (SCADA) system 

SCADA allows centralized control and 
monitoring of the gas transmission 
system, and leads to the gradual eli­
mination of continuous staffing of 
manned "load centers" and stations 

Real-time operations records 
(pressures, valve settings, 
etc.) begin to be maintained 
electronically in the SCADA 
system 
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Development Changes Record Status 

87 PG&E reorganizes its gas organization and reassigns 
non-backbone transmission design and construction 
accountability to the local offices 

In a corporate reorganization, local 
gas transmission engineering work is 
decentralized. Engineering on the 
numbered transmission lines (the 
transmission backbone) continues to 
be performed centrally 

Certain local transmission 
design basis records and plat 
sheets are increasingly 
housed in local divisions to 
facilitate use by local engi­
neers. They continue to exist 
In hardcopy format 

Some records no longer ma­
naged and updated centrally 

7 Creation of the "PC Leaks" computer system to cap­
ture leak information from Leak Repair Forms 

Same as above Hardcopy Leak Repair Eon 
continue to be the source 
record for leak Information, 
but the new computer system 
allows access to electronic 
summary Leak Repair Form 
data 

3 ma Prieta earthquake: storage at Potrero Power 
Plant ("Sugar House") no longer viable. Record sto­
rage locations change 

N/A Records moved from Sugar 
House to PSEA Clubhouse 
(at Potrero Power Plant) 

Moves require recordkeeping 
decisions to be made, based 
on current operational needs, 
engineering judgment, and 
recordkeeping requirements 

3-1992 PS bhouse flooded; some records water dam­
aged. Record storage locations change 

N/A - rords moved from P A 
Clubhouse to Bay-
shore/Geneva facility 

Moves require recordkeeping 
decisions to be made, based 
on current operational needs, 
engineering judgment, and 
recordkeeping requirements 
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Development Changes Record Status 

1994 Began consolidation of Gas Control PG&E consolidates 10 field control 
centers to 4 terminals 

- - me records moved ft :. 
10 field locations to the 4 
terminals; some records 
moved to central record sto­
rage; some records no longer 
required to be retained are 
discarded 

3-1994 Workforce Reduction effort Records and Information Coordinator 
function eliminated 

Some records no longer ma­
naged and updated centrally 

1-1995 PG&E begins development of a Geographic Informa­
tion System (GIS) for Its gas transmission pipelines 

N/A GIS Is a useful summary of 
or portal to, transmission 
pipeline information. Design 
and engineering records con­
tinue to be the source record 

PG&E stops updating former 
hard copy PLSSs with the 
adoption of GIS, which caus­
es the hard copy PLSSs to 
become obsolete 
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Development Changes Record Status 

1995-1996 Some gas engineering documents in San Francisco Centralized Gas Transmission Engi- Records are moved from San 
relocated to Walnut Creek neering is relocated to Walnut Creek Francisco (123 Mission) to 

Walnut Creek and to PG&E's 
Bayshore storage facility; 
some remain in San Francis­
co 

Some records previously 
stored at Bayshore (such as 
GIVI records) are transferred 
to Walnut Creek 

Some other job files (e.g., at 
some stations) are consoli­
dated in Walnut Creek 

Moves require recordkeeping 
decisions to be made, based 
on current operational needs, 
engineering judgment, and 
recordkeeping requirements 

Some pipeline records were 
misplaced or discarded in 
and around this time frame 
Hardcopy "A" Forms continue 
to be the source document 
for leak information, but IGIS 
allows improved, enterprise-
wide access to leak informa­
tion, Some PC Leaks data 
are migrated and some are 
archived in legacy systems 

1999 Creation of the Integrated uas Information System Decentralized engineering of local 
(IGIS) as a result of efforts by the Gas Leaks and transmission jobs continues 
Records Subcommittee, a partnership of management, 
IBEW, and ESC employees 
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Development Changes Record Status 

2001 Record storage locations change Transmission engineering work con­
tinues to be divided between the cen­
tralized Gas Transmission Engineering 
(larger jobs) and the local divisions 
(smaller, local transmission jobs) 

Records stored in several 
locations in Walnut Creek are 
consolidated into one Walnut 
Creek location 

2003 PHMSA adopts Integrity Management regulations (49 
C.F.R. Part 192, Subpart O) 

Existing risk management organization 
begins to incorporate Integrity Man­
agement requirements 

Integrity Management does 
not fundamentally alter the 
types of records stored, but it 
increases the need to obtain 
relevant information 
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2. Overview- : i - - rclsGen- r • iv * T i n ssion 
Activities ! , • " 1 > 

PG&E here addresses its current (as of Augu as transmission 
safety records and recordkeeping low is a table of the activities PG&E 

performs on its gas transmission lines a jmmary of the records that 

PG&E generates from those activities. The table summarizes, among other 
things, the type of record, its function and location, and who accesses the 
record and for what purpose and in what manner. In response 

CPUC's I egal Division's request, PG&E has organized this response to 
generally correspond to the categories of documents identified by Legal Di­

vision in its June 3 PHC statement. 

5 Throw " ~ MAC idation effort, PG&E has gathered a significant portion 
of its design and construction records to a central location for purposes of validating 
MAOP on its HCA pipelines. lase 3 of the MAOP Validation effort, PG&E in­
tends to gather the same information associated with its non-HCA pipelines to per-
fo MAOP calculation. That effort will continue into next year. Given this effort, 
many of PG&E's job files ha ved during the records collection activities asso­
ciated w MAOP Validation effort. 
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TABLE 2A-3 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

RECORD TYPES CF I IN CONNECTION WITH GAS TRANSMISSION ACTIVITIES, AS OF AUGUST 2010^ 

PG&E's 
Source Contained in Summary 

Record/Analytic Tool? Record Location Accessed By Typically Accessed For How Accessed Relation to GIS 

nents: 

Design drawings 

Engineering calcula­
tions and certifica­
tions 

Job estimates 

Bills of materials 

Accounting docu­
ments 

Pressure test docu­
ments 

Weld Inspection 
reports 

Information on pipe 
covering or coating, 
or cathodie protection 

Pipeline Survey Sheets 
(PLSSs) 

Geographic Information 
System (GIS) 

original and 
as-built 
design and 
construc­
tion data 
concerning 
gas trans­
mission 
pipelines 

neering location, 
maintained at job 
site during con­
struction, and 
archived centrally 
in Walnut Creek, 
in records sto­
rage in Bayshore 

:"Ge 
3, and 

ine Engi-

Estimators 

Construction 
personnel 

Mappers 

Integrity Man­
agement 

Project Managers 

assessment 

External Corrosion Direct 
Assessment (ECDA) 

Uprating of pipelines 

Greenfield or Brownfield 
planning 

Construction projects 

To perform threat as­
sessment for integrity 
management using his­
torical data 

MAOP validation 

>py files 
J by 

.. _ J reek 
Central Records 
personnel 

are associated 
with GIS pipeline 
segments. This 
association 
enables person­
nel to view a 
transmission 
pipeline segment, 
identify the asso­
ciated job file 
numbers, and 
retrieve the origi­
nal job files 

6 Table 2A-3 covers the general record types created in connection with gas transmission activities. Where there is no primary 
record, the Table displays summary record/analytical tool function and related information. 
7 This group of records generally corresponds to "As-built drawings, documents, and photos" and "pipeline specifications" in Le­
gal Division's PHC statement. 
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PG&E's 
Source Contained in Summary 

Record Analytic 'Tool? Record Locution Accessed By Typically Accessed For How Accessed Relation to Gl 

system (if installed as 
part of job) 

Original design class 
location 

Manufacturing mill 
test records (for large 
jobs) 

Construction stan­
dards and specifica­
tions (for contractors) 

Permitting and envi­
ronmental records 

I 

Welding personnel 
qualification records 

Yes (hard Welder Qualifications 
copy) Database (MS Access) 

MAQP List Yes No 

t o record Maintained in 
PHMSA PG&E's San 
subpart (E) Ramon offices by 
welding the System Sup­
personnel port Process 
qualification Group 
information 

To record Mainte v 1 " 
and update PG&E 
MAOP and Creek on,cos 
MOP and 
future de­
sign pres­
sure infor­
mation for 
gas trans­
mission 
lines 

Division and dis­
trict supervisors 
and superinten­
dents 

Transmission 
Specialists 

i o monitor and verify 
qualification of welders 

Thrc 
Iron 
syst 
copy 

Not related 

Risk and integrity 
management 
personnel 

Pipeline Engi­
neers (PLEs) 

Other engineers 

Gas system op­
erators 

Mappers 

Estimators 

Design drafters 

f o safely operate the 
transmission system 

Risk and Integrity man­
agement and system 
planning purposes 

In h; 
mat \ 
icallj. : 
drive 

)r, 
ron-

oared 

There is no link 
between the 
MAOP list and 
GIS. The G1S 
MAOP informa­
tion is li 
segrner 
than by 
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PG&E's 
Source Contained in Summary 

Record/Analytic Tool? Record Location Accessed By Typically Accessed For How Accessed Relation to GIS 

Supervisory Control 
and Data Acquisition 
(SCADA) records 

Yes No To remotely System Gas Gas Control, gas 
monitor Control technicians, main­
and/or tenance and con­
control struction person­
major nel, and engi­
transmis­ neers 
sion sta­

Design engineers tions and Design engineers 
other gas Mappers 
pipeline 
equipment Estimators 
in real time 

Historical SCADA 
data are used by 
gas engineers 
and gas planners 

Historical data are 
also used by 
Integrity Man­
agement 

I o operate gas pipelines 
in real time 

In connection with main­
tenance work 

To plan for infrastructure 
upgrades 

To forecast gas inventory 
needs and reliability 
impacts 

To calculate risk for inte­
grity management using 
historical data 

i o assis 

To assis 
troubles. ,oc 
equipment 

ran 

inician 

Electronically, 
including through 
a secure SCADA 
Web Server 

Began adding 
SCADA Points 
into GIS in 2006 

System Gas Control 
Room logs 

Yes No To record 
operations 
or actions 
taken by 
System 
Gas Control 

System Gas 
Control 

System Gas Con­
trol supervisors 

I o conduct Gas Control 
operations 

For incident investiga­
tions and root cause 
analyses 

Electronically Not related 

Clearance records Yes No To ensure For clearances Gas technicians For safe execution of Electronically in Not related 
the safety that have the and maintenance transmission work Gas Control, in 
of the gen­ potent' ' ' " A personnel hardcopy format 
eral public, the ov 

System Gas Con­
trol 

locally 
company transm ,;s c System Gas Con­

trol 

locally 

personnel, systen 
System Gas Con­
trol 

and pipe- forms are 

This group of records generally corresponds to "operating history of the pipe" in Legal Division's PHC statement. 
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PG&E's 
Source Contained in Summary 

Record Analytic 'Tool? 

Current class loca­
tion records 

Yes Yes 

USA one-call tickets Yes Yes 

Record 

line assets 
dl":-.~ ere-1: 
th 
af 
si 
fit 
ar 
qi 
th 
th 
m 
these fac­
tors 

Locution 

sent to System 
Gas Control and 
also maintained 
locally 

For other clear­
ances, clearance 
forms are main­
tained locally 

Accessed By 

Transmission and 
Regulation (T&R) 
personnel 

To record GIS PLEs and other 
current engineers 
class loca­
tion Integrity Man­tion 

agement 

Maintenance 
schedulers 

Mappers 

To record Mn-tm elec- Mark and Locate 
information tr : the personnel 
from third If /stem 

PLEs parties 
/stem 

PLEs 

through the Damage Preven­
USA one- tion personnel 

Damage preven-
call number 

tion personnel 

Damage preven-
ss own-
ty Man-
Uepart-

Typiciilly Accessed For How Accessed Relation to Gl I 

In connection with repair 
or replacement work 

In connection with 
PG&E's Integrity Man­
agement Program 

i o perform Mark and 
Locate work 

To monitor anything out 
of the ordinary on a pipe­
line 

To identify construction 
areas and construction 
activities in connection 
with risk assessment 

To assess effectiveness 
of Damage Prevention 
program 

618 G18 is used as 
the source record 

Elec 
thro 

Not related 

Station and Operat­
ing Maps & Diagrams 

No 

uo 
Cd 
O 
H 
Rp 
uo 
o 
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K> 
00 
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Operating Maps & Dia­
grams are summary 
tools 

SCADA 

To display 
station and 
piping con­
figuration 

System Gas 
Control 

Gas transmission 
compressor and 
regulator stations 
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System Gas Con­
trol Operators 

Maintenance 
personnel 

t o operate stations and 
valves 

To process clearances 

To conduct maintenance 

Electronically in 
System Gas 
Control 

Electronically in 
Gas Transmis-

Links to E-file are 
contained in GIS 



PG&E's 
Source Contained in Summary 

Record Analytic 'Tool? Record Locution Accessed By Typically Accessed For How Accessed Relation to Gl 

and terminals 

Local districts 
and divisions 

Gas Transmis­
sion Mapping 

Engineers 

Mappers 

activities 

Design modifications 

sion Mlapping 

In hardcopy for­
mat in the local 
divisions and 
districts 

I 
Station Equipment 
Manuals 

Yes Manufac­
turer in­
structions 
for opera­
tion and 
mainten­
ance of 

Compressor 
regulator sta 
and terminals 

Maintenance I o operate and ma n hardcopy tor- Nl of related 

Walnut 
Engineering 

Station engineers 

Transmission 
Specialists 

Corrosion Control Yes SAP and Pipeline Main-
Records tenance (PLM) program 

To measure 
and monitor 
the perfor­
mance of 
cathodlc 
protection 
systems 

For backbone 
transmission 
pipelines main­
tained by dis­
tricts, data are 
entered directly 
into PLM data­
base 

For local trans­
mission lines, 
data are main­
tained in local 
divisions in Ca-
thodic Protection 
Area (CPA) files, 
arranged geo­
graphically 

Corrosion me­
chanics and tech­
nicians 

Transmission and 
Regulation (T&R) 
supervisors and 
district superin­
tendents 

Corrosion engi­
neers 

Integrity Man­
agement engi­
neers (ECDA and 
I LI groups in par­
ticular) 

Corrosion Control 
process owner 
(Integrity Man­
agement Depart­
ment) 

i o monitor oafhodic 
protection systems 

Used In Integrity Man­
agement to aid in as­
sessing the condition of 
the pipe, and to validate 
assessments 

Through PLM in 
the transmission 
districts 

In hardcopy for­
mat (CPA files) in 
divisions unless 
division has tran­
sitioned to SAP 

Not related 
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Leak repair records 
("A Forms") 

PG&E's 
Source 

Yes 

Contained in Summary 
Record/Analytic Tool? 

ated Gas 
ration System 

PC Leaks legacy system 
(contains historic data) 

Selected fields from i 
A form are manually 
recorded on leak log 

Record 

To record 
information 
regarding 
leaks and 
leak repairs 

To record 
information 
regarding 
the condi­
tion of pipe­
line that is 
exposed 
(e.g., when 
a leak re­
pair is 
made) 

Location 

A Forms are 
stored In the 
divisions, typical­
ly organized by 
map number / 
plat number / 
block number 

For backbone 
transmission 
pipe, A forms are 
forwarded to Gas 
Transmission 
mapping for input 
into iGIS/GIS 

For Local 
Transmission 
pipe, A Form 
information is 
recorded In IGIS 
by local mappers 
and Input into 
GIS by Gas 
Transmission 
Mappers 

A Form may 
reside in job file if 
created in con­
nection with a 
specific- project 

Accessed By 

Maintenance 
personnel 

Engineers 

Integrity Man­
agement 

Mappers 

Regulatory Sup­
port & Analysis 
personnel 

Leak process 
owner (Integrity 
Management 
Department) 

Typically Accessed For How Accessed Relation to GIS 

to perform maintenance In hardcopy tor-
work 

To conduct leak repairs 

To calculate risk for inte­
grity management using 
historical data 

mat in the divi­
sions and dis­
tricts 

Elec 
thro 
system 

Selected data 
from A Forms are 
manually entered 
into GIS by map­
pers. 

•ugh 

Leak logs Yes Information from leak log To record For local trans­ Mlaintenance t o perform and track In hardcopy for­ g informa-
is entered into IGIS, information mission, leak personnel (leak leak survey work mat in the divi­ iput into 
which initiates further on leaks logs are main­ surveyors) sions id key 
action and poten- tained in local 

Mlaintenance 
... 3 period!-and poten-

Mlaintenance 
... 3 period!-
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This group of records generally corresponds to "maintenance and repair history" in Legal Division's PHC statement. 
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PG&E's 
Source Contained in Summary 

Record Analytic 'Tool? Record Locution Accessed By "Typically Accessed For How Accessed Relation to Gl 

tial leaks 
observed 
during a 
leak survey 

division offices supervisors and 
superintendents 

cally transferred 
to 6IS 

I 
Valve and regulator 
maintenance records 

Yes t ransmission records 
are summarized in PLM 

Local transmission 
records are summarized 
in Gas Facility Mainten­
ance (Gas FM) program 

To record 
manufac­
turer speci­
fication 
information, 
serial num­
bers, and to 
document 
that main­
tenance 
work is 
performed 
according 
to mainten­
ance sche­
dules and 
intervals 

Backbone trans­
mission records 
are located in 
transmission 
districts 

Local transmis­
sion records are 
located In local 
division offices 

Maintenance field 
and supervisory 
personnel 

Valve and Regu­
lator process 
owner (Integrity 
Management 
Department) 

Operations Spe­
cialists 

Local engineers 

In connection with main­
tenance work and for 
audit and compliance 

In hardcopy for­
mat 

Summary infor­
mation accessed 
through PLM 
and/or Gas FM 

Not related 

Patrol records Yes None 
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To docu­
ment pa­
trols of 
pipelines 
and the 
findings 

For backbone 
transmission the 
patrol records 
are located in the 
transmission 
districts 

For local trans­
mission the pa­
trol records are 
located in the 
local division 
offices 

Aerial patrol 
schedules are 
maintained in 
PG&E's Walnut 
Creek offices 

Mlappers 

Maintenance 
personnel 

PLEs 

Integrity Man­
agement 

To ensure the integrity 
and safe operation of the 
pipeline 

n hardcopy for­
mat 

Not related 

2A-25 



Operator qualification 
(OQ) records 

PG&E's 
Source 

Yes 

Contained in Summary 
Record Analytic 'Tool? 

Selected fields entered 
into OQ Database 

Record 

To record 
personnel 
qualification 
information 
consistent 
with regula­
tory stan­
dards in 
PHM8A 
Subpart N 

Locution 

Created by OQ 
evaluator, the 
original is trans­
mitted to PG&E's 
San Ramon facil­
ity where it is 
entered into the 
OQ database 
and a copy is 
kept by the local 
evaluator 

Accessed By 

Front-line super­
visors 

OQ process own­
er (Integrity Man­
agement Depart­
ment) 

Qualified em­
ployees 

PG&E Academy 
personnel 

"Typically Accessed For How Accessed 

To ensure the qualifica­
tion of pipeline personnel 
and to document regula­
tory compliance 

In hardcopy for­
mat and in OQ 
database 

Rotation to Gl 

Not related 

I 

u..ui,uments asso­
ciated with Risk 
Management Proce­
dure (RtvlP) com­
pliance, including: 

ECDA findings 

8CDA findings 

ILI findings 

Risk committee notes 

Risk rankings 

Other pipeline as­
sessment records 

Yes (for LTIMF y I o conduct 
integrity PG&E's 
manage­ Integrity 
ment pur­ Manage­
poses) ment ana­

lyses and to 
promote 
pipeline 
safety and 
integrity 

PG&E's Walnut 
Creek offices 

Integrity Man­
agement person­
nel 

Pipeline engi­
neers 

To conduct PG&E's Inte­
grity Management Pro­
gram 

re a safe and 
gas transmission 

To provide background 
information in connection 
with project develop­
ment, design and con­
struction 

In hardcopy for­
mat and electron­
ically on shared 
drives 

Not directly re­
lated, however 
the integrity 
management 
process may help 
to validate data 

CO 
Cd 
0 10 This group of records generally corresponds to "risk assessments" in Leqal Division's PHC statement, 
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Tab stinguishes between source records and summary records 

or analytical tools. For example, job files are the original source records for 
design and engineering data for gas transmission pipelines. PG&E's Geo­
graphic Information Syst is an electronic tool that contains, among 

other things, design and construction data, including data drawn from job 
files. It sign and construction data are stored in electronic form 
and can be accessed virtually instantaneously by gas personnel. -

sists pipeline engineers and other personnel to access pipeline dat 

For example in the case of a Pipeline Engineer (PI E) consulting GIS, 
the tool is a "portal" to some of the underlying sour ords and informa­

tion, and can help orient the RLE. Th ly find all the information he 
or she needs by consulti f r the Pi ~ • y also need to consult job 
files for additional, or more detailed, design and construction information (for 
example in connection with performing an In-line Inspection). In other cas­
es, all the relevant informati in paper records (for example, "A" Forms 
used to record leaks) is input into an electronic systen which is ac­

cessible system-wide. 

However, even in cases where an electronic system is populated with all 
data from hardcopy files, the hardcopy files remain the source record for 
most purposes. Efy source reo 3&E means the record that captures 

original information. GIS is generally not a source record; it presents data 
for summary purposes or for use as an analytic tool. There are two primary 

instances where electronic data systems have emerged as source records: 

tf f "" ! 2t system, which is used to acces . le-call ticket informa­
tion, and GIS itself - but only to the limited extent that GIS is used (i) to cal-

11 One advantage of PG&E that it is searchable electronically, allowing gas 
pipeline information to be efficiently identified, accessed and retrieved by PG&E's 
pipeline engineers and other personnel regardless of their office location. The gas 
transmission GIS contains data for pipelines (pipe design characteristics), stations, 
and main line valves, and also provides links to pipeline operating maps and facility 
operating diagrams. Over several hundred types of data are tracked in one or more 
of the layers of >ntains information about each of the approximately 
20,000 unique pipeline segments that comprise PG&E's gas transmission system. 
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22 

collate High Consequence Areas (HCAs) (geographic areas) arid (ii) to pre­

pare pipeline risk rankings for integrity management purposes. 
In cases where job files need , :: - ieve f so facilitates that re­

trieval, because job file numbers are linked in GiS to pipeline segments. 
Figu 1 is a simplified flowchart that illustrates he A , n be used for 
this purpose. 

FIGUI 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

ACCESSING JOB FILES ASSOCIATED WF ICULAR GAS TRANSMISSION PIPELINE 
SEGMENT 

A more detailed schematic of how militates job file access and retriev­
al, and how PG&E manages its recordkeeping and information flow in con­
nection with new gas transmission pipeline projects, can be found in At­
tachment P2-1457 (Gas I&D Custom Pipeline Design Process Map (Level 

k .pplicable to Capital Projects > $1 ion]). 

Finally, Table 2A-3 provides some detail about PG&E's gas transmis­
sion analysis tools, most particularly abo here are several electron­
ic data management tools used by PC the enterprise-wide com­
puter system used by PG&E to track leaks and leak information. rm 
(leak) information is input into t ystem for the purpose of scheduling 
and tracking leak repairs. storical development is described above in 
Table 2A-2. PLM is t el ine Maintenance program, it is used by 
PG&E's gas transmission group to schedule and track maintenance work on 
gas transmission pipelines. Gas FM is the Gas Facility Maintenance pro­
gram. It is used to schedule and track distribution and local transmission 
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pipeline maintenance work. Fins P (a third party software product) is 

an asset management system utilized by PG&E. Among other things, it is­
sues "tickets" for certain local transmission pipeline maintenance work, and 
records certain information concerning the maintenance that needs to be 
performed. 

E. Conclusion 
As illustrated above in Tables 2A-2 and i&E's recordkeeping and 

retrieval capabilities have significantly evolved over the past 55 years, respond­

ing to changing operational needs, engineering judgment, a crdkeeping 
requirements. PG&E's current recordkeeping and retrieval systems need to be 
improved in order to more comprehensively and effectively evaluate the integrity 
of our gas transmission pipelines, as contemplated by the integrity Management 
Requirements in Subpart O. PG&E is committed to this improvement, and has 

begun to implement an improv > system. 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

CHAPTER 2B 
EXPERT REPORT OF EDWARD J. ONDAK 

I, Edward J. Ondak, make the following report in the matter of the California 

Public Utility Commission's Order Instituting Investigation issued February 24, 

2011 (1.11-02-016): 
I received a Bachelors of Science degree in Electrical Engineering with a 

minor in Mathematics from Indiana Institute of Technology in 1964. I am a 

registered Professional Engineer in California and a certified Corrosion 
Specialist. 

I began my career in the natural gas industry in 1957, when I spent a 
summer working for East Ohio Gas (now known as Dominion Gas) in Canton, 

Ohio. My primary duties were to ensure that the pipeline was under cathodic 

protection. I worked for Northern Indiana Public Service Company (NIPSCO) in 
the summer of 1958. There, I worked as a junior engineer. I did everything from 
mapping, to design, to installation. 

After graduating from college in March 1964, I was employed by Columbia 
Gas System as a district corrosion engineer. My primary duties included 
responsibility for five divisions responsible for maintaining 3,900 miles of 
distribution pipeline in an 8,000 square mile service territory. In 1970,1 was 

promoted and became the Senior Corrosion engineer. I left the Columbia Gas 
System in December 1974. At that time, I accepted a position with the Office of 
Pipeline Safety, U.S. Department of Transportation, as a program manager. In 

that capacity, my responsibilities included teaching federal safety standards in all 
states of the United States by putting on seminars and writing courses to teach 

federal and state pipeline safety inspectors. In 1980,1 moved to Kansas City 
where I was the Central Regional Director. There, I oversaw the safety 

operations of all of the operators in 12 mid-western states, developed yearly 

inspection programs, and provided guidance for government engineer 
inspectors. In 1990,1 moved to Denver where I served as OPS' Western 

Regional Director. My region encompassed eleven western states, including 
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California. My duties included providing safety oversight and inspection of the 
Trans Alaska Pipeline system. Following a large replacement of the Trans 

Alaska Pipeline due to corrosion I worked to ensure that cathodic protection on 

the pipeline was consistent with pipeline safety regulations. 
In 2000,1 was promoted to the position of Senior Technical Advisor. This 

position involved research and development projects for the OPS and required 
nation-wide travel and meetings with various academic and industry personnel 
to keep abreast of new and developing technology pertaining to pipelines. In 

this role, I also worked to develop the Direct Assessment standard for OPS as it 
pertained to the pending Integrity Management rulemaking. I set up and tested 

new methodologies and reported back to the Associate Administrator of the 

OPS. I also worked with the industry to verify results of industry testing to prove 
the viability of direct assessment methods. 

I have extensive experience in pipeline safety training. Beginning in 1974,1 

was involved in training pipeline safety inspectors at the Department of 
Transportation's facility in Oklahoma City. At the time that I took on these 
responsibilities, the facility offered only one course, called "pipeline safety 
standards." Subsequently, I developed a total of eight courses, including 

courses in failure investigation, two courses on corrosion (basic and advanced), 
joining of materials, pressure regulation, and liquefied natural gas. To this day, I 
continue to teach the corrosion course for the Department of Transportation at 

its Oklahoma City facility. 
I also have extensive experience in auditing and inspecting the gas safety 

practices of gas transmission operators. I have been involved in hundreds of 
audits over the course of my career, and I have reviewed the gas pipeline safety 

records of hundreds of operators. 
Since retiring from the Department of Transportation in 2002,1 have 

remained active in the natural gas field by consulting and training on a variety of 

natural gas transmission and distribution matters in the United States and 
abroad. I have previously consulted on behalf of numerous gas utility operators, 

including PG&E. I also have continued to teach a number of courses on natural 

gas transmission and distribution maintenance, most recently a corrosion control 
course for operators in China in April 2011, a NACE certification course in 
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Claysville, Pennsylvania in June 2011, and a corrosion control course for state 
and federal inspectors in Oklahoma City in June 2011. 

During the time that I worked for NIPSCO in the late 1950s and early 1960s, 

gas transmission records and maps were kept entirely on paper and were 
largely handwritten. The paper records often took the form of note cards and 

the maps were maintained on a thin silk paper. Drawings were made by hand in 
ink. I continued to make extensive use of handwritten, paper safety records 

during my periods of subsequent employment by the East Ohio Gas Company 

(now known as Dominion Gas) and the Columbia Gas Company. The position 
with the Columbia Gas Company involved the oversight of all the cathodic 

protection of the transmission pipelines operated by the company in the state of 

Ohio. Included in this position was maintaining the recordkeeping system that 
was already in place by the company. These records were all in the form of 
paper records and test station cards depicting the readings taken to ensure the 

regulation requirements were met. At that time, there were no computers or 
electronic methods available, so all records were hand written or typed and filed 
by our secretary. 

I agree with a recent statement issued by the American Gas Association: 

"The natural gas industry is no different from other industries that face a 
challenge in maintaining its records of assets that are over 40 years old." In the 
case of the natural gas industry, I see at least seven recordkeeping challenges 

that transmission operators face today: 
(a) First, gas transmission lines are spread across a wide territory. 

The construction and maintenance of those lines occur not at a single 
central location, but in countless locations, many of them remote. The work 

itself is done in the field, not from behind a desk. Crews are dispatched not 
from a central office but from different division and district offices, each with 

different supervisors and personnel. Pipeline safety activities generate 

records, and these records are used for many different purposes: 
construction, maintenance, operations, corrosion control, and integrity 

management. Each operator's division or district office posed unique 

challenges for managing pipeline safety records as each division or district 
office may have its own manager who determines how and where to keep 
and maintain records at that particular facility. In my experience, no two 
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operators had the same recordkeeping system and even an individual 
operator may have different recordkeeping practices within its system. In 

other words, each division or district set up its own system. 

(b) Second, a significant amount of the transmission pipeline in the 
United States (more than 60%) was installed prior to federal gas pipeline 

safety regulations taking effect in 1970. Both the Natural Gas Pipeline 
Safety Act of 1968, and the regulations implementing it in 1970, reflected 

high-level policy decisions to partially exempt these existing pipelines from 

regulation insofar as their design, construction, and initial testing were 
concerned. The impacts for historic recordkeeping practices are obvious. 

The regulations do not retroactively address how an operator should have 

designed, constructed, or initially tested a pipeline installed before pipeline 
safety laws took effect. Therefore, the regulations do not address what 
records the operator must have retained for those activities. As such, it was 

very difficult for operators to determine parameters for many of the pipeline 

systems. Most of the time we used good engineering judgment based on 
the little information we had and subsequent readings performed on a 
particular segment. 

(c) Third, many operators grew their transmission systems through 
a combination of mergers and acquisitions of other pipeline operators. 
When acquiring another company, a gas operator may have received no 

records at all or records that contain significant gaps. 
(d) Fourth, federal pipeline safety rules address recordkeeping on a 

subject-by-subject basis. The rules do not contain comprehensive 
recordkeeping standards. What guidance exists says in effect that 

operators must have records that demonstrate compliance with the 
regulations, but they do not describe how to comply. For example, 49 

C.F.R. § 192.947 states, "Operators must retain, for the useful life of the 

pipeline, records that demonstrate compliance with this subpart. ..." I 
expect we will see more regulatory guidance given to the industry on the 

subject of recordkeeping in the near future. On May 24, 2011, the 

Department of Transportation issued a Notice of Public Meetings on 
Managing Challenges with Pipeline Seam Welds and Improving Pipeline 
Risk Assessments and Recordkeeping for July 20th and 21st, 2011. DOT 
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wrote that the meetings would address, among other things: "interactive 
threats, legacy pipelines and approaches for dealing with recordkeeping 

gaps." 

(e) Fifth, in the absence of recordkeeping standards, an operator's 
recordkeeping procedures have seldom been the focus of PHMSA or state 

gas pipeline safety audits. OPS/PHMSA trained federal and state 
inspectors, including inspectors employed by the California Public Utilities 

Commission, on how to review the records of the gas transmission 

operators in their respective states as part of their regular audits of 

operation. This training provided the inspector with an explanation of the 

intent of the regulation, what an inspector had to look at to ensure 

compliance with the requirements of the regulations. As to the records 
deemed necessary to ensure compliance, a checklist was developed for the 
inspectors to use. The onus was placed on the operator to demonstrate 

how it met the compliance requirements. I believe this effort helped to 
improve the quality and consistency of auditing by state inspectors. But 
based on my experience, the industry has not received a significant amount 
of feedback or input from federal or state regulators on how they should 

maintain their records. This is not to say auditors do not review pipeline 
safety records in the course of their audits - they most certainly do. 
However their reviews tend to focus on operational records and specific 

program areas, e.g., Operations, Maintenance and Emergency Plans. They 
have not - to this point in time at least - focused on whether the operators 

have adopted the appropriate recordkeeping procedures or whether the 
operator's records are readily accessible for different uses. Again, the fact 

that PHMSA is now holding meetings to discuss ways to improve industry 
recordkeeping practices is evidence of the need within the industry for 

improved recordkeeping methodologies. 

(f) Sixth, the industry has seen dramatic changes over time in 
terms of how documents and data are stored and managed. In my time in 

the industry and in DOT, I have seen the industry move from storing records 

on paper (many operators still do), on microfilm, on main frame computers, 
on PCs networked to certain divisions or units within the company, and on 
comprehensive enterprise-wide data management platforms. With each 

2B-5 

SB GT&S 0628759 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

change in data management system that an operator adopts, there is the 
potential for data to be left behind, rendered unreadable, or misinterpreted. 

Over time, operators may have reorganized their gas operations or 

relocated them. Maintaining ready access to source records and summary 
data across these different changes in data management systems and 
organizational changes has been an industry-wide challenge. Paper records 
are durable, but not necessarily readily retrievable for use in all modern gas 

pipeline safety practices. Electronic records, in contrast, have the potential 

to greatly enhance the retrievability of gas pipeline records, but at the 
potential cost of durability when an operator migrates from one system to 

another. The quality of electronic data migrations depends on how the 

people involved in the data entry or conversion incorporate the new data, 
and it depends on business decisions. Each manager has a different 
perspective on what data is needed to be kept. And, operators cannot 

always foresee the need to retain certain data in an electronic form because 
they cannot always foresee how regulations or industry standards may 
change in the future. 

As I reflect back on these challenges, I am reminded of instances of 

operators who asked the Office of Pipeline Safety (OPS) for guidance when 
developing procedures to migrate from one data storage medium (paper) to 
another (computers). Even when specifically asked, OPS generally declined 

to review the operator's procedures, citing the fact that it did not have 
generally applicable recordkeeping procedures against which to judge the 

operator's procedures. See Attachments A and B. 
(g) Seventh, the industry is still digesting the impact the 2003 TIMP 

regulations have had on recordkeeping practices. The introduction of 
integrity management principles into the pipeline industry changes how 

pipeline safety records are used. There have long been recordkeeping 

requirements, including so called "life of the pipeline" requirements. 
However, pipeline records tend to be used because they are needed for a 

discrete reason, e.g., a pipeline needs to be relocated and the engineer 

needs to review as-built documents for that particular pipeline. In that 
context, the precise storage location of the records (local or central) or the 
form of the records (paper or electronic) is not critical. Integrity 
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Management rules, in contrast, introduce a different way of using records. 
They introduce standards for gathering and using records on a system-wide 

basis (not to complete a specific work task). Thus, the ASME standards 

speak for the first time of the need to gather, review and integrate data and, 
where data is missing, to make certain conservative assumptions. For 

operators whose document and information management systems pre-date 
integrity management practices, the data may have been stored to be 

retrieved for discrete purposes, but not necessarily for the sort of proactive 

use contemplated by TIMP. 
There has long been a tension in the industry between the records the 

industry should now possess, and the records the industry in fact possesses. 

Let me provide an example. I was the sole governmental representative on a 
Committee that helped draft the External Corrosion Direct Assessment (ECDA) 
standards in early 2000s. When discussing the pre-assessment phase for 

ECDA, the Committee took into account the kinds of records and information 
that an operator should have. I stated the belief during our deliberations that it 
should be easy for an operator to know what was going on with the pipe 
because the industry has been maintaining the records. The industry 

representatives on the committee cautioned me that that was not necessarily the 
case. In the end, the pre-assessment standard that we wrote struck a balance 
between a regulatory expectation about the records operators should possess, 

and the reality of what the industry in fact possessed. This experience was 
consistent with my other experiences. I can remember several instances when 

auditing an operator where I asked for a record that I believed the operator 
should have, only to learn that the record could not be located or that it could be 

located but only after a significant delay in retrieving it. 
There is as yet no industry standard for how to gather and integrate records 

for integrity management. Many within the industry, PG&E among them, have 

promoted the use of GIS as a system to store information used in integrity 
management. There have been industry discussions about what kind of data 

should be maintained in GIS to support integrity management programs. 

However, as yet, the industry is still trying to develop a consensus on the kind of 
data that should be included in an operator's GIS system. 
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I have reviewed the maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP) 
validation reports and supplements/updates from Pacific Gas and Electric 

Company (PG&E), dated March 15, March 21, May 10, 2011, and June 10, 

2011, as well as the MAOP validation report and supplements/updates 
submitted by the Southern California Gas Company and San Diego Gas & 

Electric Company (collectively "Sempra") on April 15, 2011, April 19, 2011, April 
26, 2011, and May 9, 2011. Based upon this review, and my general 

understanding of each utility's transmission system, the percentage of pre-1970 

pipeline with less than 100% complete records is consistent with my 
expectations for operators like PG&E and Sempra. I would expect a significant 

number of pipelines to have never been pressure tested, and I would expect 

utilities like PG&E to have recordkeeping gaps. If recordkeeping errors or gaps 
were unique to PG&E, then the NTSB would not have issued its January 3, 2011 
Safety Recommendations to PHMSA, and PHMSA would not have issued its 

industry-wide Advisory Bulletin earlier this year. It is unrealistic to expect that an 
operator will be able to establish a perfect chain of custody for pipeline safety 
records, especially for pipelines installed more than 40 or 50 years ago. 

In my many years of service with the Department of Transportation and 

particularly as its Western Region Chief, it was my experience that PG&E, along 
with other operators in the country, participated actively in the industry's efforts 
to promote safety on gas transmission pipelines. The activities I am familiar with 

include PG&E's leadership roles in organizations such as the Gas Research 
Institute, API, ASME and NACE as well as development of the current 

Transmission Integrity Management Program regulations. 
The natural gas transmission industry did not begin the process of 

transitioning to a risk management model for assessing and maintaining pipeline 
integrity until the 1990s. During the mid-1990s, a highly influential and widely 

read book among state and federal regulators and the industry was W. Kent 

Muhlbauer's Pipeline Risk Management Manual, first published in 1992. That 
book started discussions within the industry that lead to the formation of Quality 

Action Teams in 1994. In 1996, Congress' Accountable Pipeline Safety and 

Partnership Act of 1996 required the Office of Pipeline Safety to develop a 
Pipeline Risk Management Demonstration Plan. That plan was designed to test 
whether a structured and formalized process for identifying pipeline-specific 
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risks, allocating resources to the most effective risk control activities, and 
monitoring safety and environmental performance could lead to superior safety 

and environmental protection, providing for a greater level of public participation 

in the regulatory process, a more informed and effective regulator, and 
increased efficiency and reliability of pipeline operations. In 1999, OPS 

submitted a Demonstration Project Report to Congress, which helped inform 
legislative efforts that culminated in the formation of an Integrity Management 

regulation known as "IMP." The Office of Pipeline Safety issued this 

Transmission Integrity Management Plan in December 2003, effective 2004. 
As a former government pipeline safety regulator involved in developing 

TIMP standards and rules, I can say that those involved in that process 

understood that developing a TIMP program would be a continuing process. All 
of us understood that TIMP was a new rule, that the industry and regulators 
would learn from experience and improve the TIMP program as it matured. We, 

as regulators, were learning then about integrity management (and continue to 
learn) from the experience of operators. Risk management is a dynamic 
program with built-in features for evaluating and improving safety activities as 
experience is gained. 

In summary, PG&E's recordkeeping challenges, as described in its MAOP 
validation reports, are similar in nature to what I witnessed in my career with 
OPS/PHMSA. My experience has been that most operators throughout the 

United States were and are attempting to do a good job. As I have pointed out, 
there are no comprehensive recordkeeping guidelines, and it has been up to the 

discretion of each individual operating company to determine its own 
recordkeeping system. It is only fair to state that some operating companies do 

a better job than other companies, but that is subjective. What I find interesting 
is that each inspector determines what he/she would require from each operator 

to ensure compliance. I find it even more interesting that very few operators 

have to this point been provided a written notice of probable violation pertaining 
to a lack of records, incomplete or insufficient records. I am aware, however, 

that there have been letters of request sent to operators requesting further 

elaboration on their system to determine compliance. 
I am also aware that on June 9, 2011 a report issued, "Report of the 

Independent Review Panel: San Bruno Explosion Report of the Independent 
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Review Panel: San Bruno Explosion." At the present time I have not had the 
opportunity to fully review this report, and thus do not comment upon it. 
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April 6, 1992 

Mr. W. N. Hall 
Associate Petroleum Engineer 
Dome Pipeline Corporation 
Plaza Center One 
P.O. Box 1430 
Iowa City, IA 52244-1430 

Dear Mr. Hall: 

This is in response to your letter of November 7, 1991, concerning the recordkeeping requirements of 
§195.404(c)(3). The letter asks whether magnetic media (computer hard drive or diskettes ) may be used in 
place of hard copies to record and maintain the required records. 

Section 194.404(c)(3) requires that each operator maintain a record of each inspection and test required by 
Subpart F. Records must be maintained for at least 2 years or until the next inspection or test is performed, 
whichever is longer. Section 195.404(c((3) does not prohibit operators from maintaining the required records on 
magnetic media. Also, original hard-copy (paper) records need not be retained after their conversion to magnetic 
media. However, like the original hard copy records, magnetic media records must contain sufficient information 
to comply with the recordkeeping requirements of §195.404(c)(3). 

We trust that this adequately responds to your request. We are sorry we were not able to answer your letter 
sooner. However, please let us know if we can be of further assistance. 

Sincerely, 

/signed/ 

Cesar De Leon 
Director, Regulatory Programs 
Office of Pipeline Safety 
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Attachment B is available on the OPS PHMSA website at: 
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8-5-93 

Mr. Albert T. Richardson 
Tenneco Gas 
1010 Milam Street 
Houston, TX 77252-2511 

Dear Mr. Richardson: 

This responds to your letter of February 25, 1991, to William Gute. The letter discusses 
Tenneco's use of computers instead of paper to record and store information it must 
maintain under 49 CFR Parts 191 and 192. You asked us to determine standards that 
would be acceptable in maintaining this information in computers. 

Under Parts 191 and 192, operators may use any recordkeeping procedure that produces 
authentic records, without the prior approval of this agency. The proposed standards 
enclosed with your letter, which are aimed at ensuring the authenticity of computerized 
records, are permissible under Parts 191 and 192. 

Although authenticity of records concerns us, for both computer and paper records, we do 
not believe there is sufficient need to adopt generally applicable standards governing 
recordkeeping procedures. In the absence of such standards, we ordinarily do not review 
an operator's recordkeeping procedures unless the legitimacy of records is in question. 
Accordingly, we have no comments at this time on the adequacy of your proposed 
standards. 

Sincerely, 

George W. Tenley, Jr. 
Associate Administrator for 
Pipeline Safety 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
CHAPTER 3 

DISCUSSION OF SPECIFIED NTSB REPORTS 

A. Introduction 
In Oil Directive 1, the Commission directs PG&E to "[l]ist each factual 

contention stated, and conclusion reached, by the NTSB reports (Appendix A, B, 
C) that PG&E contends is incorrect, and provide support for PG&E's position." 

Oil at 17. Appendices A, B, and C are, respectively: (A) NTSB Preliminary 

Report, issued October 13, 2010; (B) NTSB Safety Recommendations P-10-1 
through P-10-7, issued January 3, 2011; and (C) NTSB Materials Laboratory 

Factual Report, report No. 10-119, dated January 21, 2011. 

This Oil is currently focused on PG&E's records and recordkeeping 
practices and policies. As stated in its prehearing conference statement, PG&E 
understands Oil Directive 1 to "call for PG&E to respond to the NTSB 'findings' 

with respect to PG&E's gas pipeline records...." See PG&E's Prehearing 
Conference Statement, filed March 15, 2011, at 3. Consistent with the scope of 
this records Oil, PG&E responds to Directive 1 by identifying those "factual 
contentions" in the specified NTSB reports that are related to records and 

recordkeeping and are incorrect, incomplete or otherwise inaccurate. 
PG&E responds to each of the NTSB documents specified by the 

Commission in the following sections. 

B. Discussion 
PG&E appreciates the opportunity to address the factual determinations the 

NTSB has made and that the NTSB will make at the conclusion of its 
investigation. At this time, the NTSB has not completed its investigation and has 

not issued its final report or reports, which will contain the NTSB's final factual 
determinations and conclusions, in particular with respect to the probable root 

cause and contributing causes. Until the NTSB issues those final 

determinations, a comprehensive discussion of the correctness of the NTSB's 
factual contentions and conclusions is not only beyond the current focus of this 

proceeding, it is premature. 
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1. NTSB Preliminary Report, Dated October 13, 2011 
The October 13, 2010 Preliminary Report contains no factual 

contentions related to PG&E's records and/or recordkeeping practices and 

policies.1 

Given its timing in relation to the San Bruno tragedy, the October 13, 

2010 Preliminary Report is necessarily summary in nature and limited in its 
detail. Subsequently, on March 1, 2011, the NTSB publicly disclosed its 

Operations Group Chairman Factual Report. See Operations Group 

Chairman Factual Report, dated February 10, 2011, NTSB Docket No. SA-
534, Ex. 2-A (hereinafter Operations Group Report). The Operations Group 

Report provides significant additional information and detail regarding the 

San Bruno tragedy. At the end of August or beginning of September 2011, 
PG&E expects the NTSB will issue its final report addressing the Line 132 
rupture, which will include the NTSB's final statements regarding the 

pertinent facts, as well as the NTSB's probable root cause determination. 
To the extent the NTSB's final report addresses PG&E's records and 
recordkeeping, PG&E will be able to provide at that time a comprehensive 
and detailed response to the NTSB's factual statements and conclusions 

related to PG&E's records and recordkeeping practices and policies. 

2. NTSB Safety Recommendations P-10-1 Through P-10-7 
On January 3, 2011, the NTSB issued Safety Recommendations P-10-1 

through P-10-7 (hereinafter Safety Recommendations). PG&E does not 

know whether the NTSB considers the statements in the Safety 

Recommendations to be "factual" statements of record in its investigation. 
In addition, much of the content of the Safety Recommendations relates 

to NTSB recommendations to entities other than PG&E; the NTSB's 
interpretation of regulations and laws; or the NTSB's views, assumptions or 

opinion on factual or legal matters including the implications to be drawn 

from the GIS records discrepancy identified by the NTSB. With respect to 

1 In so responding, PG&E does not concede that the factual statements in the 
October 13, 2010 Preliminary Report are correct, accurate, or complete. 
However, none of those factual statements are related to PG&E's records and/or 
recordkeeping practices and policies. 
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such content, PG&E does not believe it is appropriate to respond or 
comment while the NTSB's investigation continues. 

Having said that, PG&E acknowledges that the Safety 

Recommendations derive from the record discrepancy identified by the 
NTSB, and discussed further in Chapter 5. As such, the Safety 

Recommendations are within the scope of the records Oil. In accordance 
with Oil Directive 1, PG&E responds below to the statements in the Safety 

Recommendations that are clearly NSTB factual statements regarding 

PG&E's records and recordkeeping policies and practices. 
Statement 1: According to PG&E as-built drawings and alignment 

sheets, Line 132, . . . was constructed using 30-inch-diameter seamless 
steel pipe...Safety Recommendations at 1. 

Response: The statement regarding PG&E's "as-built drawings" is 

inaccurate. The job file documents for Segment 180 indicate, correctly, that 

Segment 180 was constructed using 30-inch double submerged arc welded 
(DSAW) pipe. See, e.g., Pipe Order and Receipt Forms (Attachment #1, 
PG&E Response to Oil Paragraph 1 ("P1 -1")); PG&E 1967 Material Code 
List (P1-2). As discussed in Chapter 5, a Pipeline Survey Sheet created 

years later incorrectly stated that Segment 180 was constructed with 30" 
seamless pipe, an error that was carried over to PG&E's Geographical 
Information System ("GIS"). 

Statement 2: "The NTSB's examination of the ruptured pipe segment 
and review of PG&E's records revealed that although the as-built drawings 
and alignment sheets mark the pipe as seamless API 5L Grade X42 pipe, 

the pipeline in the area of the rupture was constructed with longitudinal 

seam-welded pipe." Safety Recommendations at 1-2. 
Response: See Response No. 1, above. In addition, the material codes 

contained in the job file documents identify the pipe as Grade X-52, not X-

42, pipe. See PG&E 1967 Material Code List (P1-2). 

3. NTSB Materials Laboratory Factual Report, Report No. 10­
119, Dated January 21, 2011 

The January 21, 2011 NTSB Materials Laboratory Factual Report 
(hereinafter January 2011 Metallurgy Report) does not relate to the subject 
matter of this Oil, namely, PG&E's records and recordkeeping. The January 
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2011 Metallurgy Report details the testing and investigation of the ruptured 
pipe section (and adjacent pipe sections) involved in the San Bruno 

accident. PG&E's records and recordkeeping practices and policies are not 

addressed in this report. There are no NTSB "factual contentions] stated, 
and conclusion[s] reached," in the January 2011 Metallurgy Report that are 

within the scope of the Oil. 
Moreover, as with the October 13, 2010 Preliminary Report, the NTSB 

has issued a subsequent metallurgy report supplementing the January 2011 

Metallurgy Report. See Metallurgy Group Chairman Factual Report, 
Materials Laboratory Factual Report, report No. 11-005, dated February 9, 

2011, NTSB Docket No. SA-534, Ex. 3-B. PG&E also anticipates that the 

NTSB will release with its final report(s) an update or further supplement to 
its prior metallurgy reports. To the extent a final metallurgy report is relevant 
to this records Oil, PG&E welcomes the future opportunity to respond in 

detail to the relevant content in that report. 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
CHAPTER 3A 

SUPPLEMENTAL DISCUSSION OF SPECIFIED NTSB REPORTS 

A. Introduction 
In Oil Directive 1, the Commission directs PG&E to "[l]ist each factual 

contention stated, and conclusion reached, by the NTSB reports (Appendix A, B, 
C) that PG&E contends is incorrect, and provide support for PG&E's position." 

Oil at 17. Appendices A, B, and C are, respectively: (A) NTSB Preliminary 

Report, issued October 13, 2010; (B) NTSB Safety Recommendations P-10-1 
through P-10-7, issued January 3, 2011; and (C) NTSB Materials Laboratory 

Factual Report, report No. 10-119, dated January 21, 2011. 

PG&E responded to Directive 1 on April 18, 2011 by identifying those 
"factual contentions" in the specified NTSB reports that are related to records 
and recordkeeping and are incorrect, incomplete or otherwise inaccurate. At the 

Prehearing Conference on May 9, 2011, the Administrative Law Judge asked 
PG&E to supplement its response to list all factual contentions, not just those 
related to records and recordkeeping. PG&E provides the following 
supplemental response. 

B. Discussion 
The NTSB still has not completed its investigation and has not issued its 

final report or reports, which will contain the NTSB's final factual determinations 
and conclusions with respect to probable root and contributing causes. Until the 

NTSB issues those final determinations, PG&E has limited ability to discuss 

comprehensively the correctness of the NTSB's preliminary factual contentions 

and conclusions. 

1. NTSB Preliminary Report, Dated October 13, 2011 
As noted in PG&E"s April 18, 2011 filing, the October 13, 2010 

Preliminary Report is summary in nature and limited in its detail. On March 

1, 2011, the NTSB publicly disclosed its Operations Group Chairman 
Factual Report. See Operations Group Chairman Factual Report, dated 

February 10, 2011, NTSB Docket No. SA-534, Ex. 2-A (hereinafter 

Operations Group Report). At the end of August or beginning of September 
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2011, PG&E expects the NTSB will issue its final report(s) addressing the 
Line 132 rupture. 

Pursuant to Oil Directive 1 and the ALJ's instruction at the Prehearing 

Conference, PG&E identifies the following factual contentions that are 
incorrect or inaccurate as stated in the October 13, 2010 Preliminary Report. 

(Italics indicate specific inaccuracies, where appropriate.) 
Statement 1: "Type of System: 30-inch natural gas transmission 

pipeline." October 13 Preliminary Report at 1. 
Response: This statement is incomplete and inaccurate. Segment 180 

of Line 132 is constructed of 30" pipe. However, Segment 180 is a 1742 

foot long section of Line 132. Line 132 is approximately 50 miles long, is 

interconnected with Lines 101 and 109 at multiple cross-tie locations, and is 
comprised of pipe of multiple diameters, including 24", 30", 34" and 36". 
Pipeline Survey Sheets, Line 132, (P1-8). 

Statement 2: "On September 9, 2010, at approximately 6:11 pm Pacific 
Daylight Time, a 30-inch diameter natural gas transmission pipeline (Line 

132). . ." October 13 Preliminary Report at 1. 
Response: See Response No. 1, above. 

Statement 3: "According to PG&E records, Line 132,.... was 

constructed using 30-inch diameter steel pipe.. . ." October 13 Preliminary 
Report at 1. 

Response: See Response No. 1, above. 

Statement 4: "Just before the accident, PG&E was working on their 

uninterruptible power supply (UPS) system at Milpitas Terminal, which is 
located about 39.33 miles southeast of the accident site. During the course 

of this work, the power supply from the UPS to the supervisory control and 

data acquisition (SCADA) system malfunctioned so that instead of supplying 

a predetermined output of 24 volts of direct current (VDC), the UPS system 

supplied about 7 VDC or less to the SCADA system._ Because of this 
anomaly, the electronic signal to the regulating valve for Line 132 was lost. 

The loss of the electronic signal resulted in the regulating valve moving from 

partially open to the full open position as designed. The pressure then 
increased to 386 psig. The over-protection valve, which was pneumatically 

3A-2 

SB GT&S 0628780 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

activated and did not require electronic input, maintained the pressure at 

386 psig." October 13 Preliminary Report at 1-2. 

Preface: This paragraph contains several inaccurate statements, and is 

a substantially incomplete description of the events related to Milpitas 
Station. The NTSB Operations Group Report clarified many of these 

inaccurate statements and provided a more comprehensive description of 

these events. Below PG&E identifies the inaccurate and incomplete 

statements in the Preliminary Report. 
Response: 

• The second sentence is inaccurate and incomplete. The power 

failure related to two 24 VDC power supplies (PS-A and PS-B), not 

the UPS. These power supplies provided power to pressure reading 
transmitters at Milpitas Station, not to the SCADA system. Interview 
of SCADA Controls Group Supervising Engineer, Docket No. SA-

534, NTSB Ex. 2-V, (P1-3); Milpitas Terminal One-Line Diagram, 
Docket No. SA-534, NTSB Ex. 2-G, (P1-6). 

• The third and fourth sentences are inaccurate and incomplete. The 
loss of power was to pressure reading transmitters, not the 

regulating valves. This loss of power to the pressure reading 
transmitters was interpreted by the regulating valves as 0 psig of gas 
in the lines, which caused the regulating valves to move to the fully 

open position, as they were designed to do. Interview of SCADA 
Controls Group Supervising Engineer, Docket No. SA-534, NTSB 

Ex. 2-V, (P1-3); Milpitas Terminal One-Line Diagram, Docket No. 
SA-534, NTSB Ex. 2-G, (P1-6). 

• The fifth sentence is inaccurate and incomplete. Pressure readings 
from September 9, 2010 indicate that pressure increased to 392 psig 

prior to being reduced and controlled by the monitor valves at 386 

psig. SCADA Pressure Readings on September 9, 2010, Docket No. 
SA-534, NTSB Ex. 2-K, (P1-7). 

• The sixth sentence is inaccurate and incomplete. The monitor 

valves, not "over-protection valves", returned the pressure to 386 
psig when automatically activated in response to the pressure 
increase. Interview of SCADA Controls Group Supervising Engineer, 
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Docket No. SA-534, NTSB Ex. 2-V, (P1-3); SCADA Pressure 
Readings on September 9, 2010, Docket No. SA-534, NTSB Ex. 2-K, 

(P1-7). 

Statement 5: "The SCADA system indicated that the pressure at Martin 
Station continued to increase until it reached about 390 psig at about 6:00 

p.m. At 6:08 p.m., it dropped to 386 psig." October 13 Preliminary Report at 
2. 

Response: This statement is inaccurate. The pressure at Martin Station 

never reached 390 psig. The highest pressure at Martin Station was 386 
psig, which occurred at 6:08 p.m. The pressure did not "drop" to 386 psig. 

SCADA Pressure Readings on September 9, 2010, Docket No. SA-534, 

NTSB Ex. 2-K, (P1-7). 
Statement 6: "PG&E dispatched a crew at 6:45 p.m. to isolate the 

ruptured pipe section by closing the nearest mainline valves. October 13 

Preliminary Report at 2. 
Response: This statement is incomplete and inaccurate. Concord 

Dispatch dispatched a PG&E Gas Service Representative to the scene at 

6:23 p.m. He was on-scene by 6:41 p.m. Several off-duty PG&E personnel 

called Concord Dispatch as early as 6:18 p.m. to report the fire and notify 

PG&E that they were headed to the site. At least one was on-scene at 6:41 
p.m. At 6:35 p.m., a PG&E T&R mechanic notified Concord Dispatch that 

he was on his way to the Colma Yard to retrieve his truck and equipment 
and respond to the site. At 6:40 p.m., the PG&E on-call supervisor 

contacted this T&R mechanic to dispatch him to the Colma Yard; the 

mechanic already was on his way to the yard. PG&E Event Timeline, 

Docket No. SA-534, NTSB Ex. 2-B, (P1-4); NTSB Incident Timeline, Docket 
No. SA-534, NTSB Ex. 2-B, (P1-5). 

Statement 7: "The upstream valve (MP 38.49) was closed at about 7:20 

p.m. and the downstream valve at Healey Station (MP 40.05) was closed at 

about 7:40 p.m." October 13 Preliminary Report at 2. 
Response: This statement is inaccurate and incomplete. PG&E T&R 

mechanics arrived at the upstream valve (MP 38.49) at 7:20 p.m. The valve 
was closed at 7:30 p.m. Two valves were closed at Healey Station (MP 
40.05). They were closed at 7:45 p.m. PG&E Event Timeline, Docket No. 
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SA-534, NTSB Ex. 2-B, (P1-4); NTSB Incident Timeline, Docket No. SA-534, 
NTSB Ex. 2-B, (P1-5). 

2. NTSB Safety Recommendations P-10-1 Through P-10-7 
On January 3, 2011, the NTSB issued Safety Recommendations P-10-1 

through P-10-7 (hereinafter Safety Recommendations).^ As stated in its 

April 18th submission, PG&E does not know whether the NTSB considers 

the statements in the Safety Recommendations to be "factual" statements of 

record in its investigation. However, in accordance with Oil Directive 1 and 

the ALJ's subsequent direction, PG&E responds below to the statements in 

the Safety Recommendations that are NSTB factual statements or that 

could be construed as factual statements or conclusions by the NTSB. 

(Italics indicate specific inaccuracies, where appropriate.) 
Statement 1: "On September 9, 2010, at approximately 6:11 pm Pacific 

Daylight Time, a 30-inch diameter natural gas transmission pipeline (Line 

132) " Safety Recommendations at 1. 
Response: This statement is incomplete and inaccurate. Segment 180 

of Line 132 is constructed of 30" pipe. However, Segment 180 is a 1742 
foot long section of Line 132. Line 132 is approximately 50 miles long, is 

interconnected with Lines 101 and 109 at multiple cross-tie locations, and is 
comprised of pipe of multiple diameters, including 24", 30", 34" and 36". 
Pipeline Survey Sheets, Line 132, (P1-8). 

Statement 2: According to PG&E as-built drawings and alignment 

sheets, Line 132, . . . was constructed using 30-inch-diameter seamless 

steel pipe...Safety Recommendations at 1. 
Response: The statement regarding PG&E's "as-built drawings" is 

inaccurate. The job file documents for Segment 180 indicate, correctly, that 
Segment 180 was constructed using 30-inch double submerged arc welded 

(DSAW) pipe. See, e.g., Pipe Order and Receipt Forms (Attachment #1, 

PG&E Response to Oil Paragraph 1 ("P1 -1")); PG&E 1967 Material Code 
List (P1-2). As discussed in Chapter 5, a Pipeline Survey Sheet created 

years after the Segment 180 relocation project incorrectly stated that 

1 The NTSB directed Safety Recommendations P-10-2, P-10-3 and P-10-4 to 
PG&E; Safety Recommendation P-10-1 to PHMSA; and Safety Recommendations 
P-10-5, P-10-6 and P-10-7 to the Commission. 
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Segment 180 was constructed with 30" seamless pipe, an error that appears 
to have carried over to PG&E's Geographical Information System ("GIS") 

when GIS was initially populated with data in the 1990s. 

Statement 3: "The NTSB's examination of the ruptured pipe segment 
and review of PG&E's records revealed that although the as-built drawings 

and alignment sheets mark the pipe as seamless API 5L Grade X42 pipe, 
the pipeline in the area of the rupture was constructed with longitudinal 

seam-welded pipe." Safety Recommendations at 1-2. 
Response: See Response No. 2, above. In addition, the material codes 

contained in the job file documents identify the pipe as Grade X-52, not X-

42, pipe. SeeP1-2. 

Statement 4: "PG&E's records identify Consolidated Western_Stee\ 

Corporation as the_manufacturer of the accident segment of Line 132." 
Safety Recommendations at 2, Footnote 2. 

Response: PG&E's records identify Consolidated Western as the 

manufacturer of the pipe with which Line 132 was constructed in 1948. 
PG&E's post-rupture investigation suggests that the 1956 relocation of a 
portion of Line 132, which includes the accident segment of Line 132, was 

constructed using 30 inch pipe manufactured by Consolidated Western that 
was purchased but not used in connection with jobs in 1948 (Line 132), 
1949 (Line 153) or 1953 (Line 131). See NTSB Data Response NTSB_036-

015A (January 13, 2011), Docket No. SA-534, Ex. 2-AF (P3-30008). 
Statement 5: "It is critical to know all the characteristics of a pipeline in 

order to establish a valid MAOP below which the pipeline can be safely 
operated." Safety Recommendations at 2. 

Response: Under 49 CFR §192.619(c), a valid MAOP may be 

established for existing pipelines by the highest operating pressure between 

July 1, 1965 and July 1, 1970. It is not correct to state that a valid MAOP 

can only be determined based on pipeline specifications. Additionally, 
where specific information is unknown, the code provides that conservative 

assumptions can be used in establishing an MAOP. See 49 CFR 

§192.107(b). 
Statement 6: "The NTSB is concerned that these inaccurate records 

may lead to incorrect MAOPs." Safety Recommendations at 2. 
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Response: The NTSB's "concern" is not a statement of fact. Also, the 
statement assumes the existence of "these inaccurate records" when no 

specific records or inaccuracies have been identified (apart from the 

"seamless" discrepancy previously addressed in the Safety 
Recommendations). The regulations, 49 CFR §192.619(c), authorize 

establishing MAOP based on historic operating pressure. Such a pressure 
cannot be said to be "incorrect." 

Statement 7: "It is advantageous to include a spike test because it limits 

the time the line is at the higher pressure to reduce the potential amount of 

crack growth." Safety Recommendations at 2. 

Response: This statement is the NTSB's view regarding the benefits 

and practicalities of different pressure test methods and is not a statement of 
fact. 

Statement 8: "Consequently, it is preferable to use available design, 

construction, inspection, testing, and other related records to calculate the 

valid MAOP." Safety Recommendations at 2. 
Response: This statement is the NTSB's view regarding methods of 

establishing MAOP. As noted in Response No. 6 above, a "valid MAOP" 

can be established pursuant to 49 CFR 192.619(c). Nonetheless, as 
previously stated PG&E supports eliminating this method of establishing 
MAOP under the regulations. 

3. NTSB Materials Laboratory Factual Report, Report No. 10­
119, Dated January 21, 2011 

The January 21, 2011 NTSB Materials Laboratory Factual Report 
(hereinafter January 2011 Metallurgy Report) details the testing and 
investigation of the ruptured pipe section (and adjacent pipe sections) 
involved in the Line 132 accident. As with the October 13, 2010 Preliminary 

Report, the NTSB has issued subsequent metallurgy reports supplementing 

the January 2011 Metallurgy Report. See Metallurgy Group Chairman 
Factual Report, Materials Laboratory Factual Report, report No. 11-005, 

dated February 9, 2011, NTSB Docket No. SA-534, Ex. 3-B. PG&E also 

anticipates that the NTSB will release with its final report(s) an update or 
further supplement to its prior metallurgy reports. 
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For purposes here, PG&E responds as follows. PG&E is a member of 
the Metallurgical Group formed by the NTSB in connection with its 

investigation. However, PG&E has not directed, conducted or observed all 

the metallurgical testing conducted by the NTSB and does not have direct 
knowledge regarding the conduct of the testing itself. PG&E's knowledge 

with respect to the results of the metallurgical testing is limited to the results 
as reported by the NTSB. Accordingly, PG&E cannot comment on the 

integrity of the testing conducted or the validity and accuracy of the results 

reported in the January 2011 Metallurgy Report (or any other metallurgical 
reports the NTSB has issued or will issue). Moreover, the NTSB has not 

disclosed any conclusions regarding the probable cause or causes of the 

Line 132 rupture based on the January 2011 Metallurgy Report, thus PG&E 
cannot comment at this time on any ultimate metallurgical conclusions the 
NTSB may reach. PG&E has requested additional metallurgical testing that 

the NTSB has not done. 
For purposes of this response, PG&E currently has no reason to dispute 

the integrity of the metallurgical testing methodologies utilized by the NTSB 
or the validity and accuracy of the reported results. Therefore, PG&E does 

not identify any "factual contention stated, and conclusion reached" in the 
January 2011 Metallurgy Report as incorrect or inaccurate. 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
CHAPTER 4 

THE RECORD DISCREPANCY DID NOT IMPACT PG&E'S RISK 
MANAGEMENT TREATMENT OF SEGMENT 180 OR LINE 132 AND, 

THUS, DID NOT MAKE THE SAN BRUNO PIPELINE RUPTURE 
PREVENTABLE 

A. Introduction and Scope 
In Oil Directive 5, the Commission poses the following question: "Does 

PG&E contend that the September 9, 2010 San Bruno pipeline rupture was 
unpreventable by the exercise of prudent utility safety care?" Oil at 19. 
Investigating that broad question may (after the NTSB issues its report(s)) be 
included in the scope of this proceeding. 3/17/2011 R.T. 11:28-12:8. But at this 
point it is premature. 

Nonetheless, PG&E believes it can respond now with respect to the record 
discrepancy that is the subject of Directive 6. That is, PG&E's Geographical 
Information System (GIS) identified the pipe in Segment 180 as seamless 

instead of longitudinally welded. To determine whether the San Bruno rupture 
was unpreventable regardless of the record discrepancy, one needS to evaluate 
whether the record discrepancy impacted PG&E's risk management treatment of 

Segment 180. So framed, the question becomes whether the correct seam type 

information in GIS would have changed PG&E's assessment methodology to 
one focused on long seam threats that may have detected the long seam defect 

in Segment 180 and potentially prevented the September 9, 2010 San Bruno 
pipeline rupture. The short answer to that question is "no." 

1. The GIS Record Discrepancy 
PG&E's GIS database described the pipe in Segment 180 of Line 132 

as "seamless." In fact, the pipe in Segment 180 was longitudinally welded. 
As the NTSB has stated, and PG&E does not dispute, the seam type 

information in PG&E's GIS database was incorrect with respect to Segment 
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180.1 see Chapter 5 (PG&E's Response to Oil Directive 6) for a discussion 
of how the error in GIS likely came into existence. 

2. The Record Discrepancy Did Not Impact PG&E's Risk 
Management Treatment of Segment 180 or Line 132 

Segment 180 on Line 132 was relocated in 1956 to facilitate new 

residential development in San Bruno. See Job Document (P5-2). Project 
documents show that the construction called for 30" O.D. x .375" wt DSAW 
steel pipe. See Pipe Order and Receipt Forms (P5-3). DSAW, or Double 

Submerged Arc Welded pipe, has a longitudinal seam that is welded from 
both the outside and the inside of the pipe. The NTSB has confirmed that 
the exposed pipe remaining in the ground at the rupture location on 

Segment 180 is DSAW pipe.2 See, e.g., NTSB Materials Laboratory 
Report, report No. 10-119, dated January 21, 2011, NTSB Docket No. SA-

534, Ex. 3-A, at If 3, 62, & 70. 
PG&E's research suggests that the pipe used on Segment 180 was pipe 

remaining from one or more of three earlier purchase orders of 30" pipe from 

Consolidated Western Pipe: 1948 (~100,000 ft for Line 132); 1949 
(~100,000 ft for Line 153); and 1953 (~37,000 ft for Line 131). See Potential 
Sources of Segment 180 Pipe (P5-4). A Moody Engineering Mill Inspection 

Report for the pipe purchased in 1949 described the welding of the long 

seam as follows: 
"The cylinders are then progressed through the Berkley 

Welding Units, where the longitudinal seam is automatically 
welded on the outside by the "Unionmelt" Electric Fusion 

method. A similar "Unionmelt" weld is also made along this 

seam on the inside by the Inside Welding Units. Each of these 
welds is regulated to penetrate to a minimum of 2/3 of the 
plate thickness from each side, thereby resulting in an overlap, 

1 Generally, the pipe specification information in GIS related to Segment 180 and 
Line 132 as a whole was accurate. See, e.g., Pipeline Survey Sheet (Attachment 
#1, PG&E Response to Oil Paragraph 5 ("P5-1")). 

2 The NTSB also has confirmed that the "pups" in the pipe section that failed contain 
longitudinal seams, but it has not issued a conclusion regarding the type or types 
of those welds. See NTSB Materials Laboratory Report, report No. 10-119, dated 
January 21, 2011, NTSB Docket No. SA-534, Ex. 3-A, at U 6, 11 -13, & 63-69. 
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or tie, of these two welds in the middle third of the wall 
thickness of the cylinder." 

Moody Mill Inspection Report (P5-5). 
Consistent with both the federal regulations (49 CFR 192 Subpart O) 

and ASME B31.8, PG&E's risk management program assigns DSAW pipe 

the highest "joint efficiency factor" of 1 with respect to long seam threats. 
See 49 CFR § 192.113; see, e.g., PG&E RMP-05 at 6 (P5-6); PG&E RMP-
06 at 28 (P5-7). When applied in the regulatory design formula for steel 

pipe, or a relative risk management algorithm for integrity management 

purposes, the treatment of DSAW pipe is identical to that of seamless pipe 
of the same wall thickness and yield strength. See 49 CFR §§ 192.105 & 
192.113.3 

PG&E's integrity management program is designed to assess for threats 

that are anticipated to potentially materialize. See, e.g., PG&E RMP-6 at If 
17-19, 26-29 (P5-7). Prior to the accident in San Bruno, there was no 
indication within the industry to suggest that DSAW pipe would present a 

long seam threat necessitating a long seam assessment.^ See 49 CFR 
192.113, 192.917(e). (In light of the San Bruno tragedy, PG&E is taking any 
new information into account and continues to evaluate its integrity 

management program to ensure that all potential pipeline threats are most 

effectively assessed.) 
As a result, had GIS identified the pipe in Segment 180 as being DSAW, 

instead of seamless, it would not have changed the integrity management 
assessment methodology PG&E determined was most appropriate. PG&E 

twice used Direct Assessment methodologies because internal or external 

corrosion and stress corrosion cracking were threats that reasonably could 

be expected to exist on Line 132. Even had GIS stated that Segment 180 
contained DSAW pipe that would not have led to the conclusion that the use 

3 The federal regulations do not distinguish between DSAW and SSAW (Single 
Submerged Arc Welded) pipe for purposes of joint efficiency factors and long seam 
threats. Both are assigned a joint efficiency factor of 1 under the category of 
"Submerged arc welded" pipe. See 49 CFR 192.113. 

4 Nor had there been a prior long seam leak on Segment 180. 
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1 of a long seam threat assessment tool, instead of or in addition to Direct 
2 Assessment, was either necessary or warranted.^ 

3 Thus, that GIS described the ruptured pipe section as "seamless" did 
4 not affect the risk management analysis or assessment methodology on 

5 Segment 180 or Line 132. The correct DSAW seam designation in GIS 

6 would not have changed PG&E's assessment methodology to one focused 
7 on long seam threats that may have detected the long seam defect in 
8 Segment 180 and potentially prevented the September 9, 2010 San Bruno 

9 pipeline rupture. 

5 In fact, GIS and the Pipeline Survey Sheet also erroneously identified the pipe in 
Segment 180 as having a yield strength of X-42, or 42,000 psi; the material codes 
in the Segment 180 job file reflect X-52, or 52,000 psi, pipe. Had GIS contained 
the yield strength indicated by the material codes, the safety margin in Segment 
180 would have been considered to be even higher given the more than 20% 
higher yield strength of X-52 pipe. 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
CHAPTER 5 

THE "SEAMLESS" DESIGNATION FOR SEGMENT 180 IN PG&E'S 
GEOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION SYSTEM 

A. Introduction 
PG&E's Geographical Information System (GIS) described the pipe that 

ruptured in Segment 180 as "seamless." As the Commission is aware, the 
ruptured pipe was not seamless, but rather had a longitudinally welded seam. In 

Directive 6, the Commission directs PG&E to (1) provide the date of the 
transmission of the documents or data to NTSB, (2) provide the date on which 
PG&E first informed the NTSB of its mistake regarding the seamless pipe at San 

Bruno, or the date on which NTSB informed PG&E of its mistake, and (3) explain 
why the data (seamless pipe) was incorrect, and when and how this occurred. 

PG&E provides the answers to the Commission's questions below. 

B. Discussion 

1. The Date of the Transmission of the Documents or Data to 
NTSB 

In the hours following the San Bruno line rupture, and in the midst of 
PG&E's emergency response, the NTSB notified PG&E that it would be 

responding to the event and conducting an investigation. To facilitate its 

response, the NTSB requested that PG&E provide the pipe specifications of 
the involved segment as expeditiously as possible. PG&E consulted GIS, 

from which it could retrieve the requested information without delay. PG&E 
conveyed the information from GIS to the NTSB within a few hours of the 

rupture, before PG&E, the NTSB, or any of the other first responders had 

the opportunity to inspect the ruptured pipe. Thus, while the precise time is 
not known, PG&E provided the erroneous "seamless" information to the 
NTSB, along with other accurate information, in the late hours of September 

9 or the early morning hours of September 10, 2010. 
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On September 12, 2010, the NTSB submitted a written data request to 
PG&E (NSTB_004-004) requesting copies of the Pipeline Survey Sheets for 

all of Line 132. PG&E provided the Pipeline Survey Sheets to the NTSB the 
same day. PG&E provided the Pipeline Survey Sheet for Segment 180 in 

the form as it existed before the San Bruno accident, i.e., with the erroneous 

"seamless" designation. See Pipeline Survey Sheet (Attachment #1, PG&E 
Response to Oil Paragraph 6 ("P6-1"). As described in section 2 below, 
when the Pipeline Survey Sheets were provided to the NTSB, both the 

NTSB and PG&E were already aware that the longitudinal weld information 
for Segment 180 was not correct. 

2. The Date on Which PG&E First Informed the NTSB of its 
Mistake Regarding the Seamless Pipe at San Bruno, or the 
Date on Which NTSB Informed PG&E of its Mistake 

PG&E first responders inspected the accident site during the early 
morning hours of September 10, 2010. In viewing the ruptured pipe section 
(which was approximately 100 feet from the pipeline) and the exposed pipe 

that remained in the ground, PG&E personnel recognized that the pipe 
contained longitudinal seams. NTSB personnel arrived in San Bruno 
sometime later the same morning. After an off-site pre-inspection meeting, 

PG&E and NTSB personnel traveled to and inspected the site together, 

during which it was evident to the NTSB (as PG&E had previously 
recognized) that the involved pipe contained a longitudinal seam. 

Thereafter, as described below, PG&E investigated to attempt to determine 
the source of the incorrect GIS "seamless" designation for Segment 180. 

3. Explain Why the Data (Seamless Pipe) was Incorrect, and 
When and How This Occurred 

While the investigation is ongoing, investigation of relevant documents 
and historical procedures discovered to date lead to the following 

conclusions regarding how Segment 180 became incorrectly designated in 
GIS as containing "seamless" pipe. 
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PG&E began development and implementation of GIS in the mid-to-late 
1990s. During that process, in order to capture a comprehensive 

informational data base, PG&E utilized multiple sources to populate the data 
fields associated with pipe specifications. Procedurally, the relevant 

information was identified in the source documents and then manually 

entered into GIS, thereby populating the various data fields segment by 
segment and pipeline by pipeline. The accuracy of the manual data entry 
into GIS was quality checked in the final step of the process. 

A foundational source of the pipeline information entered into GIS was 
Pipeline Survey Sheets. PG&E created Pipeline Survey Sheets in the 1960s 
and 1970s in accordance with 49 CFR § 192.603(b), which states, "Each 

operator shall keep records necessary to administer the procedures 

established under § 192.605." Pipeline Survey Sheets were drawn to scale 

and presented information regarding the pipe in each segment to which the 
Pipeline Survey Sheet applied. See Pipeline Survey Sheet (P6-1). PG&E 
produced Pipeline Survey Sheets for each transmission line. The 

information used to create the Pipeline Survey Sheets came from original 
construction records contained in project job files. 

While not conclusive, the pertinent documents and known historical 

procedures suggest that, when the Pipeline Survey Sheet that includes 

Segment 180 was created, PG&E personnel sourced the pipe specification 
data, in part, from a 1956 journal voucher contained in the Segment 180 job 

file that identified the pipe as "30" x .375" wt sml." See Journal Voucher (P6-
2). This journal voucher was an accounting document used in 1956 to 

transfer pipe costs to the Segment 180 relocation project from another 

project involving 30" steel pipe. 
Although the journal voucher also contained the correct pipe material 

codes, the person populating the Pipeline Survey Sheet for Segment 180 

apparently focused on the "sml" notation and interpreted it to mean 
"seamless" (the acronym for seamless pipe is "SMLS"). The image of the 
journal voucher and material codes below highlights where the information 

appeared: 
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FIGURE 5-1 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
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From this, PG&E believes that the Pipeline Survey Sheet was incorrectly 
populated to state that Segment 180 was constructed with 30" x .375" wall 

thickness seamless pipe. In turn, when GIS was developed many years 
later, the incorrect "seamless" designation in the Pipeline Survey Sheet was 

imported into GIS. Because the erroneous information originated from the 

1956 journal voucher, and the error was introduced into the Pipeline Survey 
Sheet, the quality control process used during GIS population would not 
have discovered the error, i.e., the Pipeline Survey Sheet created in the 

1970s contained incorrect information. 
Both the 1956 journal voucher and other construction documents in the 

Segment 180 job file denote the material codes for 30" x .375" wall thickness 
DSAW pipe (double wrapped and bare).'' See 6-2; 6-3; 6-4. These material 
codes are correct; Segment 180 was constructed using DSAW pipe. The 

Pipeline Survey Sheet, from which GIS was subsequently populated, should 
have stated that the weld type on Segment 180 was DSAW, consistent with 
the material codes in the job file documents. 

1 DSAW is the acronym for Double Submerged Arc Welded pipe. 

5-5 

SB GT&S 0628801 


