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Before the Public Utilities Commission 
of the State of California

Order Instituting Investigation on the
Commission’s Own Motion into the 
Operations and Practices of Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company to Determine Violations of 
Public Utilities Code Section 451, General 
Order 112, and Other Applicable Standards, 
Laws, Rules and Regulations in Connection 
with the San Bruno Explosion and Fire on 
September 9, 2010.

1.12-01-007
(Filed January 12, 2012) 

(N ot Conso 1 idated)

Order Instituting Investigation on the 
Commission’s Own Motion into the 
Operations a Vices of Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company with Respect to Facilities 
Records for its Natural Gas Transmission 
System Pipelines.

1.11-02-016
(Filed Febru )

(N ot Co n s o 1 i cl at ed)

Order Instituting Investigation on the 
Commission’s Own Motion into the 
Operations and Practices of Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company’s Natural Gas Transmission 
Pipeline System in Locations with Higher 
Population Density.

L1F1C(M)9
(Filed November 10, 2011)

(N ot Co n s o 1 i cl at ed)
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As the Director of the Commission’s Safety and Enforcement Division, which for 

purposes of this case is identified by its former name, the Consumer Protection and Safety 

Division (“CPSD”), 1 hereby submit this Reply Brief on Fines and Remedies, In this brief.

1 reply primarily in opposition to the opening brief on fines and remedies submitted by the 

Respondent, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”). 1 also provide a comparison of the 

penalty proposals submitted by the four intervenor parties, namely, the City of San Bruno 

(“San Bruno)”, the Commission’s Division of Ratepayer Advocates (“DRA”), the City and 

County of San Francisco (“San Francisco”), and The Utility Reform Network (“TURN”).

I. I E

A.

In a br >mmendation

that the Comp

remedial actions to make its gas system safe. In its brief. PG&E also described at length various 

measures the Company, under its new management, has taken since the tragic explosion of 

Line 132 on September 9, 2010.

While it is true that PG&E, under firm direction by this Commission, has made a strong 

and commendable effort since San Bruno to make its system safer, two points must be 

emphasized in response. First, none of this can excuse the decades of violations of fundamental 

safety rules and principles that led up to the tragedy at San Bruno, for which PG&E has yet to 

acknowledge. Secc ;pitc the changes PG&E has made under its new management, these 

are only the beginning of wiiat needs to be done in order to make the PG&E gas system safe. 

Based on my own evaluation, I estimate that PG&E will need to spend as much as S3 billion to 

$4 billion, in total, to bring this massive gas system into a state where we can say it is safe.

My proposal is that PG&E be required by this Commission to absorb, as a shareholder 

expense - not to be recovered through the rotes paid by its gas or electric customers - a total of 

$2.25 billion in safety investments on its gas system.

If adopted by the Commission, this would be by far the largest penalty ever imposed on a 

public utility in the history of the United States. This is indeed a very large penalty, but contrary 

to PG&E’s arguments it is certainly not excessive in light the record of PG&E’s wrongdoing in 

this case, compounded by PG&E’s lack of genuine remorse.

illion in
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But, large as it is, this penalty of $2.25 billion in shareholder-funded investment in the 

gas system will not be enough to make the entire system safe. As I already have stated above, 

the total price tag for this effort is in the range of $3 bi.lli.on to $4 billion.

Where will this extra money come from? That will be for the Commission to decide in 

future rate cases, as the dollars are expended.

My proposed penalty of $2.25 billion is informed in substantial part by the Overland 

Report (joint-51), which demonstrates that PG&E could absorb a penalty of this magnitude 

without jeopardizing the safety of its operations and its financial viability. (Ann CP8D Opening 

Brief, pp. .)

I view this as the maximum financial penalty this Commission reasonably can impose on 

PG&E. I also feel quite strongly that the penalty should be in the form of shareholder-funded 

safety investments in the PG&E gas system. The alternative of imposing a traditional “fine” on 

PG&E, payable to the State General Fund, would not do anything to advance safety on the 

system. I believe the Commission owes it to the victims of the San Bruno tragedy to do 

something very significant, not only to sanction PG&E for past misconduct and neglect, but also 

to advance public safety. These are the reasons why I propose a $2.25 billion penalty, in the 

form of shareholder-funded investments in safety improvements on PG&EEs gas system.

Again, I emphasize, $2.25 billion will not get the job done. It represents only about half 

of the investment needed, in order to make the PG&E gas system truly safe. But I do not believe 

the Commission should attempt to impose a higher penalty amount, in light of the Overland 

Report and its suggestion that a penalty higher than $2,25 billion would actual, by jeopardize, 

rather than improve, public safety.

The Commission should not be persuaded by PG&E’s rhetorical, arguments that this 

penalty, if adopted, would be “excessive” under governing law, or constitute a violation of the 

federal or state constitutions. These are not legitimate arguments against the penalty 1 have

recommended in this case.

B.

> a chining lack of remorse for the many failures that 

led up to the tragedy in San Bruno. 1 believe the lack of remorse by PG&E in its brief only

PG&E’s enalti
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serves to reinforce the need for the Commission to impose the very substantial $2,25 billion 

penalty I have proposed.

PG&E’s lack of remorse is particularly evident in the section of its brief entitled 

“Severity of the Offense.” Although PG&E commences that section of the brief with a statement 

of “regret” for the incident in San Bruno, the gist of PG&E’s argument is “don’t blame us.” 

PG&E attempts to refute the record evidence in this case showing its culpability in installing 

patently defective pipe in the Crestmoor neighborhood in 1956, in the midst of what was then 

being developed as a residential neighborhood. This early lapse then was compounded by 

PG&E’s failure over the ensuing years to inspect the pipe or even to keep adequate records.

PG&E’s statements of “regret” ring hollow in the face of this continuing lack of any 

sincere remorse whatsoever for the Company’s past shortcomings. If there was ever any doubt 

about the need for a very large penalty in this case, any such doubt is removed by the 

unrepentant tone of PG&E’s brief. It is time to throw the book at PG&E.

... PENAI.

A.
on fines and remedies, we urge the Commission to use 

its equitable powers to order PG&E to take the steps needed to ensure its system is safe without 

unduly burdening the ratepayers. CPSD continues to recommend PG&E be penalized 

$2.25 billion for all three San Bnmo-relai s at shareholder expense. The Commission 

should order PG&E to spend the entirety of this penalty on safety improvements for its gas 

transmission and distribution systems to prevent such disastrous events from recurring.

CPSD supports a flexible apportionment of the penalty, so long as funds are used 

exclusively to improve the safety of PG&E’s gas transmission or distribution systems. As 

indicated in CPSD’s opening brief these funds may be used on Phase I and Phase II of the 

Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan (“PSEP”). For the purposes of clarity, the funds also may be 

used to carry out the shareholder-funded safety improvements required by this Commission’s 

decision concerning PG&E’s Gas Accord V Settlement (Decision 11-04-031). The penalty 

funds may be used to develop safety management systems. It is also CPSD’s intent that this 

money be available to remediate any gas pipeline right-of-way encroachments (without prejudice 

to CPSD’s right to pursue future enforcement actions against PG&E for any such 

encroachments). These examples of expenditures are illustrative but not exhaustive. Any bona

As sta'
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fide safety enhancement to PG&E’s gas transmission or distribution system made at shareholder 

expense may be eligible to satisfy the $2.25 billion penalty.

Oversight is required to ensure that PG&E spends the penalty funds appropriately. The 

Commission should order all expenses be subject to third-party auditing. To ensure the integrity 

of the audits. CPSD will select the auditors and oversee the auditing process. Any costs incurred 

by r the auditing should be reimbursed by PG&E as a shareholder expense, as part of

the $2.25 billion penalty.

In the interest of predictability throughout the auditing process, the Commission should 

admonish PG&E as to certain ineligible expenditures. Any payments made to compensate 

victims or the City of San Bruno cannot be used to satisfy the penalty, Any administrative costs 

associated with the San Bruno incident, including those associated with implementing the 

Commission’s decisions, likewise should be excluded. Any expenses related to customer 

notification will not be considered eligible, nor will PG&E’s legal fees. Likewise, other 

expenses previously approved for rate recovery are not eligible to satisfy the penalty. While this 

list is not exhaustive, it provides PG&E sufficient guidance to determine what expenditures will 

be deemed eligible.

B.

Table and the

intervenors in

These remedies are specific recommendations for improving PG&E’s natural gas system in 

addition to the penalties.

Most of the proposals plead for a set of penalties totaling approximately $2,25 billion. 

However, both the City of San Bruno’s proposal and DRA’s proposal may exceed that amount. 

The City of San Bruno has specified a fine of $1.25 billion, payable to the State General Fund, 

and requested the PSEP costs be incurred by shareholders without assessing a total dollar amount 

for the PSEP costs. Under the City of San Bruno’s proposal, the unknown PSEP cost could 

elevate the total penalty above the estimated $2.25 billion that CPSD believes PG&E is capable 

of absorbing without jeopardizing safe operations. The DRA has specified a fine of $550 

million, payable to the State General Fund, and estimates the cost of P vise I to be

eluded, in the table.
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$1,989 billion ($800 million of which has already been disallowed in Decision 12-12-030) for a 

total of $2,539 billion, CPSD is concerned with the safety implications of hampering PG&E’s 

financial integrity, and therefore we stand by our proposal that the maximum penalty in this case 

be set at $2,25 billion.

While the proposals of the other intervenor parties seek a penalty of approximately the 

same magnitude CF ; recommended, the structure of CPSD’s proposal ensures each dollar 

is spent improving the safety of PG&E’s gas system. It is for this reason that 1 urge the 

Commission to adopt CPSD’s proposed penalty.

Penalty Proposal

• $2.25 billion shared
• No civil penalties

xpense for safety i amentsCPSD

City of San 
Bruno

k II at shareholder expense 

• $ 1.25 billion civil penalty
• $2,25 billion total shareholder expense

o Large portion for safety improvements 
o Remainder as a civil penalty

City and County 
of San Francisco

• Approx. $2,539 billion total
o P at shareholder expense ($1.989 billion total) 
o $550 million civil penalty

DRA

• Approx. $2.25 billion total
o at shareholder expense
o Remainder as a civil penalty (at least $670 million)

TURN

III. I

A.

th the law callThe e> 

for extensive <

Opening Fine

Reply Brief, Appendix B, and the Proposed Remedies table. To ensure a clearly organized 

response to PG&E, CPSD created the attached table in Appendix A, by adding one column to

lies in its

3 s Coordinated
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PG&E’s Appendix B. This column is entitled “CPSD Comments re PG&E Response and Edits.” 

Entries in this column respond to PG&E’s proposed edits to Cl original proposed remedy.

Where CPSD’s response results in modification of CPSD’s original proposed remedy, the 

modifications are indicated (underlined text is added, strikethrough text is removed) in Column 

2, entitled “Revised Party Proposal”.

Appendix B to this reply brief lists C finalized proposed text from Column 2 of 

Appendix A. These proposed remedies are the product of extensive analysis of the shortcomings 

in PG&E’s operations and are considered necessary by CPSD to ensure the safety of the people 

of California. CPSD strongly recommends the Commission adopt the recommended remedies 

listed in Appendix B in their entirety.

B.

,1 so that it is consistent with the 

Government Accountabilit :e

For the reasons discussed below,

PG&E

Government i

C ’ , C

C rposes this proposed modification to CPSD’s remedies proposal.

The purpose S is to audit the government, not PG&E. By its own wording,

“[t]hese standards are for use by auditors of government entities and entities that receive 

government awards and audit organizations performing GAGAS audits.” (See PG&E’S Request 

fc ial Notice, Exhibit 12, p. 5.)

Furthermore, GAGAS guidance for auditing does not contemplate recordkeeping audits. 

In fact, the types of GAGAS audits include financial audits and attestation engagements, neither 

of which is pertinent to the auditing of PG&E’s safety related records. (See PG&E’S Request for 

ial Notice, Exhibit 12, pp. 14-16.) The final type of GAGAS audit is for “Performance 

Audits,” but GAGAS lists a number of types of professional standards that mesh with it, none of 

which include recordkeeping standards. (See PG&E’S Request for Official Notice, Exhibit 12, 

pp. 17, 23-24.)

Fundamentally, it is within this Commission’s discretion to choose whatever audits it 

wishes to employ. We are aware of no Commission precedent endorsing the use n

any audits. Using a recent and pertinent example, Commission Resolution I.-436 does not

require using GAGAS, even though it requires disclosure of safety related auditing records.
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(See Resolution No.: L-436, p. 1.)

In short, it is up to the Commission, in its own discretion, to determine the appropriate 

scope of audits. Here,( not appropriate, given PG&E’s specific auditing needs that

must be carefully considered.

C.

undertake to achieve I.evel 3 information maturity scores under the

Generally Accepted Recordkeeping Principles (“GARP”), but clarifies that it will take the 

Company up to three years to do so. CPSD agrees with PG&E’s proposed clarification and 

recommends that the Commission require PG&E to meet this deadline. CPSD reserves the right 

to audit PG&E during the intervening time, in order to ensure PG&E is on schedule to achieve 

this commitment. CPSD provides additional response to PG&E on this point in Appendix A.

PG&E

IV.

For the reasons explained here and in CPSD’s prior briefs in this case, I ask that the 

Commission penalize PG&E a total of S2.25 billion, to be paid in the form of shareholder-funded 

investments to enhance the safety of the PG&E gas system. None of this $2.25 billion should be 

paid by PG&E’s gas or electric ratepayers. All legitimate, Commission-supervised safety 

investments should qualify toward the penalty amount. Finally, this entire program of safety

///

///

///
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investments should be subject to after-the-fact audit by an independent auditing firm at PG&E’s 

shareholder expense, to ensure that PG&E invests this money appropriately and in accordance

with the Commission’s directives.

Re spectfu 11 y s ub mitted,

/s/ E \i, III

Emory J. Hagan, 111 
Brigadier General (CA)

Protection

Commission

June 5, 2.013
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PG&E Response and Reasoning CPSD Comments re PG&EBrief j 
Reference j

PG&E Proposed Edits

INTRODUCTION
CPSD created the table in Appendix A by adding one column to the PG&E’s Coordinated Reply Brief |
Appendix B, the Proposed Remedies table. The fifth column is entitled “CPSD Comments re PG&E Response 1

j
and Edits”. Entries in this column respond to PG&E’s proposed edits to CPSD’s original proposed remedy (by | 
row). I

Where CPSD’s response results in modification of the original proposed remedy, CPSD shows the 
modifications to the remedies it proposed in its Opening Fines and Remedies Brief in Column 2, entitled
“Revised Party Proposal”.

CPSD Appendix B in this Rebuttal Brief takes the edits made in Column 2 of the table below, and proposes them without
edits shown. CPSD recommends the Commission adopt the recommendations of Appendix B in their entirety.
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PG&E Proposed EditsBrief | 
Reference I

PG&E Response and Reasoning CPSD Comments re PG&E

.1. PG&E should pay to reimburse 
CPSD for contracts retaining 
independent industry experts, 
chosen by CPSD, for the cost of 
verification aud 
to ensure com pi

4,A, :

1 i , "'PSD fnF rncf r\t'
ii am audits i - 11 ■■

smpliatii I i1
i i i x lies, PG&E should 

reimburse CPSD for 
contracts retaining independent 
industry experts, chosen by CPSD 
in the near term to nrovide needed

I JD tu lUUU vv

ivernment-saiictioned 
is to ensure high quality by PG&E in a remedy that is 

designed to determine whether 
PG&E has complied with the 
Commission’s required 
remedies,

b) Auditing is part of the 
Commission’s legal 
jurisdiction. As such, CPSD 
will use its own auditing 
standard(s) designed for the 
purpose of recordkeeping and 
safety audits,

e) CPSD will not limit pool of 
available auditors by restricting 
itself to the criteria set out in 
the Government Auditing 
Standard.

CPSD reserves the right to 
appoint auditors and subject 
matter experts at its sole 
discretion, to undertake the 
proposed safety and 
recordkeeping audits.

tl
OVUtSigHL cl!ill tU clbbtliU LIIU

opportunity for legacy piping 
characterization though sampling 
is not lost in the rush to execute 
the program.

its hydrostatic testing program, in 
order to provide a high level of 
technical oversight and to assure 
the opportunity for legacy piping 
characterization though sampling 
is not: lost in the rush to execute 
the program.
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PG&E Proposed Edits CPSD Comments re PG&EBrief | 
Reference I

PG&E Response and Reasoning

this proposal.4.A.2 PG< None. e.
CPI

entcon
111 \?(

.th PG&E should apply the 
remainder of the $2.25 billion

>r to CPSD response brief4.A.3
if the $2.25 billion 
he PSEP cost and 
ir Phases I and II until 

es the maximum amount 
■enalty.

1

me cuiaumg luwmu me

billion should occur in the 
following order: (1) PSEP Phase 1 
disallowances and PG&E’s actual 
spending as detailed in Table 1 of 
Appendix A (PG&E’s May 16, 
2013 response to General Hagan’s 
request for financial information); 
(2) PG&E’s forecast spending as 
detailed in Table 1 ft»r upcoming 
work and Operational 
Commitments. And then, if 
necessary, (3) PSEP Phase 2 
disallowances ordered by the 
Commission; and (4) any 
remaining amount to meet the 
$2.25 billion maximum will offset 
PSEP Phase 1 and 2 authorized 
dollars.

P
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PG&E Proposed EditsBrief | 
Reference I

PG&E Response and Reasoning CPSD Comments re PG&E

v ip el ine

-feat4ke¥- standards should meet 
md-or exceed all legal 
requirements and industry 
standards for identifying and

Jig pipe deficiencies and 
i testing.

4.B.1 nt
lit nT Si r

at 13-4 to 13-6,
requirements and industry 
standards for identifying and 
correcting pipe deficiencies and 
strength testing.

otnerwise clearly stated remedy.

(S>
Cd

i
O iH For all recommendations that PG&E agrees with and is implementing, PG&E is taking independent action to meet the objectives of the recommendation. These actions may 

exceed what is recommended.uo
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PG&E Proposed EditsBrief | 
Reference I

PG&E Response and Reasoning CPSD Comments re PG&E

lei revise >rs
c-.a^lr^-n W P N4 P OXtTCXrtiTrriAOl" "s\ITI i. \J v/

robustly meet the data 
gathering requirements of 49 CFR

PG&E should revise seet
RMP-06 its integrity management
procedures to fully and robustly 
meet the data gathering 
requirements of 49 C.FR.. Part- 
192.917(b) and ASME-B31.8S,

4.B.2

to

Util unavailable in reasonable amount
of time to PG&E’s employees for 
a number of reasons. CPSD plans 
to include in future audits a check 
of the reasonable availability and 
ability to verify records after 
PG&E has had time to retrieve 
and organize all of its 
transmission pipeline records. The 
inclusion of this language in the 
remedy puts PG&E on notice that 
it is expected to retrieve and 
organize all of its transmission 
pipeline records.

to onhIt

*TTVB'
available, verifiable, or easily 
obtained’’ by PG&E. :rly

Transmission Asset Management 
Project (GTAM)), See San Bruno 
Oil Ex. PG&E-lc, Chapter 4.E.

PG&E is substantially increasing 
the amount, types, quality, and 
accessibility of information 
collected and maintained 
electronically regarding our 
pipelines; improving systems for 
collecting, validating, and 
retaining pipeline data; and 
increasing the traceability of 
materials used in the construction 
and maintenance of transmission 
pipelines. In addition, through the 
MAOP validation effort, PG&E is 
building detailed pipeline features 
lists down to the individual 
component level for all of our 
transmission pipelines.
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PG&E Proposed Edits CPSD Comments re PG&EBrief | 
Reference I

PG&E Response and Reasoning

the
■ ’iiat it gather and

4.B.3 0t)rr
i , _ „ _ wide record search

«K»to populate its GIS
database ineindes-with all
identified gas transmission
pipeline leak history, including 
closed leak, information not
already transferred to the GIS.

implementing this
icndation by converting all 
icords and databases 
siting gas transmission 
tory into a single 
lie database. See San 
)II Ex, PG&E-lc at 4-39.
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PG&E Proposed EditsBrief
Reference

PG&E Response and Reasoning CPSD Comments re PG&E

4.B.4 None,ty ensure
nted by e

ifc es
and

nls sat

bv reflect the most conservative 
pipeline specifications for pipe 
procurement standards in place at 
the time of the construction 
project, a practice that is 
consistent with ASME B31,8S 
guidance. See San Bruno OH Ex, 
PG&E-1, Chapter 5, PG&E has 
taken steps to review its data to 
ensure the adequacy of its 
conservative assumptions. 
Records R.T, 1485-87 
(PG&E/Keas); Records OH Ex, 
CPSD-67 (PG&E Response to 
Data Request 89, Question 1),

nd

red
;t

it

ere
on

nent data base. Therefore, 
statement in its response 

has been, and continues to 
icrvative assumptions that 
re most conservative 
specifications . , is
t.
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PG&E Proposed Edits CPSD Comments re PG&EBrief | 
Reference I

PG&E Response and Reasoning

4.B.5
• l ' v,;-’

(v, and related training, to ensure 
fe 1- • i-4 robust data verification

> es are enacted and 
mnted.

review
nt
iced ast data 

are enacted311

es in Project Manner, and 
ise its integrity
ment procedures (which 
lace Risk Management 
ires, or RMPs) to ensure 
a verification processes 
exceed requirements of 

R. Part 192, Subpart () and 
B31.8S. Roc San Bruno 
PG&E-lc at 4-37 to 4-38,

Is implementing this 
lenclation through our 
of Integrity Management.
Bruno Oil Ex. PG&E-lc, 

■ 4.E. Through the MAOP 
validation effort, PG&E is 
compiling comprehensive 
pipeline features lists that reflect 
data on all transmission pipelines 
at the component-by-component 
level, which will facilitate data 
gathering of the required data for 
covered and non-covered 
segments.

4.B.6 None. None.
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PG&E Proposed Edits CPSD Comments re PG&EBrief
Reference

PG&E Response and Reasoning

this
id is revising 
omenclature

accordance with 49 C.F.R. Part

PG&E should re-label its system 
MAOP nomenclature fa 
accordance with

4.B.7 mr

tr

& -ofrf-

192. .. Part'Zl z-
a 1 7l

PG&E agrees with this 
recommendation, and has 
permanently ceased the practice 
of increasing pipeline pressure in 
certain high consequence area 
(HCA) pipe segments with 
identified manufacturing threats 
to the highest pressure 
experienced in the five years 
predating identification of the 
HCA. See San Bruno Oil Ex, 
PG&E-lc at 4-25.

PG&E should permanently cease
the self-suspended practice of 
regularly increasing pipeline 
pressure up toabovo a “system 
MAOP” to eliminate the need to 
consider manufacturing and 
construction threats. In addition, 
PG&E should analyze all 
segments that were subjected to

CPSD accepts PG&E’s proposed 
edits but, in doing so, sees a need 
for documentation of the 
proposed analyses and therefore 
adds: Each assessment should be 
documented and retained for the 
life of the facility.

4.B.8 t se01111IT

ti

!
... r... a “system

MAOP” to eliminate the need to 
consider manufacturing and
rnnQtmrtinn fhrpDt'Q In arlrlitinn

the planned pressure increases to
determine the risk of failure from
manufacturing dm

+tret«5€Ttr-ix-pTCT>T»OT'«r~crpTrmTT:5^ PG&E has analyzed all HCA 
segments formerly subjected to 
this practice to determine the risk 
of failure from these defects 
pursuant to 49 C.F.R. Part 
192.917(e)(3). This analysis, 
called an Engineering Critical 
Assessment (EGA), evaluates 
whether latent manufacturing or 
construction related defects have 
become unstable and would 
further require an integrity 
assessment.

o r
.b-e-

iA ,A K^r on *dcrcd by PG<£
unstable-under 49 C.F.R, Part 
192.917(e)(3) . ;

unstable.under 49 C.F.R. Part
192.917(e)(3), and perform 
further integrity assessments as

iT

it

warranted.lit

;Life‘or t
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PG&E Proposed Edits CPSD Comments re PG&EBrief
Reference

PG&E Response and Reasoning

implementing 
»n, but
tatement that 
‘had their
PG&E’s

aising
t five year high 
: in increases 
See San 

:E-lc at 4-24 
eas to raise

PG&E should revise its threat 
identification and assessment 
procedures and training to ensure 
that HCA pipeline segments with 
identified manufacturing threats

d4.B.9

ire
at
d

increased are prioritized for a 
suitable assessment method (e.g., 
hydro-testing), per the 
requirements of 49 C.F.R. Part 
192.917(e)(3)-(4).

f

aonse to CPSD 
,B.8, PG&E 
1A segments 
to this practice 
k of failure 
pursuant to 49 
:)(3). This 
engineering 
t(ECA), 
atent
instruction 
; become 
further 
assessment.
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PG&E Proposed Edits CPSD Comments re PG&EBrief
Reference

PG&E Response and Reasoning

4.B.10 None,eat•evis
ntl a

e.
nit

Bruno 
a 4-39,

trai ensure
lue and other 
ons are
to their segment
issessments and
;orithm« and tha 
be exacerbated 
re assumed to e:
nents of 49 CFF.

Part 192.917(b).

Pfr/frR Qhniiirl roviQp itc n<zk PG&E agrees with and is 
implementing this

‘""lendation. See Sao Bruno 
PG&E-la, at 13A-3 to 
San Bruno Oil Ex, 

PG&E-lc, Chapter 4.E.

4.B.11 None, None,

xpenence along witn 
rfleeted industry

del revise its threat 
,tn and assessment 
and training to ensure 
’s weighing of factors 
Hiking algorithm and 

input of data into that 
arithm corrects the various 
lemic .issues identified in the 
SB report and the 
SD/PHMSA 2011 Risk 
cssnrient Audit,

PG&E agrees with and is 
implementing this 
recommendation. See San Bruno 
Oil Ex, PG&E-la, at 13A-4; San 
Bruno OH Ex. PG&E-lc, Chapter 
4.E.

4.B.12 None, me.
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PG&E Response and Reasoning

4.B.13 None,eat•evis
ntl a

is e.
nit

San Bruno 
?A™4c San

trai ensure 
assessment metho 
i address a 
il and potential

e.

should review and 
ent its Inspection, Testing, 
intenance procedure 
ble to stations to ensure 
egrity of equipment, wit 
lumentation and 
cation of electrical 
tents does not deteriorate 
fe conditions.

PG&E is implementing this
on and reviewing 
testing, and 
rocedure applicable 
luding the Milpitas 
nsure the integrity 
.uipment, wiring, 

documentation, and identification 
of electrical components. See San 
Bruno OH Ex. PG&E-la at 13A- 
4, However, the state of 
equipment, wiring, and 
documentation and identification 
of electrical components at the 
Milpitas Terminal were not 
deteriorated or otherwise unsafe. 
See San Bruno OH Ex, PG&E-l, 
Chapter 8.E.I.

ccepts PG&E's proposed 
i includes language to 
16 procedure is 
uitecl.

4.B.14

ions

and
don
not

ns
as

-ft

one.
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PG&E Proposed Edits CPSD Comments re PG&EBrief
Reference

PG&E Response and Reasoning

4.B.15 ADA None, e.
rence
5 in tin‘glitches" and at 

trol system that desensitizes 
operators to the presence of 
alarms and other inconsistent
information.

Bruno
toeuu

rudcb-i, ttnapter s.r.c.

devaluate SCADA
nth the goal of 
essary alarm

igrees with and is
enting this
lendation. See San Bruno 
PG&E-la at 13A-4 to 
San Bruno Oil Ex,
1, Chapter 8.F.2.

4.B.16 None, done.

messages.

&E should revise its control 
terns, including SCADA, to 
ure that all relevant 
miration, including redundant 
ssure sensors, is considered.

igrees that its SCADA 
should make available all
i information, and is 
enting this 
lendation through its 
automation Program, See 
mo Oil Ex, PG&E-la at 
PG&E does not agree that 

mt information is 
rily relevant, See San 
)ii Ex, PG&E-1, Chapter

PG&E should revise its control 
systems, including SCADA, to 
ensure that all relevant

CPSD opposes PG&E’s edits, 
Even if PG&E implements a 
valve automation program.

4.B.17

s

unreiiaoie.
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PG&E Proposed EditsBrief | 
Reference I

PG&E Response and Reasoning CPSD Comments re PG&E

4.B.18 'iistaii I- • ■ 
s and have them 
and use the 
rnation to 
x or rupture 
orithms in its

ty
esi y
ll
or e

al information to 
: or rupture 
>rithms in its

proposed remedy, which is based 
on known and proven technology 
and basic math, is valid and 
necessary to create a safe 
transmission system.

fSCADA system. w 11.1 lyvivvv tat i on u i t.ys v?

■»t before proposing the 
ion of more pressure 
through a system-wide 
i. Sen San Bruno OH Ex. 
i a at 1 a A™5,

ild program its PECs 
e that negative 
lues are erroneous and 
rvention to prevent 
i fully opening.

achieves that the redundant 
.tic pressure limiting 
(such as the system at the 
t Terminal) is the 

appropriate countermeasure in 
situations where regulator valves 
open unintentionally. PG&E does 
not believe that programming 
PECs to disregard pressure 
information (even if it is likely 
invalid) is a prudent practice. Sen 
San Bruno OH Ex. PG&E-la at 
13A-S to 13A-6; San Bruno Oil 
Ex. PG&E-l, Chapters 8.C.2 & 
8.E.8.

The proposed remedy is 
appropriate and necessary in light 
of the problems encountered by 
PG&E at the Milpitas Station.
The goal is not to program the 
PEC to disregard pressure 
information, as PG&E states. The 
remedy is to program the PEC to 
see a negative pressure as reason 
to signal a problem in the system 
and to take the necessary steps to 
prevent the valves from fully 
opening, i.e. continue to operate 
valves to control pressures.

4.B.19 Oppose.
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PG&E Proposed EditsBrief
Reference

PG&E Response and Reasoning CPSD Comments re PG&E

Tree s implementing enhanced 
lality to the PLCs at 
s Terminal which will 
he valve controllers 
;sary, at which point all 
mtrollers will be removed, 
Bruno OH Ex, PG&E-l, 

■8.E.

PG&E should remove replace the
three pressure controllers which 
malfunctioned on September 9, 
2010,

4.B.20
> which 
September 9,

tttey pose a nsx to safety. 
Therefore, the remedy should 
remain as stated unless PC 
demonstrates that the cont 
have already been removeu 
the system.

11 UIJ i

>uld review its work 
process to ensure that 
operating conditions 
rise during the course 
■e anticipated and 
to those conditions are 

ionally, PG&E
“motnAn At 

■ s Xx V'Tii'CXv&'KyX

s— covering the transfer 
commission of electrical 

uipment from one 
uptable Power Supply to 
TTdfr-pfaaEach project 
i should cover include 

•ios and
ans to mitigate any 
iting conditions

EE agrees with and is 
lementing this
irnmendation. See San Bruno 
Ex. PG&E-l a, at 13A-6; San
no OH Ex, PG&E-l, Chapters
1 & 8.F.3.

PG&E should review its work 
clearance process to ensure that 
abnormal operating conditions 
that may arise during the course 
of work are anticipated and

CPSD accepts PG&E’s edits with 
a minor revision in the last 
sentence to clarify that each 
project Clearance should Include. 
not just require, possible scenarios 
and contingency plans . , ,

4.B.21 t

li H

\

H !'

1t

rr
that may arise.
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PG&E Response and Reasoning CPSD Comments re PG&E

ori el4,13.22 ■ revis 
■' ■ • . edui

>• i' ■ • mtiiri 
iuthorized unless: all forms 
fields therein, are

is
ram
mill the word “necessary 

for subjective 
>n of what is and is 

not to be filled out, leading to 
incomplete forms, which is a 
problem that arose when the 
Milpitas work Clearance was 
filled out.

San Bruno 
5A-6; San 
, Chapters

hnfotaafoas-jwepaBadfobewooek 
arwreefowCherseffiombas

Additionally, work 
should not commence until such 
time as the operator and

!* ft

clearai t Lastly, PG&E 
must ensure that proper records

retained.
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PG&E Proposed EditsBrief | 
Reference I

PG&E Response and Reasoning CPSD Comments re PG&E

rovidc laf Gas Service 
; should be 
ig to identify 
ted with natural 
re, and to make 
for the public and 
s. See San Bruno 
i a at 1 a A-7,

Training -.PG&E should provide
training to Gas Service

4.B.23 fE s'- 
Service 

> to recognize the 
,veen fires of low- 
1 gas, high- 
1 gas, gasoline

r-»

When the S 
:d, PG&E 
rot agree on 
and some key 
ot able to 
en oossible

IM

ill
It*

Or

A

> response, 
training could 

ateci into 
current emergency 

; training program.

Internal coordination -.PG&E
se its procedures to 
i individual Dispatch 
1 Room employee’s 

responsibility, and lines of 
lunication required to be 

....... in the event of an

PG&E agrees with and is 
implementing this 
recommendation. See San Bruno 
OH Ex, PG&E-la at BAGS

4.B.24 None,
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PG&E Response and Reasoning

4,13.25 Externa CPSD None. e,
agrees > 
recomn 2, which

ssue
>f natural 
istribution
s liquid

Bruno
andrr>/Ti ipch

2 letter
le N t dtp): dan Bruno Ull Ex. 

i. Chapter 10.B.

oom
and
11
i) for the 
liction m 
.re located 
2 of any

Indicated. CPSD 
imtiiends that prior to 

ance PG&E 
own 
■' for the 
ct notification 
tall centers 
teline rupture
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PG&E Response and Reasoning

4,13.26 None.usio e.
,e its
ires to clarify

&E:
Bruno;rgei

jrgency response
xmsibilities. esoeciallv in

to

FijiKb-i. uiapter io.t>.

» detail obligations to act.

V/A5V - PG&E should 
form a study to provide Gas
itrol with a means of 
amiining and isolating the 
ition of a rupture remotely by 
ailing RCVs, ASVs, and 
ropriately spaced pressure and 
v transmitters on critical 

transmission line infrastructure 
and implement the results.

4.B.27 None. done.
currently

igh its 
yarn in 
Line
'rogram, 
.18. See 
!a at 13A-

Chapter 8.F.2.
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PG&E Response and Reasoning

ould
•equired response times ir
ility service f m 'ories
ide and der tpropriat 

resDonse time requirements

Response time - PG&E should 
review required response times in 
other utility service territories 
nationwide and devise appropriate 
response time requirements to 
ensure that its Emergency Plan 
results in a “prompt and effective 
response to emergencies. PG&E 
sha&will. provide report its 
analysis and conclusions to 
CPSD.

d4.B.28 PC
e

1IUUUJ 1

i 3 lan
■; i fective

t

G&EII nns
ie repoiCits

ciuai v.m.> aim tvJiiuuMUii.'i lU the

■skaH-wil IF

.10

'PSD.+ n
er rev+ewr

ests additional 
. regarding the 
of the reporting 
eeornmended by
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H
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PG&E Response and Reasoning

4,13.29 None.is e,

>an Bruno
/\-8i San
, Chapter

This process needs to be
nsure a robust 
;uch that new 
hilly analyzed and 

ncutssciiy yiiaiigCS tO PU&E 'S 
Emereencv Plan and/or other

implemented with 
view of made 
ire they are

i u.ts.
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Reference

PG&E Response and Reasoning

this Public Awareness 
with NTSB recoin 
11-1, which requests PH.MSA 
issue guidance to operators of 
natural gas transmission and 
distribution pipelines and 
hazardous liquid pipelines 
regarding the importance of 
sharing system-specific 
information, including pipe 
diameter, operating pressure, 
product transported, and potential 
impact radius, about their pipeline 
systems with the emergency 
response agencies of the 
communities and jurisdiction in 
which those pipelines are located. 
CPSD further recommends that 
prior to such PHMSA action 
PG&E undertake a review of its 
gas transmission As-public 
awareness and outreach programs 
to ensure that system-specific 
information is appropriately 
disseminated.

4.B.30
it relates to its

' 1 1 ' ' h requests PHMSA
nee to operators of 
transmission and 

, pipelines and 
iquid pipelines 
ne importance of 
tern-specific 
i, including pipe 

w, operating pressure,
: transported, and potential 
radius, about their pipeline 

terns with the emergency 
rouse agencies of the

... imunities and jurisdiction in
oh those pipelines are located,

.. SD further recommends that 
poor to such PHMSA action 
PG&E undertake a review of its 
gas transmission's public 
awareness and outreach programs 

re that system-specific 
ition is appropriately 
mated.

ess

la
OH
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PG&E Response and Reasoning CPSD Comments re PG&E

iis recommendation is moot 
h respect to Business
isformation, which has not 
a an active program since 
7. This recommendation is

also moot with respect to similar 
programs in the future because 
PG&E has already committed 
substantial shareholder 
investments to gas transmission 
improvements. There is no need 
to adopt an express requirement 
that any savings from operational 
efficiencies be reinvested into 
infrastructure improvements. Sec 
San Bruno Oil Ex. PG&E-la at 
13A-11.

4.B.31 Oppose.
id It.

programs should expressly ensure
ha'Ct

irttiess or me title of 
or strategy, PG&E 
a program to 
sure that safety is a 
ity than shareholder 
it should be designed 
it that priority, which 
reinvestment of 

savings into 
o improvements.
>ses an edit to its 
edy language to 
e expired condition of 
siness Transformation

1 r r

i r
i

its." n
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th this 
ill ere is no 
restriction on 
prior earnings 
’G&E earned 

man tne autnorized rate of
rn tin mora tlion holt Q-j" tjjiQ

on by 
trough the

4,13.32 Oppose.

I
E

eitize dividends over 
nprovements, This 
i leaves its employees, 
rs and the public at risk.

ent more
ts
out any
o recasts 
iitional
der-funded
msmission
eral years. 
PG&E-la
Adopting a 
on such as 
m adverse 
:y to access 
> on as
r
mtially
pital.
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five plan, and-
map ds programs
should include

this4.B.33 n n

’G&E has
sTIP program to make 
■rmance 40% of the 
:o determine the total 
endorse the

r
iel ■neay.

Htefra-4©i%tBfw®¥ed--sa-fe
teF'lorHtance-'and-tra-Httflg’-and/or

#7tBeiaonee-4fl-4he-feliabr-kty--afi4

■e

o ft r h n f Aiir*rv so c or2r
hto r tr

md
rd. areme t t

1t

x 1

n B
t X

1 ersi

tte2

)Wl t

■st; 2'

Ct3.r

ex
i •safe-t-y

*4
,s

fra- -y

t-hat-upper-management-

ir
2 m
:he

ion
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4,13.34 Oppose.
iro ie

etor meetings as the two 
should have different

id the
lity

its about 98% of PG&E 
corporation’s assets, making the 

of the two entities 
sive. See San Bruno Oil 
&E-la at 13A-13,

2S.

i to few roc t

dation is
G&E is focusing 
Liblie safety and 
ellence. See Ex, 
A-13.

jphrased its proposed 
to incorporate PG&E’s

4,13.35 Oppose.Id is on
ifetv and

1 excellence as a core
dJPG&E should
tether the time and 
ends on public 
d political campaigns 
Torn its-this core 

mission.-et-pFe¥idHtg-safe-and 
qfas-sepAeer

it.

I

t ion

should revisit its Pipeline 
rogram, and subsequent 
ans thereof, to ensure that 
lernentation is fully flushed 

th specific goals, 
lance criteria, and 

led funding sources.

This recommendation is
/, The Pipeline 2020 
no longer an active 
id has been superseded 

by our PSEP. The CPUC has 
reviewed the detailed information 
submitted about PSEP during its 
01R proceeding. See San Bruno 
OH Ex, PG&E-la at DA-13,

o with deleting this4.B.36 Oppose.

ii

t

nt
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4,13.37
m
t j&c/s response lor a clearer 

nedy,di a 
■ii of a 
ding job

terewfeAgeafefo-eawvliafots
WOW v'Ict H-W-OWn-m Wt4 ffo™rl

expected of them and their teams.t;n 4
isre lbi nont
lias

• rad lilies and
no Oil Ex.

i

i

igrees with the following
■ecommendations to
(CP5D-9, pages 130-131)

PG&E agrees with and is 
implementing this 
recommendation to follow the 
NT513 recommendations. Sec San 
Bruno OH Ex. PG&E-la at BA- 
13 to 13A-16; Exhibit 11 of 
PG&E’s March 25, 2013 Records 
OH Request for Official Notice 
(reflecting the latest status of 
these items with the NTSB).

4.B.38 None. None.
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■>rk C“ .

iclude
is for identifying the
inti consequence of
ciated with the
>rk and for developing 
/ plans, (P-11-24)

igrees with and is 
enting this
lendation. See San Bruno
PG&E-la at 13A-14 & 

i (PG&E's May 23, 2012
eto NTSB 
nendation P-11 -24
i closed by NTSB on 
)); San Bruno Oil Ex,
1, Chapters 8.F.1 and

4,B.38,a None, e,2

4,B.38,b.l Establish a comprehensive 
emergency response procedure ft 
responding to large-scale 
emergencies on transmission 
lines; the procedure should (1) 
identify a single person to assume 
command and designate specific 
duties for supervisory NTSB 
Pipeline Accident Report 131 
control and data acquisition staff 
and all other potentially involved 
company employees

igrees with and .is 
enting this

recommendation. See San Bruno 
Oil Ex, PG&E-la at 13A-14 & 
Ch. 13B (PG&E's May 23, 2012 
response to NTSB 
Recommendation P-11 -25 
(marked closed by NTSB on 
8/29/12)); San Bruno Oil Ex, 
PG&E-1, Chapter 10.B.

None, done.

4,B.38.b,2 Establish a comprehensive 
emergency response procedure for 
responding to large-scale 
emergencies on transmission 
lines; the procedure should 
include the development and use 
of trouble-shooting protocols and 
checklists

PG&E agrees with and is 
implementing this 
recommendation. The NTSB 
stated that this recommendation 
was closed on 8/29/12.

None. done.
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None, e.
lure ft

to I: recommendation. The NTSB 
stated that this recommendation 
was closed on 8/29/12.

■s on >n
roce

eriodic
strate
ively

iquri
dril

1 n • .ire c
implemented. (

Equip your supervisory control 
and data acquisition system with 
tools to assist in recognizing and 
pinpointing the location of leaks, 
including line breaks: such tools 
could include a real-time leak 
detection, system and 
appropriately spaced flow and 
pressure transmitters along 
covered transmission lines. (P-11-

PG&E agrees with and is 
implementing this 
recommendation. See San Bruno 
OH Ex. PG&E-1 a at 13 A-14 &
13B f PG&E’s May 23, 2012 
response to NTSB 
Recommendation P-11-26); San 
Bruno OH Ex. PG&E-1, Chapter 
8.F. We are expecting closure in 
2014.

4.B.38.C None. done.

26)

4.B.38.d Expedite the installation of 
automatic shutoff valves and 
remote control valves on 
transmission lines in high 
consequence areas and in class 3 
and 4 locations, and space them at 
intervals that consider the factors 
listed in Title 49 Code of Federal 
Regulations Part 192.935(c). (P- 
11-27)

PG&E agrees with and is 
implementing this 
recommendation. Tee San Bruno 
Oil Ex. PG&E-la at 13A-14 to 
13-15 & 13B (PG&E’s May 23, 
2012 response to NTSB 
Recommendation P-11 -27); San 
Bruno OH Ex. PG&E-l, Chapter 
8.F.2. We are expecting closure 
m 2014.

None. Mone.
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4.B.38.C None,st-ac e,
stin irn to 

' and Bruno■mg i
i i -28) 5 &vu n i ptw iv. \ i

2
N 1 Ofct
dation P-11-28); San
Ex, PG&E-1, Chapter 
recornmendation was 

ic NTSB on
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4,B.38,f tof your 
ait program,
tendon to the

None, e.

as
his

I- , i i' : implement a
i ■ l • i. a >' at includes, at a

tsed risk
: PG&E
•ecent
leaks, failures,

..,.........., ,.. , consideration of
defect and leak data for the life 
:aeh pipeline, including its 
struction, in risk analysis for 
iiar or related segments to 
ure that all applicable threats 
adequately addressed; (3) a 
ised risk analysis methodology 
tisure that assessment methods 
selected for each pipeline 
ment that address all 
licable integrity threats, with 
ocular emphasis on 
ign/material and construction 
:ats; and (4) an improved self- 
issment that adequately 
isures whether the program is 
retively assessing and 
luating the integrity of each 
ered pipeline segment, (P-11-

of our

'•ty
mi. We have
onsultants 
meted in the 
in integrity 
.st in an
if our
procedures, 
ew will assure
anagement
egulatory
ding
ces in areas 
USB report 
. 2011 Risk
We expect

?<? San Bruno 
,t 4.E; San 
nE-la at 13A- 
May23, 2012

response to NTSB 
Recommendation P-11-29),
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4,B.38,g None,asse i' i i 
analysis

icorporatcd in your 
-ernent program, as 
n Safety 
on P-11-29, and 
ts of those 
the Commission 
e and Hazardous 
y Administration,

e.

recommendation. See San Bruno 
OH Ex, PG&E-lc Chapter 4.E; 
San Bruno Oil Ex, PG&E-la at
13A-16 & OB (PG&E’s May 23,
2012 response to NTSB 
Recommendations P-11-29 and P~ 
11-30), We expect closure in 
2013,

(P-11-30)

4,B.38,h Develop, and incorporate into 
your public awareness program, 
written performance 
measurements and guidelines for 
evaluating the plan and for 
continuous program 
improvement. (P-11-31)

PG&E agrees with and is 
implementing this 
recommendation. See San Bruno 
Oil Ex, PG&E-l Chapter 10.B; 
San Bruno Oil Ex, PG&E-la at 
13A-16& 13B (PG&E's May 23, 
2012 response to NTSB 
Recommendation P-11 -31 
(marked closed by NTSB 
3/14/13)).

None, done.

PG&E’s gas transmission 
organization- should be required 
to achieve at least a Level 3 
information maturity score under
the Generally Accepted Records 
Keeping Principles within 3 years.
(CPSD Exhibit 6, Appendix 4)

PG&E will undertake to achieve a 
Level 3 score for its gas 
transmission records management 
practices using the GARP 
principles as a benchmark. This 
is a significant undertaking that is 
likely to take upwards of three 
years to complete.

CPSD agrees with PG&E's edits.4.C.1 PG&E’s gas transmission
organization should be required 
to achieve at least a Level 3 
information maturity score under 
the Generally Accepted Records 
Keeping Principles within 3 
years. (CPSD Exhibit 6, 
Appendix 4).
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PG&E Response and Reasoning

4.C.2 Oppose,
.00,
,ed
madly

i for organizations that have 
rnational demands on 
irmation governartee, 
uding EU directives and other 
is-country requirements, 
jting ISC) 30300 would be 
ecessary and inappropriate for 
irganization that although 
e is located in one state of the 

___ ted States.

trs

d

known as “The Records
jement Standard” which is 
irrent. Aad-ISO 30300 was 
veloped only for companies 

that nave international demands 
i form at ion.

ISO 30300 is applicable to all 
organizations, regardless of size, 
type or location allowing you to

by saving 
tplymg a bestfl

in- be
implemented with other 
Management System Standards

is especially useful m 
ng compliance with 
ntation and records 
ts of other MSS.
. i2011 specifies 
ts to be met by a 

tit system for records

n
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PG&E Proposed EditsBrief | 
Reference I

PG&E Response and Reasoning CPSD Comments re PG&E

.re, mission, strategy 
addresses the 

t and implementai 
policy and object 

> the necessary 
on measuring and 
/our organizations
&

4,€.3.a., b, 
and c.

PG&E should develop a (a) PG&E's Information 
Management and 
Compliance Department 
has issued a corporate 
records and information 
management policy and 
standard that 
communicates 
recordkeeping 
expectations for all 
departments and divisions 
across PG&E. This will 
be incorporated into 
procedures specific to 
meet the needs of every 
Line of Business, 
including gas 
transmission. It is 
impractical to draft 
standard practices that

sed-prejjro-r

te-4fafiMwiewfoappw^-*ft€kissue
jgcorporate policyfos-and policy 

i that will:
po+tey

gtth fill:

T-te!§
da ,1

2

(S>
Cd

i
O
H

2
“ Extract from www.bslgroup.com 
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Reference I

PG&E Response and Reasoning

would fit business 
processes as diverse as 
Gas Operations, Human 
Resources and Regulatory 
Affairs, for example,

(b) The !M Compliance 
Department will be 
designing a governance 
controls catalog for 
recordkeeping practices to 
assess compliance with 
the corporate policy and 
standard, consistency of 
behavior with official 
records being stored in 
approved systems of 
record, and timeliness of 
addressing records during 
their lifecycle,

(c) The retention schedule 
will support the policy by 
providing retention length 
for all identified official 
records to meet legal and 
regulatory mandates. The 
retention schedule for Gas 
Operations is currently 
being updated and will be 
accessible to Gas 
Operations employees 
through a common forum. 
See PG&E’s response to 
CPSD Recornmendation

a
g
> to

teorcis
trd. Hie
th

jportd

to

for
is
v

te

„,:u ;

internal audit function to
fewi©¥wsta»4a¥dyp¥aetiees
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T-tiTtl

b, Wfefe
retentfoHgaoMey^nvrthoj
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PG&E Response and Reasoning

4.C.9. Public Utilities 
Code section 451 is not a 
recordkeeping provision 
and contains no retention 
requirements. Therefore, 
PG&E retention 
schedules will not list 
section 451 as a mandate 
for retention.

r which there

mandated by federal /
state-dawfq-geftefak^fdeFS

and regulations including
GRUGfoeetoifofofo»44ts

PG&E should develop and 
implement an education and 
training program for the gas 
transmission organization in 
Records and 1-information 
governance; records 
M-management principles and 
practices within an information 
governance framework-gaad 
infeHftatfonvteewrtyr

igrees that it should 
■ and implement Records 
mo at ion M an agent e nt 
training for its gas 
ssion organization.

»ts PG&E’s edits, but 
ie phrase “within an 
governance 
which is the basis of 
ccepted Record 
nciples (GARP). 
medy 4.C. 1)

4.C.4

rnt

(S>
Cd

i
O

“ Records and Information Management (RIM) is the field of management responsible for the efficient and systematic control of the creation, receipt, maintenance, use, and 
disposition of records.
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PG&E Response and Reasoning CPSD Comments re PG&E

fh «q ploj4.C.5 n

.mam, access and preserve 
a records and documents 
ysical and electronic, in all 
nats and media types): their 
.ted data, metadata, and 
graphic location and 
spatial content in accordance 
h legal and business mandated 

...ms. utilizing technology that 
includes appropriate aids to help 

e data and metadata 
including but not limited 

ation, verification and 
icieieriua! integrity.

n
rdsgas

mean records /document / content 
management systems; Quality 
management systems at any level 
in the Corporation. CPSD 
opposes PG&E’s addition of 
“PG&E’s records retention 
schedule” as unnecessarily vague. 
Without seeing PG&E’s record 
retention schedule, CPSD is not 
convinced that it incorporates all 
of the requirements stated in the 
CPSD remedy.

media types); their related data.
i

e
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Reference I

PG&E Response and Reasoning CPSD Comments re PG&E

istat PG&E agrees with this 
recommendation and is 
implementing this 
recommendation in its gas 
transmission business.

4.C.6 PG&E :
ct accountability t 

•manager who—are^re
nd►f

de-for 
« and orate PG&E’s proposed 

tge, to achieve that goal.implementing ion of

ilt

r
nort

of
-,uu

d.I

t-r-ate-gi-es
es-a-nd
rid

document •tbe-FesuitS" at least 
annuall-y-;

PG&E agrees with this 
recommendation and is 
implementing this 
recommendation in its gas 
transmission business.

PG&E should identify and with PG&E4.C.7 |- I

&v the employeesnt ■rtf

responsible for
\t

nd it ITr
trar

i

■Rt

control.*
standard-praGtiees-dewleped-fer
f©e«4s4ift€be»g«»6ri»g
documents control.
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this
id is

PG&E should d 
standard practic 
transmission records

4.C.8 mtn

uoe III
' k i records management 

- vS;h>k-c+ nor-, irvtas s > --..-m em-nt-d

r
tlI

its gas 
iss,

management-A-engi-1011

document control linked to 
corporate polices on information 
governance and engineering
processes.

It11

information govemance-.-and
engifteeriB^iaFoeessesT

PG&E should implement 
mandated retention periods for all 

records relevant to gas

this 
id is

CPSD accepts PG&E's edit with 
one minor modification.

4.C.9 nt
ods for all

transmission. its gas
;ss.

PG&E agrees with this 
recommendation and is 
implementing this 
recommendation in its gas 
transmission business.

CPSD accepts PG&E proposed 
edits.

4.C.10

ds1
t

4
3

d «4
oE

GO
Cd

I o
H
GO

I 66886083 B 39o
toro
ro



PG&E Proposed Edits CPSD Comments re PG&EBrief
Reference

PG&E Response and Reasoning

this
id is

4.C.11
ho

its gas
:ss.

l
bSK

CPSD accepts some of PG&E's 
edits. It is important to retain the 
phrase “for the life of the asset” in 
this remedy, as that is the primary 
concern as this remedy relates to 
physical assets, CPSD does not 
want to limit the records to just 
“as-built" records because in the 
course of these investigations it 
has been difficult to discern 
exactly what records PG&E 
includes in that classification.

4.C.12 rcioits s reeorus inaiiageiiieni 
processes should be able to 
managed and maintained in
accordance with the fas

idtr
rd.tic

; of physical
i for

r •i

I

e
—fitO-Oi—llfttr-ftSSSH,—
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PG&E Response and Reasoning CPSD Comments re PG&E

s of PG&E agrees with this
recommendation and is
implementing this 
recommendation in its gas 
transmission business.

f4.C.13

its GIS 3.0 system only.
However. CPSD agrees that the 
traceable, verifiable and complete 
principal should apply to PG&E’s 
GIS 3.0 system and the audit 

ig in addition to other
PG&E records.
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PG&E Response and Reasoning CPSD Comments re PG&E

dard
i of a
onnel

1 know exactly where to look 
. file folder, or set of file

this 
id is

PG&E should create a standard 
electronic format for the 
organization of a job file so that 
PG&E personnel will know 
exactly where to look. 
electronically in a file folder, or 
set of file folders, to find each

4.C.14 &E :
mat
file

•' creating an 
ir job file addresses.

PG&E’s Job file contents should 
not be limited to the features or 
job files that were reviewed as 
part of the MAOP Validation 
project, but should include all of 
the records listed that document 
the history of the pipeline, 
including any past, present or 
future records that support the 
MAOP of the pipeline or pipeline 
segment installed. This list of 
document types included in this 
remedy was developed from lists 
of job file contents provided by 
PG&E.

I kJGUi U5 lO AUjJjJUll LHfo

of the oineline seement
a: )
«g j

)f

d
3*1-

correspondence.

I
■ftcteftce.
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PG&E Response and Reasoning CPSD Comments re PG&E

PG&E agrees with this 
recommendation, and is 
implementing this 
recommendation through Project 
Mariner.

4.C. 15 is.

transmission system should be 
necliately accessible from 
itiple locations. The 
elopment of a complete and 
urate catalog of job files that 
be searched immediately 
tiki be included within this 

uujective.

es ana me
>f it.

sreinent for a
CPSD’s intent
to have 
relevant 
have to wait-

multiple locations. The

... m u *
J

el ; „ l A

he
obfOCtt-VOr eated,

o limit the
to gas 

rather than
gas
itself (e.g.
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PG&E Response and Reasoning

this 
id is

jd4.C. 16.a, 
b,, and c

records and documents, and that 
has been identified as ‘missing or 
disposed of,’ and is necessary to 
be retained for the safe operation 
of the pipelines, pursuant to laws, 
regulations and standards and the 
PG&E retention schedule, should 
be recovered. This recovery 
should include but not be limited

enting this
lendation through the 
validation effort. See 
s response to CPSD
nendation 4.B.4.

ig for
ahem.to:

updating and verification 
of data in engineering 
databases, such as the 
leak database, GIS and 
the integrity management 
model,
updating plat sheets and 
other engineering 
drawings, and 
updating and organizing 
job files,

a. mg
itainecl
:cly
ystein
meets
ssing
:ementb.
xies

c.
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igrees that it should 
sit changes to gas 
ssion polices and standard 
s, An explanation of 
; should be maintained so 
the standard practice is in 
»r for a reasonable, defined 
>ftime. Permanent 
n of all documents is not 
Me,

4.C.17

defined in CPSD’s 
nedy.

d be

mg
n

it*

s

f,
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action
jed an

4.C.18

it have 
i other

is
ssion system. For each 
of pipe identified. PG&E 
inge the installed date in 
and its IM model to the 
: pipe was originally 

tailed in the PG&E pipeline 
tetri.

on
Effort.

m
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Oppose as duplicative of CPSD
4.C.18.

4,0.19
xmse lo 
n 4,0.18.

isun

18.
/ith ;&e

its

n
US SYSICHI

ires
PG&E and-will maintain these 
records so long as there are

'reused pipe in the 
rating gas transmission
stem.

:n a
1 pipe 
stem
■ecific

: n ii

).rds
,)r as
in

ment of each of the 
itions is located in
. PG&E-61, 
tachment 1D.

Oppose as addressed in Ex.
PG&E-61, Chapter ID,
Attachment 1D.

miedy
cause

4,0.20
he

omit 
nil of 
fact, 
nates
ations
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■ lent auditors,
, ■ Trtake audits of

.keeping practices 
Transmission 
annual basis for a 

im often years after the 
cision is issued in 1,11-02-

Using independen4.C.21

id supports the use of 
f auditors retained by 
.vever, auditing 
xctices annually is not 
useful. The steps 
ir audits to be 
define audit criteria, 
audit, discuss findings 
, issue report, PG&E 
nt corrective actions in 

Rinse to findings, allow time 
implementation) will take 
»er than one year.

a, the Government Auditing 
idards issued by the U.S,
'ernm ent A ccountabi. 1 ity 
ice contain appropriate 
;ocols for conducting 
irdkeeping audits of the kind

Gas Transmission Division #fHa«
annual basis for a minimum of tei
years after the final decision is 
issued in 1,11-02-016.

8D

:he
; and

•ool of
ricting
it in

iGwrnr*lctfr»H r'PQTVc

)
5for
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PG&E Response and Reasoning CPSD Comments re PG&E

PG&E will correct deficiencies in 
recordkeeping discovered as a 
result of each CPSD audit and 
will report to CPSD when such

4.C.22 PG< ; 11

t unity 
; with

reci

its K)i w; V V i , V.- l kJ is
id. d. 'G&E’s proposed changes 

rounds that:d
. |(

,.di-on
y with by PG&E in a remedy that is 

designed to determine whether 
PG&E has complied with the 
Commission’s required 
remedies.

h) Auditing is part of the 
Commission’s legal 
jurisdiction. As such, CPSD 
will use its own auditing 
standard(s) designed for the 
purpose of recordkeeping and 
safety audits.

i) CPSD will not limit pool of 
available auditors by restricting 
itself to the criteria set out in 
the Government Auditing 
Standard.

CPSD reserves the right to 
appoint auditors and subject 
matter experts at its sole 
discretion, to undertake the 
proposed safety and 
recordkeeping audits.

3Ci
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a
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its

d
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I hilrzw inch4.D.1 Syst
,; accepted

software for electronic storage of 
class location information.

| i 5ii tmii n

nii izer n

'are fortn

ISSiron iI r

■G&E will
iCndation 
id gas

lagement
2 the use of 
ass location 
,s Oil Ex.
hapter 1,

ii

o-Devise a system-process to 
capture at C Wv Lw ent-new PG&E

especially in 
mission lines 
ito the class

II

It n

pii ii

ii t.01 Ft
r r n

n

..lenuauon to uevise a new
to document new service 
s in proximity to 
ssion lines. We are 
g how to best accomplish 
1 We have created a pilot 
to identify new gas and 
meters, new building 

, new assessor parcel 
s, and increased county 
ssments (indicating a 
improvement on the 
/) for parcels located 
. ,000 feet of our pipelines 
*eby identify potential 
cation changes. See Class 
libit PG&E-1, Chapter 1,
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nee of 
We are

Procedures: Update procedures 
TTU444W

4.D.2 roc
4t2.(4) to requireR Pi'OCC sanctions n

n-and relate
U7 o.2 pi) _to require written
confirmation to Patrol

isorspatreiters that follow 
up has been performed on all new 

n. that the patroller has 
observed and

rade to Attachment 7

»i©eess4«st»etie»ST

emettOsitewM-afeedae
the QQ training for

t ar01

tat
!' 1 I

S'
• lLiiiwu un aerial previously observed and

» ensure all patrol 
2 properly 
Class Oil Ex, 
n.24. In addition, 
he Company’s 
a schedule all. 
and necessary 
ns, This will 
line Patrol Process 

to monitor the completion 
iuled patrols and any 
ry follow up actions.

cl-

■eftt.should.also.be+
%+1,

thewastfe

Procedure 6,3 (3) should be rgrees with and is 
enting this

4,0,3 None,
;w

ass OH

2

UU5C1 VelUUli.
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ction 6.1 (2)
specific language 
recommended 
1 ling to the Aerial 
Manager.

this
ad is

4.D.4 None. e.

implementing this 
recommendation by revising our 
patrol procedure to encourage 
aerial patrol pilots to recommend 
increased patrolling of specific 
segments based on observed 
ground activity. The Patrol 
Process Owner will review, 
validate, and incorporate the 
pilots’ recommendations into 
future patrols as appropriate. See 
Class OH Ex, PG&E-1, at 09 to 
1-12. We will also use 
information from our Public 
Awareness and Damage 
Prevention Programs to increase 
patrol frequencies as appropriate.
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4.D.5 None, e.

completed. amed
lated

to
:\¥

?!e

Ml

Gas
sible

.alysis

e”

operly5-V' vis W v» s, w
completed. Sec Class OH Ex. 
PG&E-l Chapter EDO,E.

of the Aerial
nager (APPM) 
t and review of 
jracy of patrol

PG&E agrees with and is 
implementing this 
recommendation. See Class Oil 
Ex, PG&E-l at A-3.

4.D.6 None, Pone,

•ocedures 
the APPM’s
ility control of 
sibi lilies.

PG&E agrees with and is 
implementing this 
recommendation. See Class OH 
Ex, PG&E-l at A-3,

4.D.7 None, me.
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Trainin 
multiple training exams for 
patrolling.

:e varied Generate Training: Utilize varied Gencn; 
multiple training exams for
patrolling.

4.D.8

dilating a 
gram and 
ig varied 
tiling 
II Ex.
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The ne\
x» Hi:
stions with greater detail and

this
ad is

4.D.9 r

enting this
lendation by evaluating a 
zed training program and 
■egiment utilizing 
id training exams for 
ig personnel. See Class 
PG&E-l at Cl2, Am,

rt rUn'v tfw/ thorn th rrr' n f v cj |gQrw

•e
lingA

ter

,ed 'j

ics with this 
d believes San 
imedy 
vc, CPSD 
,ge from 
>sed remedy,

os

lines.

Ct»pte^t»stioittrw4Hr6lwmf»ire

r,f r.\

“and shall use aerial photos as 
exam exhibits where pilots 
indicate which structures are 
approximately 660 feet from the 
right of way and would require 
reporting

i ii J
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and is Improve Aerial Patrol Pilot
training:

{PG&E should consider pilot

4.D.10 Pat t

•' evaluating a 
program and 

lizing 
xams for 
L See Class 
1-12, A-3.

;st a patroller’s 
;s between 
eline. Id. at 1-

{PG&E should consider pilot 
training using aerial photographs

1 feet, 
the pilots

er
h.t

vithinif il i

J ii i.

; exair
dieatet I

structures both within and outside 
of the 660 foot standard, Use thetn the1

II uire
also

1 r

iedPUPA
’ 1 in the exhibit as

Iso consider 
hotographs,

n
re

well, b ■
I

|WDA) in the exhibit.-}2n
fromI

I

PG&E agrees with and is Audits: Audit 
process shoul 
comparison of new construction 
observations with new 
gas/electrical hook ups near the 
line to ensure that new 
construction has not been missed.

CPSD agrees with PG&E’s 
proposed edits,

Audits fer 0 patrolling 
should include a 

comparison of new construction 
observations with new

itrical hook ups near the
insure that new
ction has not been missed.

4.D.11
1 f' : ; -■ . V 1r A ;

AS iilblUUt a
pilot

ction

1 Ex.
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PG&E Response and Reasoning

4.D.12 None, e.
be

added to the audit checklist when 
reviewing Reports of New 
Construction.

ton
:e will
«g

s ofvvmpiicuivv ivVivw

class location analysis and
oiling records, including new 
struction forms, See Class Oil 

:■ PG&E-l at A-4.

should make sure that 
of completed Reports of 

n Construction are being 
vided to local supervisors as 
aired by standard procedure 

TD-4127P-01 section 3,8 (5).

StE agrees with and is
lementing this
tmmendation. See Class OH 
PG&E-l at A-4.

4.D.13 None. done.
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Reference j

PG&E Proposed Edits

TURN’S Proposals

PG&E should be required to track 
in a centralized database where it 
has placed reused or otherwise 
reconditioned pipe in its system. 
For each such segment, the 
database should show the date of 
manufacture of the segment, if 
known. If this date is unknown, 
the database should so indicate, to 
ensure that the segment is given 
appropriate attention in integrity 
management, The database should 
include a link to reliable and 
readily accessible documentation 
showing, for each re-used or 
otherwise reconditioned pipe 
segment, that all steps necessary 
to prepare the segment for 
installation were performed and 
inspected. If such documentation 
is unavailable, the centralized 
documentation should so indicate 
so that the segment will be given 
appropriate attention in integrity 
management.

Oppose as duplicative of CPSD
4.C. 18 and 4.C. 19.

1 See PG&E's response to CPSD 
Recommendations 4.C.18 and 
4.C.19.
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PG&E Proposed Edits CPSD Comments re PG&EBrief
Reference

PG&E Response and Reasoning

Ordering 
I of D. 11-06-017, 

shall fully document any
;ring-based assumptions it 
ior data that is missing.

Oppose as duplicative of CPSD
4.B.4.

2A ’s response to 
ation 4.B.4.

he assumption 
st safety 
ipted.

r the costs of a 
jnt auditor,
nmission, to:
4 A OP
or accuracy, 
ipliance with 
■ D. 11-06-017, 
i full report to 
d available to 
fits
;ommendations
my observed

Oppose as duplicative of San 
Bruno V.C.

2B See PG&E's response to San 
Bruno Recommendation V.C.
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PG&E Proposed Edits CPSD Comments re PG&EBrief
Reference

PG&E Response and Reasoning

f £ Oppose as duplicative of San
Bruno V.C.

3 ; PG&E’s response to 
Recommendation V.C,

>
; the new systems 
,n Project Mariner,
bservations of the
operation, to ensure 
suit in accurate,

reliable, and accessible pipeline 
data that meets all safety 
ooerational needs, and fit's to

to

dations
mi leiiieuiaiiosi ui any ooserved 
deficiencies.

San Bruno fs Proposals

San Bruno Requests that 
Commission Establish the 
California Pipeline Safety Trust

Object for the reasons discussed 
in Section V.B.2 of PG&E’s brief.

V.B. Oppose,

(S>
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i
O
H
(S>
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PG&E Proposed Edits CPSD Comments re PG&EBrief
Reference

PG&E Response and Reasoning

V.C. Oppose,or
s
:eci

i

•es.

ich

it

*

Establishment of the Peninsula 
F.mereencv Response Fund

V, D.l Oppose.

tmng to Gas Service 
tives to recognize the 
between fires of low- 
tural gas, high- 
tural gas, gasoline fire.

Oppose as duplicative of CPSD 
4.B.23.

V, D,2.a sponse to CPSD 
n 4.B.23,
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PG&E Proposed Edits CPSD Comments re PG&EBrief | 
Reference I

PG&E Response and Reasoning

V. D.2.b g fu its Gas Servicf
s (< iSRs) and Gas 
ors to ensure that 
j effectively with 

icy responders, f blow 
; own internal pr< cedures 
spending to eirieigencies, 
i GSR Gas Control 
rs shall be trained and 
manually shut off valves, 
hall also audit its GSRs 

and Gas Control Operators 
annually to ensure that they are 
properly trained.

Provide
Represc

the Provide training to its Gas Service 
Representatives (GSRs) and Gas 
Control Operators to ensure that 
they coordinate effectively with

at its Gas
tives and Gas 
would be
:e with
ers and follow

r% I o n c 0<WW£

rs.

trained.

Develop and deliver, to all staff, 
records management education 
and training sessions to provide 
records management skills and 
give staff and understanding of 
the responsibilities and tasks 
relate to managing records, 
sessions shall be updated an 
repeated at regular intervals at 
least twice annually to include 
amendments to the records 
management program and for the 
benefit of new staff.

Oppose as duplicative of CPSD 
4.C.4.

V, D.2.c

rk rt i-
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H
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PG&E Proposed Edits CPSD Comments re PG&EBrief | 
Reference I

PG&E Response and Reasoning

V. D.2.d ional
lived

directly in the management of 
retention and disposition of 
records.

Oppose as duplicative of CPSD 
4.C.4.

s response to CPSD 
dation 4.C.4.

Develop specific and additional 
training focusing on all of the 
widely used recordkeeping 
systems such as SAP, GEMS,
SharePoint, IGIS, ECTS, 
Employees and PG&E contractors 
who have duties using these 
programs shall be required to 
attend these training sessions.

Oppose as duplicative of San 
Bruno V.D.2.C and CPSD 4.C.4..

V. D.2.6 See PG&E's response to San 
Bruno Recommendation V.D.2.C 
and CPSD Recommendation 
4.C.4.

V, D.2.f Improved Aerial Patrol Pilot 
training by using aerial 
photographs taken at an altitude 
of 750 feet, which replicates what 
the pilots see on patrol, and 
include a number of structures 
both within, and outside of the 660 
foot standard. Training shall also 
include a Well-Defined Area 
(“WDA”) in the exhibit as well.

Oppose as duplicative of CPSD
4.D.10.

See PG&E's Response to CPSD 
Recommendation 4.D.10.
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PG&E Proposed Edits CPSD Comments re PG&EBrief
Reference

PG&E Response and Reasoning

Oppose as duplicative of CPSD
4.D.8 and 4.D.9.

V. D.2.g s response to CPSD 
dations 4.D.8 and

'raining examt 
sure that the 
; the same
tent
•w training 
; questions 
md complexf _ 
im and shall 
; exam exhibits 
te which 
>x innately 660 
of way and 
rting.

Require PG&E to Formalize its 
Emergency Response and 
Disclosure Obligations with 
Every City, County, and Fire

for the reasons discussed 
on V.B.3 of PG&E’s brief.

V.D.3 Oppose.

objects to this 
lendation, as automated 
alve implementation is 
ed in the Pipeline Safety 
ement Plan in R.l 1-02-

Oppose as addressed in R.l 1-02- 
019,

V.E
v”)
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PG&E Proposed Edits CPSD Comments re PG&EBrief
Reference

PG&E Response and Reasoning

Oppose as duplicative of CPSD
4.B.33.

V.F s
e

3. As 
»SD
3, PG&E
>gram to 
;e 40% of 
nine the
ipropriate
nannerSan
mi.se LTIP

designed

market

IP in its
rety.
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Cd

I
O
H
Rp
co

l 66886083 B 65oto
GO

GO
-J
o



CERTIFICATE C ICE

I hereby certify tf

:h

officia
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slot.

na.

/s/

66793071

SB GT&S 0291971



< %

B oni€)V t

ie

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
Service Lists

- IN

3

Parties

JOSEPH M. MALKIN 
ORRICK HARRINGTON 
EMAIL ONLY 
800

KELLY DALY
STINSON MORRISON HECKER LLP 
1775 PENNSYLVANIA AVE., MW, STE

0 0 0 0 0 20006-4605
SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY

THERESA L. MUELLER
ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 
HERRERA
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION 
5241 SPRING MOUNTAIN ROAD 
LAS VEGAS, NV 
EAR: SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION 
FRANCISCO

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTY.-DENNIS

CITY HALL ROOM 234 
1 DR. CARLTON B. PLACE
SAN FRANCISCO, C7 
E’OR i CITY AND COO.,, ... ..AN

'TRACI BONE TRAVIS FOSS

ROOM 5027
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 5026
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

FOR; DRA FOR: SED

TOM LONG
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
115 SANSOME ST., STE. 900

9 4 10 4

MICHElLE L. WILSON
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
MAIL CODE B30A 
/ / BEALE S'TREE'I, ROOM 1.08 /

1
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FOR; THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK SAN FRANCISCO, CA
FOR; PACIFIC GAS S ELECTRIC COMPANY

K, SI'ROITMAN
3 NAVE
2TH STREET, STE
YD, CA 94607 
CITY OF SAN BRUNO

Information Only
ERIC SERMON BRUCE SMITH

PACIFIC GAS S ELECTRIC COMPANY
EMAIL ONLY EMAIL ONLY

000 000 0 0 0 0 0

JU LIEN D UMOULIN-SMIT H
UBS INVESTMENT RESEARCH 
EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, NY 00000

I
0 0 0 0 07, CA

KEVIN H1EIBRTNK 
REGULATORY CASE COORDINATOR

LAUREN DUKE
DEUTSCHE BANK SECURITIES INC,

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY EMAIL ONLY
0 0 0 0 0EMAIL ONLY 

EMAIL ONLY, CA
NY

0 0 0 0 0

. AK MIKE CADE 
ALCANTAR & KAHL, 
EMAIL ONLY 
EMAIL O NLY, OR

LLP
NEWS

0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0

PAUL PATTERSON
GLENROCK ASSOCIATES LLC
EMAIL ONLY

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0EMAIL ONLY, NY

PHILLIP MOSKAL D A TIE I? IT
EMAIL ONLY

0 0 0 0 0
, NY

SH1LPA RAMA IY A. DANIEL D. VAN HOOGSTRATEN 
LEGAL ADMIN ASSISTANT 
STINSON MORRISON HECKER LLP

PACIFIC GAS S ELECTRIC COMPANY
EMAIL ONLY

2
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0 0 0 0 0 EMAIL ONLY
0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0

MATT FALLON

1001 FARMINGTON AVENUE 
WEST HARTFORD, CT 1 0 0 0 5in t n

i\i II; i/V i i'y ii; yy i'y i u J!

’ANGELO
CAPITAL MANAGEMENT LLC 

AVENUE, 9TH FLOOR 
,,,,, NY

t y\ n MICHAEL GOLDEN

FLOOR

SUNNY KWAK TED HEYN
MACQUARIE CAPITAL (USA) TAL

25TH FLOOR125 WEST 55TH STREET
NEW YORK, NY

JAMES J. HECKLER
LEVIN CAPITAL STRATEGIES
595 MADISON AVENUE 
NEW YORK, NY

FlR

NEIL STEIN
LEVIN CAPITAL STRATEGIES 
RESEARCH
595 MADISON AVENUE 
NEW YORK, NY

JOHN APGAR, CFA
BANK OF AMERICA MERRILL LYNCH

ONE BRYANT PARK, 
NEW YORK, NY

STEPHEN BYRD 
MORGAN STANLEY

NAAZ KHUMAWALA
ER RESEARCH

1585 BROADWAY, 8 8TIN FLOOR
NEW YORK, NY

ry r..; yy

RANDALL LI 
ANALYST
NEXUS ASSET MANAGEMENT LLC 
299 PARK AVENUE 
NEW YORK, NY

JEFFREY L. SALAZAR
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY RNIA GAS COMPANY

3
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LOS ANGELES, CA

STEVEN HRUBY
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

COMPANY

RASHA PRINCE
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
555 WEST 5TH STREET, GT14D6 

CA

NORMAN A, PEDERSEN

HANNA AND MORTON, LLP 
444 SOUTH FLOWER STREET, NO. 1500 

90071-2916

MORALES CASE ADMINISTRATION
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE,CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY PO BOX

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE / PO BOX 800 
ROSEMEAD, CA

DOUG K. PORTER

INIA EDISON
44 WALNUT GROVE AVENUEr KJ D A O \J u y u

ROSEMEAD, CA

4 COMPANY 
O BOX 800

u
:a

MICHAEL J, AGUIRRE, ESQ. 
ATTORNEY 
AGUT 
44,
SAt 
FOR .

KEITH HELMUTH. P.E. 
CITY OF MADERA 
205 W. FOURTH STREET 
MADERA, CA

N LLP

CONNIE JACKSON

& CARDOZO 
1 0 0 0

94066-4299 9 4 0 8 0SAN BRUNO, CA SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA

RACHAEL KOSS
ADAMS BROADWELL JOSEPH & CORDOZO

DARRYL J. GRUEN

4
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601 GATEWAY BLVD., STE. 1000
9 4 0 8 0 ROOM 5133

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA

AUSTIN M. YANG MARCEL HAW1GBR
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
115 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

9 4 10 4

CITY AND COUNTY C

1 DR, CARLTON B.

n * ?:? id to n m i 7 ?\ NORA SHERIFF'/ A TD IT-'r-.T

; STREET, SUITE 1850 , STE, 1850
O/-I.LN

SARAH GROSSMAN-SWENSON 
DAVIS COWELL & BOWE, LLP 
595 MARKET STREET,

TOM BOTTORFF
PACIFIC GAS & ELECR1C COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MG B32

ATTN.: AGENT FOR SERVICE OF PROCESS 
PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
77 BEALE ST.,

GARANCE BURKE

O-OilN r

BRIAN T. GRAGG n i\ t t v;s(.vm\7 t a ENERGY MARKET’S

GOODIN, MACBRIDE, SQUER1, DAY & LAMPREY 
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

CA

CASE ADMINISTRATION DIONNE ADAMS
PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
7 7 BEALE ST./ PO BOX 770000; MC B9A 2700 YGNACIO VALLEY ROAD, SUITE 100 

CA

JESSICA MULLAN 
MEYERS NAVE

STEVEN R. MEYERS 
PRINCIPAL 
MEYERS NAVE

9 4 6 0 7OAKLAND, CA
9 4 6 0 7OAKLAND, CA

LON " ‘"ARCUS
OADWELL & JOSEPH

2 0 0 0
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MELISSA KASNTTZ P . E .
RATEPAYER 
2 8 6 0 GLIEN 
SANTA CEIL

)GY GAD 
0 60

C. SUSIE BERLIN 
LAN OFFICES OF SUSIE BERLIN 
1346 THE ALAMEDA, STE. 7, NO, 141 
SAN JOSE, CA

ANDREW B BROWNS

ANN TROWBRIDGE
S A 0 R N SO !Y

3
817-1899

/

State Service
KAREN PANEL
INTERIM CHIEF COUNSEL

0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0EMAIL ONLY, CA

FOR; DRA

RAFFY STEPANIAN
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
SAE'ETY AND ENFORCEMENT DIVISION

ANDREW KOTCH

ROOM 5301
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

ELIZABETH DORMAN

i ± v r:.
ROOM a: 'ROOM

505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

505 VAI AVENUE 
0, CASAN FRI

HARVEY Y. MORRISFRANK LINDH

ROOM 5036
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 5138
505 VAN NESS AVENUE
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FOR; SED (FORMERLY CPSD)

JONATHAN u, RE1GER JULIE HALLIGAN
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

ROOM 5035
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 5041
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

KENNETH BRUNO
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
GAS SAFETY AND RELIABILITY BRANCH 
AREA 2-D
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF SERVICE S NATURAL GAS BRA

S AVENUE
CO, CA

MARK S, WETZELL
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

3
ROOM 5(
5 05 VAi___ .AN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 
FORi DRA

AVENUE 
0, CASAN fry

RICHARD A. MYERS
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
MARKET STRUCTURE, COSTS AND NATURAL

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

GAS
ROOM 2004
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

AREA 4-A
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

TERRIE D. PROSPER
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

ROOM 5301
505 VAN NESS AVENUE
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California Public
:■ c • 111

JCPUC Home

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
Service Lists

PROCEED! 1 
FILER: CPUC
LIST NAME: 111.1ST
LAST CHANGE 3

Parties

STEPHANIE C, CHEN
SR. LEGAL COUNSEL !M HECKER LLP

AVE . , M . W . NO .THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE
800

EMAIL ONLY, CA
WASHINGTON, DC

00000 FOR; SMUD
FOR; THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

t> r :a

TION 
ROAD 
0 0 0 2

A O V U \J

EOR ;N\

OWEST GAS CORPORATION

JULIE HALLIGAN
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES J
ROOM 5041
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
FOR; SED

TRACI BONE THERESA L. MUELLER
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

ROOM 5027 1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE
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94102-4682 
FOR; CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN

?x ? NESS AVENUE

TOM LONG
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

BRIAN K, CHERRY
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

115 SANSOME ST,, STE. 900
9 4 10 4

77 BEALE STREET, ROOM 1087 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

JOHNS LISE H. JORDAN
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
77 BEALE STREET, MC B30A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

P .

ELECTRIC COMPANY

9 410 5SAN FRY 
COMPANY
FOR; PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

SA

BRIAN T. GRAGG

GOODIN, MACBRIDE, DAY &O

LAMPREY
405 HOWARD STREET 505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 
FOR: ENGINEERS AND SCIENTISTS OF 
CALIFORNIA, LOCAL 20

c

FOR; PACIFIC GAS ANI S COMPANY

STEVEN R. MEYERS
PRINCIPAL ATTORNEY

MCCARTHY & BERLIN, LLP 
100 W. SAN FERNANDO ST,, SUITE 501 
SAN JOSE, CA

MEYERS NAVE
555 12TH STREET, STE
OAKLAND, CA 94607 
FOR; CITY OF SAN BRUNO FOR: NO

COALITION (NCGC)

N HOMEC

: CALIFORNIANS FOR RENEWABLE ENERGY

Information Only
ERIC SELMON CASE COORDINATION 

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
EMAIL ONLY EMAIL ONLY

000 000 0 0 0 0 0/
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CASSANDRA SWEET 
DOW JONES NEWSWIEES 
EMAIL ONLY

en: TAR DO
NTNO INSTITUTE

E M..
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

JAMES JO HECKLER
LEVIN CAPITAL STRATEGIES

JONATHAN SEAGER
PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
EMAIL ONLY

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

J U LIEN DUMOULIN-SMIT H 
UBS INVESTMENT RESEARCH 
EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, NY 00000

LAUREN DUKE
DEUTSCHE BANK SECURITIES INC,
EMAIL ONLY

0 0 0 0 0NY

MARK CHED1AK 
ENERGY REPORTER 
BLOOMBERG NEWS 
EMAIL ONLY

MIKE CADE 
ALCANTAR & KAHL,

0 0 0 0 0EMAIL ONLY, OR
0 0 0 0 0

PHILLIP MOSKAL
EMAIL ONLY

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0EMAIL ONLY, CA 
FOR i PHILLIP MOSKAL

DANIEL D. VAN HOOGSTRACEN 
LEGAL ADMIN ASSISTANT 
STINSON MORRISON HECKEK L

SCOTT SENCHAK
DECADE CAPITAL 
EMAIL ONLYLP

0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0EMAIL ONLY, NY
0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0EMAIL ONLY, DC

MATT FALLON ANJANI VEDULA 
DEUTSCHE BANK 
60 WALL STREET 
NEW YORK, NY 10005

TALON CAPITAL
1001 FARMINGTON AVENUE 
WEST HARTFORD, CT

KEVIN FALLON 
SIR CAPITAL MANAGEMENT 
620 EIGHTH AVENUE, 22ND FL. 
NEW YORK, NY

EDWARD HEYN 
POINTS TATE CAPITAL 
40 WEST 57TH STREET, 25TH FL. 
NEW YORK, NY

FLOOR
NEW YORK, NY i\! t W i\! 1 U U
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BRENDAN NAEVE
LEVIN CAPITAL STRATEGIES
595 MADISON AVENUE, 
NEW YORK, NYNEW YORK, NY

RANDALL LI 
ANALYST
NEXUS ASSET MANAGEMENT LLC 
299 PARK AVENUE 
NEW YORK, NY

1GIE S

IN t i'V IV .1

NAAZ KHUMAWALA
BANK OF AMERICA, MERRILL LYNCH 
700 LOUISIANA, SUITE 401 
HOUSTON, TX

JEFFERY L. SALAZAR
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

STEVEN HRUBY
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

COMPANY
b i Ki'L iL 'i ,

CA

RASHA PRINCE
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
555 WEST 5TH STREET, GT14D6 

CA

jE'NA.
AT

r T r>

MORALES DOUGLAS PORTER
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE./PO BOX 800 
ROSEMEAD, CA

FRANK A. MCNULTY
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE, / PO BOX 800 
ROSEMEAD, CA

SERGEANT5 GEOFF CALDWELL
BRUNO- POLICE DEPARTMENT

94066-1500A

KLARA A, FABRY
DIR. - DEPT. OF PUBLIC SERVICES
CITY OF SAN BRUNO
567 EL CAMINO REAL
SAN BRUNO, CA 94066-4247

CONN I I

CITY OF SAN BRl 
567 EL CAMINO 
SAN BRUNO, CA

RACHAEL E. KOSS
ADAMS BROADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO 
601 GATEWAY BOULEVARD, SUITE 1000

MARC D. JOSEPH
ADAMS BROADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO 
601 GATEWAY BLVD,,
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94080 9 4 0 8 0 - 7 0 3 7SOOTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA

AUSTIN M. YANG 
CITY AND COUNTY OF

NINA SUETAKE
RANGI SCO 
NEY, RM. 
I PLACE )0 01 DR , CARLTON B. G< 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA

BRUCE I, SMITH
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

NORA SHERIFF 
ALCANTAB S KAHL,
33 NEW MONTGOMERY ST., STEM 1850

SARAH GROSSMAN-SUE
DAVIS, COWELL & BO , P
595 MARKET STREET,

GARANCE BURKE
I ELECRTC COMPANY

THE ASSOCIATED t
303 2ND ST., STE, 680Nr r./-u\!..... 1

SA1 CA
, 8TH FLOOR>N .8 

CA

BRITT JESSICA MULL.AN 
MEYERS NAVEMEYER:

'o

9 4 60 7 
Y OF SAN BRUNO

9 4 6 0 7OAKLAND, CA

MELISSA W. KASNITZ
CENTER FOR ACCESSIBLE TECHNOLOGY
3075 ADELINE STREET, SUITE 220
BERKELEY, CA

TY RIGHTS ADVOCATES 
TER STREET, THIRD FLOOR 
, CA

C. SUSIE BERLIN 
LAW OFFICES OF SUSIE BERLIN 
1.34 6 THE ALAMEDA, STE. 7 
SAN JOSE, CA

MARGARET C, FELTS
M.C. FELTS COMPANY
8822 SHINER CIV

95624

ANDREW B. BROWN
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ATTORNEY AT LAW SR. ATTORNEY OFF. OF GEN. COUNSEL
SACEAMENTO MUNICI PAL UTILI T Y

2600 CAPITAL AVENUE, SUITE 400 
95816-5905

6201 S STREETS M.S. B402 
SACRAMENTO, CASACRAMENTO, CA

1 .['<!

State Service
DAVID B. PECK 
CPUC

KAREN PAULL
INTERIM CHIEF COUNSEL

ELECTRICITY PLANNING S POLICY BRANCH
COMMISSION
EMAIL ONLY 
EMAIL ONLY, CA EMAIL ONLY, CA 

FOR: DRA
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MICHAEL COLVIN 
ADVISOR - ENERGY 
CPUC
EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

KAN WAI TONG
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
GAS SAFETY AND RELIABILITY BRANCH
320 West 4th

AMY C
COMMISSION

ROOM 5024
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

ROOM 5301
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

JOHNSON
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

DARRYL J. GRUEN

ROOM 4300
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

ROOM 5133
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ELIZABETH DORMAN EUGENE CADENASSO
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

GAS
ROOM 4300
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

AREA 4-A
505 VAN NESS AVENUE
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HARVEY Y. MORRIS
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

ENERGY COST OF SERVICE S NATURAL
GAS BRA 
ROOM 5036
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 4108
505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

KENNETH BRUNO
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
GAS SAFETY AND RELIABILITY BRANCH
AREA 2-D
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

u ^
5 05 VAi
SAN FRi

RICHARD A. MYERS
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

MARKET STRUCTURE, COSTS AND NATURALADM INI S T'R AT IVE S E R VICE S
GAS
ROOM 2004
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

AREA 4 - A.
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

94102-3214

TERRIE D. 
CALIF PUBI

THOMAS ROBERTS
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES C 4

V .1. O .1.VV LN

PROGRAM 
ROOM 5301
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 

CA

ROOM 4108
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 
FOR; DRA

TRAVl:

LEGAL 
ROOM :

ION

S AVENUE
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/! J California Public
Utilities Commission

*

DV
J■CPUC Home ■

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
Service Lists

PROCEED!
F
LIST NAME: 1.1ST
LAST CHANG!

Parties

CATO
RI80N HECKER LLP 
LVANIA AVE., NW, 8TE. 800

DC

- LEGAL 
,.S CORPORATION 

NTAIN ROAD 
89150-0002 
GAS CORPORATION

GASHIi 
LOR i l

CONNIE JACKSON THERESA L. Mi
CITY MANAGER ATTY,-DENNIS
HERRERA
CITY OF SAN BRUNO 
567 EL GAMING REAL 
SAN BRUNO, CA 
FOR: CITY OF SAN BRUNO

B. GOODLETT PLACE 
94102 

COUNTY OF SAN

7": T
94066-4299

PATRICK S. TRACI BONE

ROOM 4300
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 
FOR: SED

ROOM 5027
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 
FOR: DRA

TOM LONG
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK ", i\T
115 SANSOME ST., 8TE. 900

94104SAN FRANCISCO, CA
FOR: THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

EUR : PAC
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PACIFIC CAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
BEALE STREEP'

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 
FOR i

r

Information Only

CASE COORDINATION
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

ERIC SELMON 
JEMZAR CORE, 
EMAIL ONLY

0 0 0 0 0000 000EMAIL ONLY,
ISRAEL

MIKE CADE 
ALCANTAR & KAHL, 
EMAIL ONLY 
EMAIL O NLY, OR

MARK CHED1AK 
ENERGY REPORTER 
BLOOMBERG NEWS

LLP

0 0 0 0 0EMAIL ONLY
0 0 0 0 0

RAY WELCH
ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR

0 0 0 0 0NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC, 
EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

MATT FALLONDANIEL D. VAN HOOGSTRATEN 
LEGAL ADMIN ASSISTANT

1001 FARMINGTON AVENUE 
WEST HARTFORD, CT

STINSON MORRISON HECKER LLP
EMAIL ONLY 
EMAIL ONLY, DC 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0

JONATHAN ARNOLD

0 0 0 5NEW YORK,

KEVIN FALL!a np nQKET

BANK SECURITIES INC, 
STREET:

.. ;, NY 10005

JACK D'ANGELO
CATAPULT CAPITAL MANAGEMENT LLC 
666 5TH AVENUE, 9TH FLOOR 
NEW YORK, NY

EDWARD HEYN
PO1 NT S TATE CAP I I'AL
4 0 WEST S7T.1T STREET’, 25'III FL 
NEW YORK, NY
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MICHAEL GOLDENBERG 
LUMTNUS MANAGEMENT 
1700 BROADWAY, 38TH FLOOR 
NEW YORK, NY

BRENDAN NAEVE
LEVIN CAPITAL STRATEGIES
595 MADISON AVENUE, 
NEW YORK, NY

JAMES J. HECKLER SCOTT SENCHAK
LEVIN CAPITAL STRATEGIES

666 - 5TH AVENUE 
NEW YORK, NY

595 MADISON AVENUE 
NEW YORK, NY

DEANA NG
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

SET MANAGEMENT LLC 
AVENUE 

, NY

JEFF SALAZAR
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

SHARON TOMKINS
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

STEVEN HRUBY
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

MICHAEL FRANCO 
REGULATORY CASE MANAGER 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
555 WEST FI . GT14D6
LOS ANGELES, CA

RASHA PRINCE
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
555 WEST 5TH STREET, GT14D6 

CA

, PEDERSEN
a T t . z\ w

10RALES DOUGLAS PORTER
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE./PO BOX 800 
ROSEMEAD, CA

4

' KJ

MPIV! ! !? p 14ip p a ana a
SON COMPANY 
/ PO BOX 800

&

9 4 0 8 0

RACHAEL KOSS
ADAMS BROADWELL JOSEPH S CORDOZO

AUSTIN M. YANG
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
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RM.

9 4 0 8 0 1 DR, CARLTON B. GODDLETT PLACE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

SOUIN SAN FRANCISCO, CA

MARCEL HAW1GER
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
115 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

9 4 10 4

NINA SUETAKE

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
115 SANSOME STREET,

9 4 10 4

L l S A K . L,!. E 0 
CASE MANAGERPACIFIC GAS S ELECTRIC COMPANY
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
7 7 BEALE STREET, MC B 9 A. 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

NICOLE NELSON NORA SHERIFF 
ALCANTAR & KAHL LLP 
33 NEW MONTGOMERY ST., STE. 1850 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

77 BEALE STREET, MC B9A, ROOM 983 
CA

GROSSMAN 
COWELL 0 
IIKET STR'

ION TOM BOTTORFF
PACIFIC GAS & ELECR1C COMPANYLLP
77 BEALE STREET, MC B32 
SAN FRANCISCO, CASA1

GARANCE BURKE BRIAN T. CRAGG

THE ASSOCIATED PRESS 
LAMPREY
303 2ND ST., STE. 680N 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

GOODIN, MACBRIDE, SQUER1, DAY &

505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

BRIAN K. CHERRY
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

PO BOXr i.

SAN FRANCISCO, CA

BRITT I CTTMAN
MEYERS

E E 'I,
9 4 6 0 7

OF PA
250 HAMILT 8TH FLOOR OAKLANI

JESSICA MULEAN 
MEYERS NAVE

STEVEN R. MEYERS

MEYERS NAVE

18

SB GT&S 0291989



9 4 6 0 7 STE. 1500OAKLAND, CA
OAKLAND, CA 94607 
FOR: CITY OF SAN BRUNO

DAVID MARCUS

BERKELEY, CA

HENRY W. PIERAGE, P.E. C. SUSIE BERLIN
LAW OFFICES OF SUSIE BERLINn ?\ n! id ?\ n!iR?\ rv;

ANDREW B. BROWN W1 L I, i AM W. NESTERF1 EiNJ 111
SR. ATTORNEY - OFF. OF GEN. COUNSEL

... . ._._ITAL AVENUE, SUITE 400
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816-5905

6201 S STREET, M.S. B402 
SACRAMENTO, CA

ANN L, TROWBRIDGE
DAY CARTER & MURPHY LLP
3620 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE, SUITE

SI PAL UTILITY DISTRICT

95852-1830 95864SACRAMENTO, CA

DAVE A.

9PORTLAND,

State Service

AMY CKAREN PAUL!
INTERIM CHIEF COUNSEL COMMISSION 

i t\/-il 1VE LAW

ROOM 5024
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

EMAIL ONLY
0 0 0 0 0

FOR: DRA

C UTILITIES COMMISSION
, , PRICING AND CUSTOMER

P 1
ROOM 4108
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505 VAN NESS AVENUE 505 VAN NESS AVENUE

.AN
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

LEGAL 
GAS BRA 
ROOM 4300
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ENERGY COST OF SERVICE & NATURAL

ROOM 4108
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

KENNETH BRUNO
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
GAS SAFETY AND RELIABILITY BRANCH 
AREA 2-D
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

MICHELE KITO
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DEMAND SIDE ANALYSIS BRANCH 
AREA 4-A
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

RD A. MYERS S E PIDE H KUOS ROW J AH
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

T STRUCTURE, COSTS AND NATURAL GAS
ROOM 5201
505 VAN NESS AVENUE.AN NESS AVENUE

SAN

2.0
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PG&E should pay to reimburse C r contracts retaining independent industry 

experts, chosen by CPSD, for the cost of verification audits and inspections to ensure 

compliance with the other remedies. PG&E should also pay to reimburse CPSD for 

contracts retaining independent industry experts, chosen by CPSD in the near term to 

provide needed technical expertise as PG needs with its hydrostatic testing 

program, in order to provide a high level of technical oversight and to assure the 

opportunity for legacy piping characterization though sampling is not lost in the rush 

to execute the program.

4.A.1

PG&E should reimburse CPUC/C >r the cost of conducting all three of the

p re sent in vesti gations.

4.A.2

RE: Penalty - Refer to CPSD Response Brief4.A.3

PG&E’s pipeline construction standards should meet or exceed all legal requirements

and industry standards for identifying and correcting pipe deficiencies and strength 

testing.

4.B.1

to robustly meet the data gathering

requirements of 49 CFR Part 192.917(b) and ASME S, and to do so without

limiting its data-gathering to only that data which is “readily available, verifiable, or 

easily obtained” by PG&E,

PG&E should revise its G4.B.2

PG&E should perform a complete company-wide record search to populate it 

database with all identified gas transmission pipeline leak history, including closed 

leak, information not already transferred to the GIS.

4.B.3

PG&E should revise its Integrity Management training to ensure that missing data is 

represented by conservative assumptions, and that those assumptions are supportable, 

per the requirements of AS S. As required by Ordering Paragraph 1 of

-017, PG&E should be required to fully document any engineering-based

assumption it makes for data that is missing, incomplete or unreliable. Such

4.B.4
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assumptions must be clearly identified and justified and, where ambiguities arise, the 

assumption allowing the greatest safety margin must be adopted.

PG&E should revise it 

verification processes

4.B.5 to ensure robust data

PG&E should revise its threat identification and assessment procedures and training, 

including its Baseline Assessment Plans, to fully incorporate all relevant data for both 

covered and non-covered segments, including but not limited to potential 

manufacturing and construction threats, and leak data.

4.B.6

PG&E should re-label its system MAOP nomenclature in accordance with 49 CFR4.B.7

Part 192.

PG&E should permanently cease the self-suspended practice of regularly increasing 

pipeline pressure up to a “system MAO

4.B.8

11

le risk

PG&E should revise its threat identification and assessment procedures and training 

to ensure that HCA pipeline segments that have had their Tv ncrcascd are 

prioritized for a suitable assessment method (e.g,, hydro-testing), per the requirements 

of 49 CFR Part 192.917(e)(3)-(4).

4.B.9

PG&E should revise its threat identification and assessment procedures and training 

to ensure that cyclic fatigue and other loading conditions are incorporated into their 

segment specific threat assessments and risk ranking algorithm, and that threats that 

can be exacerbated by cyclic fatigue are assumed to exist per the requirements of 

49 CFR Part 192.917(b),

4.B.10

PG&E should revise its risk ranking algorithm to ensure that PG&E’s weighting 

factors in its risk ranking algorithm more accurately reflect PG&E’s actual operating 

experience along with generally reflected industry experience.

4.B.11
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PG&E should revise its threat identification and assessment procedures and training 

to ensure that PG&E’s weighing of factors in its risk ranking algorithm and the input 

of data into that algorithm corrects the various systemic issues identified in the NTSB 

report and the CPSD/PHMSA 2011 Risk Assessment Audit.

4.B.12

PG&E should revise its threat identification and assessment procedures and training 

to ensure that the proper assessment method is being used to address a pipeline’s 

actual and potential threats.

4.B.13

PG&E should make revisions to its equipment retention policy to ensure that integrity 

of equipment, wiring and documentation and identification of electrical components 

does not deteriorate to unsafe conditions such as occurred at the Milpitas Terminal, 

described herein. ;s not have an applicable equipment retention policy

then it should formulate one.

4.B.14

PG&E should revise its SC system to reduce the occurrence of “glitches” and 

anomalies in the control system that desensitizes operators to the presence of alarms 

and other inconsistent information.

4.B.15

PG&E should reevaluate SCADA alarm criteria with the goal of reducing 

unnecessary alarm messages.

4.B.16

PG&E should revise its control systems, including SCADA, to ensure that all relevant 

information, including redundant pressure sensors, is considered.

4.B.17

PG&E should install more pressure sensors and have them closely spaced and use the 

additional information to incorporate leak or rupture recognition algorithms in its 

SCADA system.

4.B.18

PG&E should program its PECs to recognize that negative pressure values are 

erroneous and require intervention to prevent valves from fully opening.

4.B.19

PG&E should replace the three pressure controllers which malfunctioned on 

September 9, 2010.

4.B.20

PG&E should review its work clearance process to ensure that abnormal operating 

conditions that may arise during the course of work are anticipated and responses to 

those conditions are detailed. Additionally, PG&E should create a procedure covering

4.B.21
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the commission of electrical equipment from one Uninterruptable Power Supply to 

another. Each project Clearance should inclu.de possible scenarios and contingency 

plans to mitigate any abnormal operating conditions that may arise.

PG&E should revisit its Work Clearance procedures and training to ensure that future 

work will not be authorized unless: all forms and fields therein are comprehensively 

and accurately populated, and reviewed by a designated clearance supervisor. 

Additionally, work should not commence until such time as the operator and 

technician have reviewed the work clearance and have confirmed that understand the 

actions to take in the event an abnormal condition is encountered. Lastly, PG&E 

must ensure that proper records showing the specific steps taken, when taken, and by 

whom, are maintained pursuant to its Record Retention Schedule

4.B.22

Training.- PG&E should provide training to Gas Service Representatives to

recognize the differences between fires of low-pressure natural gas, high-pressure 

natural gas, gasoline fuel, or jet fuel.

4.B.23

Internal coordination - PG&E should revise its procedures to outline each individual 

Dispatch and Control Room employee’s roles, responsibility, and lines of 

communication required to be made in the event of an emergency either during or 

outside normal working hours. This should include assigning specific geographical 

monitoring responsibilities for Control Room employees.

4.B.24

External coordination - CPSD agrees with NTSB recommendation P-11-2, which 

requests that PHMSA issue guidance to operators of natural gas transmission and 

distribution pipelines and hazardous liquid pipelines regarding the importance of 

control room operators immediately and directly notifying the 911 emergency call 

center(s) for the communities and jurisdiction in which those pipelines are located 

when a possible rupture of any pipeline is indicated. CP ther recommends that 

prior to such PHMSA guidance PG&E should revise their own procedures to allow 

for the immediate and direct notification of 911 emergency call centers when a 

possible pipeline rupture is indicated.

4.B.25

Decision making authority - PG&E should revise its emergency procedures to clarify 

emergency response responsibilities, especially in regards to authorizing valve shut

4.B.26
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offs. PG&E policies should not just delegate authority to act but also detail 

obligations to act.

RCV/ASV - PG&E should perform a study to provide Gas Control with a means of 

determining and isolating the location of a rupture remotely by installing RCVs, 

ASVs. and appropriately spaced pressure and flow transmitters on critical 

transmission line infrastructure and implement the results.

4.B.27

Response time - PG&E should review required response times in other utility service 

territories nationwide and devise appropriate response time requirements to ensure 

that its Emergency Plan results in a “prompt and effective” response to emergencies. 

PG&E will provide its analysis and conclusions to CPSD.

4.B.28

Emergency Plan Revision - Currently a maintenance supervisor annually reviews 

S' alarm responses and makes revisions as necessary. This process needs to be 

formalized to ensure a robust feedback loop such that new information is fully 

analyzed and necessary changes to PG&E’s Emergency Plan and/or other procedures 

are implemented with a subsequent review of made changes to ensure they are 

adequate.

4.B.29

Public Awareness - CPSD agrees with N commendation P-11-1, which 

requests PHMSA issue guidance to operators of natural gas transmission and 

distribution pipelines and hazardous liquid pipelines regarding the importance of 

sharing system-specific information, including pipe diameter, operating pressure, 

product transported, and potential impact radius, about their pipeline systems with the

4.B.30

emergency respons 

pipelines are locate 

PG&E undertake a

programs to ensure

PG&E’s business strategies and associated programs should expressly ensure that 

safety is a higher priority than shareholder returns and be designed to implement that 

priority, which may include reinvesting operational savings into infrastructure 

improvements.

4.B.31
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PG&E should target retained earnings towards safety improvements before providing 

dividends, especially if the li v xceeds the level set in ( vision.

4.B.32

PG&E’s incentive plan, should include safety. PG&E should revise its STIP program 

to make safety performance 40% of the score used to determine the total award, 

PG&E should require upper management to participate in annual training activities 

that enhance and expand their knowledge of safety, including exercises in which gas 

officers will have an opportunity to enhance their knowledge of incident command 

and will participate in an annual safety leadership workshop.

4.El.33

PG&E should not hold joint Company and Corporation Board of Director meetings as 

the two entities should have different priorities.

4.El.34

PG&E should focus on enhancing public safety and operational excellence as a core 

mission, and should examine whether the time and money it spends on public 

relations and political campaigns distracts it from this core mission.

4.El.35

PG&E should revisit its Pipeline 2020 program, and subsequent variations thereof, to 

ensure that its implementation is fully flushed out with specific goals, performance 

criteria, and identifi ling sources.

4.El.36

PG&E should examine internal communication processes to ensure that all employees 

understand their job responsibilities and priorities. Goals of PG&E gas employees 

should describe what is expected of them and their teams.

4.El.37

Ci, l frees with the following N , i ^commendations to PG&E (CPSD-9, 

pages 130-131)

4.El.38

Revise your work clearance procedures to include requirements for identifying the 

likelihood and consequence of failure associated with the planned work and for 

developing contingency plans. (P-11-24)

4.El.38.a

4.E!.38.b.l Establish a comprehensive emergency response procedure for responding to large- 

scale emergencies on transmission lines; the procedure should (1) identify a single 

person to assume command and designate specific duties for supervisory NTSB 

Pipeline Accident Report 131 control and data acquisition staff and all other 

potentially involved company employees.
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4.B.38.b.2 Establish a comprehensive emergency response procedure for responding to large- 

scale emergencies on transmission lines; the procedure should include the 

development and use of trouble-shooting protocols and checklists.

4.B.38.b.3 Establish a comprehensive emergency response procedure for responding to large- 

scale emergencies on transmission lines; the procedure should include a requirement 

for periodic tests and/or drills to demonstrate the procedure can be effectively 

implemented. (P-11-25).

Equip your supervisory control and data acquisition system with tools to assist in 

recognizing and pinpointing the location of leaks, including line breaks; such tools 

could include a real-time leak detection system and appropriately spaced flow and 

pressure transmitters along covered transmission lines. (P-11-26).

4.B.38.C

Expedite the installation of automatic shutoff valves and remote control valves on 

transmission lines in high consequence areas and in class 3 and 4 locations, and space 

them at intervals that consider the factors listed in Title 49 Code of Federal 

Regulations Part 192.935(c). (P-11-27).

4.B.38.d

Revise your post-accident toxicological testing program to ensure that testing is 

timely and complete. (P-11-28).

4.B.38.C

4.B.38.f Assess every aspect of your integrity management program, paying particular 

attention to the areas identified in this investigation, and implement a revised program 

that includes, at a minimum, (1) a revised risk model to reflect the PG&E Company’s 

actual recent experience data on leaks, failures, and incidents; (2) consideration of all 

defect and leak data for the life of each pipeline, including its construction, in risk 

analysis for similar or related segments to ensure that all applicable threats are 

adequately addressed; (3) a revised risk analysis methodology to ensure that 

assessment methods are selected for each pipeline segment that address all applicable 

integrity threats, with particular emphasis on design/material and construction threats; 

and (4) an improved self-assessment that adequately measures whether the program is 

effectively assessing and evaluating the integrity of each covered pipeline segment. 

(P-11-29).
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4.B.38.g Conduct threat assessments using the revised risk analysis methodology incorporated 

in your integrity management program, as recommended in Safety Recommendation 

P-11-29, and report the results of those assessments to the Commission and the 

Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, (P-11-30).

4.B.38.h Develop, and incorporate into your public awareness program, written performance 

measurements and guidelines for evaluating the plan and for continuous program 

improvement, (P-11-31).

PG&E’s gas transmission organization should be required to achieve at least a Level 

3 information maturity score under the Generally Accepted Records Keeping 

Principles within 3 years. (CPSD Exhibit 6, Appendix 4).

4.C.1

PG&E should be required to achieve International Organization Standard (ISO)

certification against ISO 30300 for its Management System for Records (MSR)

within five years of the ISO 30300 audit standard being finalized and published.

4.C.2

4.€.3.a., b, and c. PG&E should issue a corporate policy and standard that will:

(a) Communicate recordkeeping expectations that underlie its post-2010 Corporate

Records and Information Management Policy and Standard for all departments and

divisions across PG&E. These expectations should be incorporated into procedures 

specific to meet the needs of every Line of Business.

(b) The IM Compliance Department should design a governance controls catalog for

recordkeeping practices to assess compliance with the corporate policy and standard, 

consistency of behavior with official records being stored in approved systems of 

record, and timeliness of addressing records during their lifecycle.

(e) The retention schedule will support the policy by providing retention length for all 

identified official records to meet legal and regulatory mandates.

PG&E should develop and implement an education and training program for the gas 

transmission organization in Records and Information Management principles and 

practices within an information governance framework

4X1.4

PG&E should develop and deploy the systems necessary to manage, maintain, access 

and preserve both records and documents (physical and electronic, in all formats and

4.C.5
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media types); their related data, metadata, and geographic location and geospatial 

content in accordance with legal and business mandated rules, utilizing technology 

that includes appropriate aids to help improve data and metadata quality, including 

but not limited to validation, verification and referential integrity.

PG&E should establish accountability for development and implementation of a 

PG&E governance strategy across gas transmission that should rest with PG&E 

Senior Management and a method of accountability should be developed and 

implemented.

4.C.6

PG&E should identify and document the employees responsible for implementing the 

Records and Information Management program for gas transmission.

4.C.7

PG&E should develop consistent standard practices that include gas transmission 

records management linked to corporate polices on information governance.

4.C.8

PG&E should implement mandated retention periods for all records relevant to gas 

transmission.

4.C.9

PG&E should ensure that each gas transmission standard conforms with Records and 

Information Manageme 4) policies for gas transmission.

4.C.10

PG&E should include the treatment of active and inactive records in its Records and 

Information Manageme 4) Policy for gas transmission.

4.C.11

PG&E’s records management processes should be managed and maintained in 

accordance with the traceable,-verifiable and complete standard, including retention 

of physical and digital pipeline records for the ‘life of the asset.’

4.C.12

The accuracy and completeness of data within gas transmission records should be 

traceable, verifiable and complete and when errors are discovered, the record should 

be corrected as soon as correct information is available and the reason(s) for each 

change should be documented and kept with the record. For example, when 

discrepancies are discovered in wild be updated as soon as the

new information is available and reflected in the audit change log.

4.C.13

PG&E should create a standard format for the organization of a job file so that PG&E 

personnel will know exactly where to look in a file folder, or set of file folders, to

4.C.14
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find each type of document associated with a job file. At a minimum, a job file will 

contain traceable, verifiable and complete records to support the IV e

pipeline segment installed; design documentation; purchase documentation showing 

the sources and specifications of equipment purchased; permits; environmental 

documents; field notes; design, construction and as-built drawings; x-ray reports and 

weld maps; pressure test records; correspondence with the CfiUC; and inspection 

reports and correspondence.

Job file data, including drawings, for all parts of the active PG&E gas transmission 

system should be immediately accessible from multiple locations. The development 

of a complete and accurate catalog of job files that can be searched immediately 

should be included within this objective.

4.C.15

The information that was contained in PG&E’s historic records and 

documents, and that has been identified as ‘missing or disposed off and is necessary 

to be retained for the safe operation of the pipelines, pursuant to laws, regulations and 

standards and the PG&E retention schedule, should be recovered. This recovery 

should include but not be limited to:

4.C. 16.a, b., and c

a. updating and verification of data in engineering databases, such as the leak 

database, :id the integrity management model,

b. updating plat sheets and other engineering drawings, and

c. updating and organizing job files.

PG&E should document adoption of, and changes and amendments to policies and 

standard practices and the reasons for their adoption, amendment or cancellation. An 

audit trail of changes should be maintained, retained and preserved permanently, 

taking heed of potential changes in technology that may render documents unreadable 

in the future.

4.C.17

PG&E will identify each section of pipe that has been salvaged and reused within the 

PG&E gas transmission system. For each section of pipe identified, PG&E will 

change the installed date in its id its IM model to the date the pipe was 

originally installed in the PG&E pipeline system.

4.C.18
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PG&E will create a system to track reused pipe installed within its operating gas 

transmission pipeline system and will maintain these records so long as there are 

sections of reused pipe in the PG&E operating gas transmission pipeline system and 

identify pipeline characteristics along with where the pipe segments originated from, 

medium transported previously, and justification of the usage of it in its system.

4.C.19

PG&E will maintain these records so long as there are sections of reused pipe in the 

PG&E operating gas transmission pipeline system.

PG&E should implement the recommendations included in the final Pricewaterhouse 

Coopers (PwC) audit report. (TURN Exhibit 16, Appendix B)

4.C.20

Using independent auditors, C ill undertake audits of PG&E’s recordkeeping

practices within the Gas Transmission Division on an annual basis for a minimum of

ten years after the final decision is issued in 1.11-02-016.

4.C.21

PG&E will correct deficiencies in recordkeeping discovered as a result of each CP5D 

audit and will report to CPSD when such deficiencies have been corrected.

4.C.22

Systems: Utilize industry-standard software for electronic storage of class location 

information. Devise a process to capture new PG&E service hook-ups especially in 

proximity to transmission lines and incorporate into the class location analysis.

4.D.1

Procedures: Update procedures, patrolling process instructions, and related OQ 

training to require written confirmation to Patrol Supervisors that follow up has been

performed on all new construction that the patroller has previously observed and

documented.

4.D.2

Procedure 6.3 (3) should be rewritten as “List all new observations regardless if it is 

believed that the ground crew has already investigated the observation,”

4.D.3

TD-4412-07 section 6.1 (2) should include specific language for the pilot to

recommended increased patrolling to the Aerial Patrol Program Manager.

4.D.4

Ensure that the Report of New Construction forms arc completed.4.D.5

Increase the duties of the Aerial Patrol Program Managi to include

oversight and review of the quality and accuracy of patrol reports.

4.D.6

66898088 11

SB GT&S 0292003



Create a detailed procedures manual containing the APPM’s duties to ensure quality 

control of aerial patrol responsibilities.

4.D.7

Training: Utilize varied training exams for patrolling.4.D.8

The new training exams for patrolling should include questions with greater detail 

and complexity than the current exam and shall use aerial photos as exam exhibits 

where pilots indicate which structures are approximately 660 feet from the right of 

way and would require reporting. Training materials and associated tests should be 

reviewed and updated to enhance employee competency, utilize aerial photos and 

other aids, and reflect field conditions to approximate buildings’ key distances from 

lines.

4.D.9

Improve Aerial Patrol Pilot training. PG&E should consider pilot training using aerial 

photographs taken at an altitude of 750 feet, which replicates what the pilots see on 

patrol, and include a number of structures both within and outside of the 660 foot 

standard. Use the photos as exam exhibits where the pilots indicate which structures 

are approximately 660 feet from the right of way and would require reporting. 

Training should also include a Well-Defined Area (' in the exhibit as well. 

PG&E should also consider using in its training photographs, video or other aids to 

reflect expected views to be seen from typical patrol altitudes.

41) JO

Audits the patrolling process should include a comparison of new construction 

observations with new gas/electrical hook ups near the line to ensure that new 

construction has not been missed.

4.D.11

A new item “All Sections of Document Completed” should be added to the audit 

checklist when reviewing Reports of New Construction.

4.D.12

Audits should make sure that copies of completed Reports of New Construction are 

being provided to local supervisors as required by standard procedure TD-4127P-01 

section 3.8 (5).

4.D.13
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