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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”), I hereby submit this Reply Brief on Fines and Remedies. In this brief,
I 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. REPLY TO PG&E

A. I Strongly Dispute PG&E’s Contention that CPSD’s Penalty

Proposal is “Excessive” or Otherwise Unlawful

In a brief filed on May 24, 2013, PG&E challenged as “excessive” my recommendation
that the Company be required to fund out of shareholder monies a total of $2.25 billion in
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 1s 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. Second, despite the changes PG&E has made under its new management, these
are only the beginning of what 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 $3 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 sharcholder
expense — not fo be recovered through the rates 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.

66799207

SB GT&S 0378673



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 [ already have stated above,
the total price tag for this effort is in the range of $3 billion 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. (See CPSD Opening
Brief, pp. 52-54.)

I view this as the maximum financial penalty this Commission reasonably can impose on
PG&E. Ialso 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&E’s gas system.

Again, | 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 actually 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 I have

recommended in this case.

B. PG&E Continues to Manifest a Conspicuous and Disturbing
Lack of Remorse for Its Many Failures Leading Up To The
Tragedy At San Bruno

PG&E’s brief on penalties displays a chilling lack of remorse for the many failures that

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

b
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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.
II. PENALTY PROPOSALS

A, CPSD’s Penalty Proposal

As stated in CPSD’s opening brief 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 Bruno-related Olls 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 1 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
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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 CPSD for 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. Comparison of CPSD’s Penalty Proposal with the Penalty

Proposals Submitted by the Intervenor Parties

Table 1, below, summarizes the penalty proposals submitted by CPSD and the
intervenors in these proceedings. Each proposal also contains remedies not included in the table.
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 PSEP Phase I to be
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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 CPSD has 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 [ urge the

Commission to adopt CPSD’s proposed penalty.

. ﬁ ”EMW ‘“"Wi&é};i"M‘“‘w@f%Mf«fQf‘%{7M"}1”%7}7”‘mW“w”“““W“m‘W‘M“““‘w"‘“W‘W‘W”WWWMW"W

Party j Penalty Proposal
J%D e $2.25 billion shareholder expense for safety improvements
o e No civil penalties
City of San J P%?P I & II at shareholder expense
Bruno e $1.25 billion civil penalty

- ‘ o $2.25 billion total shareholder expense
City and County . R L
o Large portion for safety improvements
of San Francisco - . ,
o Remainder as a civil penalty

e Approx. $2.539 billion total
DRA o PSEP I at sharcholder expense ($1.989 billion total)
o $550 million civil penalty

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

[MI. RESPONSE TO PG&E’S CLARIFICATION OF PROPOSED REMEDIES
A. CPSID’s Detailed Reply to PG&E Concerning Remedies Is
Contained in Appendix A to this Reply Brief
The extensive shortcomings in PG&E’s safety systems and compliance with the law call
for extensive changes to their operations. CPSD included a list of proposed remedies in its
Opening Fines and Remedies Brief. PG&E responded to these remedies in PG&E’s Coordinated
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
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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 CPSD’s 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 CPSD’s 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. The Commission Should Reject PG&E’s Proposal to Apply the

Government Auditing Standards

PG&E proposes modifying CPSD’s auditing proposal so that it is consistent with the
Government Auditing Standards issued by the United States Government Accountability Office
(“GAGAS”). (See PG&E Coordinated Reply Brief, p. 102.) For the reasons discussed below,
CPSD opposes this proposed modification to CPSD’s remedies proposal.

The purpose of GAGAS 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
for Official 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
Official 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 of GAGAS for
any audits. Using a recent and pertinent example, Commission Resolution L-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, GAGAS is not appropriate, given PG&E’s specific auditing needs that
must be carefully considered.

C. CPSD Accepts PG&E’s Clarification That It Will Take Up to

Three Years for PG&E to Achieve Compliance with Generally

Accepted Recordkeeping Principles, Level 3, as CPSD Has
Recommended

PG&E agrees to undertake to achieve Level 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.

Iv. CONCLUSION

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 $2.25 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
/1
/1
/1
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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.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ EMORY J. HAGAN, II1

Emory J. Hagan, 111
Brigadier General (CA)

Director of the Consumer Protection
& Safety Division
California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Ave,
San Francisco, CA 94102
Phone: (415) 703-2349
June 5, 2013 Email: ejh@cpuc.ca.gov
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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 1s entitled “CPSD Comments re PG&E Response
and Edits”. Entries in this column respond to PG&E’s proposed edits to CPSD’s original proposed remedy (by
row).

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”.
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CPSIY acce

cdits but, in doing so, sces a need

PG&E agrees with this

commendation, and has

for documentation of th

permanently Csagsd the

;}f@&asa re up to ab@sre a system
MAOP” to eliminate the need to
consider manufacturing and

asing pipeline press

ﬁég[ﬁ Q{}HSQQ:&Q!" € ar

atery
[}

€ segments wi

COTs

ruction threats. In é{,\iili‘{“}xix ied f‘f‘kdé’iiéfjgii%?i g thre

PG&E should analyze sl to %.L;g highest pressure PG&E should

segments that were subjected to segments that were subiected fo

the planned pressure increases to lating iden tion of ;ﬂ e the planned pressure increases fo

Bruno O1] Ex. determine the risk of failure ft
manufacturing threats duete PG&E-1¢ at 4-25, manufacturi
G&E s nresoure snikine nractics

O - PGEE has analyzed all HCA b
b threate choul V .

T e e s

determine the risk of failure from

g@gmsmg formerly subjected to
3 ,74 IS & . Sie

szndw 45 C.F, Es Part

X

sastableunder 49 C.F R, Part

192.917(e)(3)_._and perform
further integrity assessments as

o determine the risk

these defects

warranted.- Each assessment

- neering Critical
should be documented and

Assessment ib{, A}, evaluates

retained for the life of the facility.

whether latent manufacturing or
construction related defects have
1{3«&8!‘%« unstable

further i"i«@iizi@

assessment,

0698.£0 S®ID dS

66886083
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4.B.9

Brief
Reference

identification

%}rs;;a:s‘sdgmg E

Revised Pariy Proposn

should re

and as

;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

PG&E Response and Reasoning

atement that

Brune Gli BEx, PG&E-]
(PG&E’s practice was to raise

pressure lo MAQOP).

to determine the risk of failure
£

from these defects g}urmaszz to 49
CFR Part 192.917 (m{ )

manufacturing or consiruction
feots have become
&EESE"‘HC and would further

regure an i int g{’ﬂi} assessment.

PG&E Proposed Edits

ification and assessy

procedures and t

that sii A

gl )
trainin

tnereased-are prioritized for a

sultable ass
ﬁ\{i; (e f* >

requirements » C.F.R. Part

192.917¢ey(3)-

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

66886083

o
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Revised Pariy Proposn

should re

identification and as

%}rs;;a:s‘sdgmg E

cific ﬂzmai issessments and

m, and that

exacerbated by

st

;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

PG&E Response and Reasoning

mmplementing ﬁ‘zig
recommendation. S

O Ex. Pé%&E»ﬁ(:

PG&E Proposed Edits

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

H
|
|
|

4B.11 PG&E agrees with None. None
implementing this
g% factors in 18 recommendation. See San Bruno
! Ol Ex. PG&E-Ta, at 1 3o
an Bruno Gl EX“
&E-lc, Sbams? 4.E
4B.12 PG&E agrees with and is None None

1g this

implemer
recommendation. See San Bruno
Gl Ex. PG&E-1a, at 13A

G&E-le, Chapte

runo GILEx. P
4.E.

66886083

ot
fouch
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Hespnnae and Bdics

Brief

Revised Pariy Proposn { PG&E Response and Reasoning | PG&E Proposed Edits
Reference

H
|
|
|

should re

identification and assessment implementing this

recommendation. See San Bruno
I Ex. PG&E-la, at 13A-4; San
HBruno Ol Ex. PG&E-]

Chapter 4.

4814 PG&E sho

implement its Inspection, Te

Id review and PG&E 1s implementing this d review make CPSD ac
s i[g‘\
ensure Hu procedure is

implemented.

recommendation and reviewing

¥ Inspection,

icable to stations fo ensure maintenance procedure applicable | Testing, and I‘%ia intenance
( .

and Maintenance procedure é‘ii;, it

arocedure apolicable (o stations

tegrity of equipment,

to ensure that integrity of

o

to stations ¢
ermi ﬂ&éé

of electrical @qai?mﬂr‘z Wi

components é:é documentation, and identi

to unsafe co of electrical components

ol - oo of tlho Al e
e :;TE P xl&\ veesiry 3
i;i}Cii’E‘i nfation an écl-deesnet-have-an
of electrical components at the sopheakle-agu
itas Terminal were not wr-shoula-fermnlate

deteriorated or otherwise unsafe.
See San Bruno OII Ex. PG&E-1,
Chapter 8.E.1
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;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

system to reduce

hes” and anomalies in the

aéafms a;‘;é s;}ﬁ‘zs@ﬂ” i

PG&E Response and Reasoning |

implementing this
recommendation. See San Bruno
Ol Ex, PG&E-la at 13A-4 10
13A-5; Sa;‘; Bruno Gl Ex.
PG&E-1, Chapter 8.F.2.

PG&E Proposed Edits

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

4B.16 None. None.
{Eéi %x Pi;&fz laat 13A-4 1¢
13A~5; San Bruno OII Ex,
PG&E-T, Chas

4.B.17 PG&E should revise PG&E agrees that its SCADA PG&E should revise its control CPSD opposes PG&E’s edi

uld make available all g SCADA 1o “ven if PO&E implements a
relevant information, that all relevant valve automation program,
implementing ﬁfﬁiit&‘fis—ééé:ééééé%g redundant pressure sensor data
recommendation through its Fesirs = = wééé be available and should be

Valve %szmag[m

Bruno GlI bBx
2.E.6.

lered. PG&E &s

COnst

performing this through its

Valve Automation Proeram.

I systems,

one that cccurre

Station when g‘%ﬁ :

{and only) source

unreliable,

£698L£0 S®ID dS

66886083
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Hespnnae and Bdics

Hevised Party Prapasal PG&E Response and Reasoning | PG&E Proposed Edits

gending on the resu

De
lis currently | leak and line break detection Clearly, the pro

merit because PG

to test | pilot program, PG&E

greal may install mor

(“D

> pressure sensors | begun a pilot program. CPESD

mecorporat believes the goal, as stated in the

osed reme

recognition gim‘;} ums i iis

SCADA system.

on known and proven tect

that ‘g}ék}@ recognition algorithms in its and basic math, is valid and
mstaliation of SCADA system. necessary (o creafe a safe

sensors through

ro

transmission svsten

program. §€{f Sa

4819 POE&E shoulay am its PLCs clieves that the redund

ative

to recognize zhai

@’1

roneous and

1S Ta?;‘;}zzz

PG&E at TLE?EQ I\gﬁug} tas Siz: i
The goal 1s not to ;}rs}g;ram the
PLC todi
informatio ?{;&b states, The
gram the PLC to

giigaiis}m Y

open
not i}
PL{ st

remedy is to

see a Tg@?;'fﬁ[i’y

Pressure as reason

to signal a problem in

and to take t
San jggm} Ol Ex. PG&E-1a at

to 13A-6; San Bruno Olf i.¢. continue to operate
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alfunctione
2010,

PG&E Response and Reasoning

erminal which wil

e confrollers

PG&E Proposed Edits

malfunctione

2010,

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

PG&E should review 1ts work
clearance p,ra;a:@ss; to ensure that

ane-commission of electncal
Jre&é&@:{; iﬁéi?p, ment from one
Uninte
another Ih}srpkaﬂ Each project
Clearance should eeverinclude

that may arise,

table Power Supply io

PG&E agrees with a

&

implement:

recommendatic
Gl Ex. PC &I:
Bruno Gil Ex. §

-1 & B.F.3.

1

are Si‘zliiﬂﬁd?g i

one 1U unterruptable Power

Supply to anotl

proiect should re
possible scenarios and

confingency

abnormal opers

that may arise.

CPSD acces
a ming

éggé;

rrevision %;‘; ﬁé@

66886083

o
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should revisit its ¥

PG&E :

Clearance procedures and tr

to ensure that future work wi

be authorized

and fields therein are

comprehen

ﬁé reviewed §3¥

3 L ie
populated,

ée@iﬁﬁaﬁeé clearance
Esgeﬂz%sﬁ rand-the-gas

technicianh ed the L
learance him/herself orh
Hepatedonevdedes-oltbewark

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

technician have reviewed the

work clea
contirmed that zﬁ%iﬁ%g stand the

actions to take in the event an

abnormal eﬁﬁéié;ﬁﬂ is

;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

lad
thework-clearance-form botl

haveintimate knowledoe ofth
items-detailed-inth |

slearanece-form- Lastly, PG&E
must ensure that proper records
showing the specif

&

when taken, and by whom, are

SICPS l&;&ij‘

maintained pursuant to s
Record Retention Schedule

ratainad ratainad
Lot Fet >

Bruno Gl
g2F.1&KF3.

recommendation.
Ol Ex. PG&E-la, at 13A-6; San
Ex. PG&E-

implementing this

PG&E Response and Reasoning |

See San Bruno

I, Chapters

PG&E Proposed Edits

@gaégmi

I not

%éé“ arance suner $or.

work

until such

should not commence

time as the o peraor and

technician have reviewed the
work clearance and ‘*ﬁsaaf@
contirmed that both understand

the actions to take in the event

an abnormal é@é{iéi ion is
encouniered-t

1

lee-ofthe-ites
theworkelearanceform. Lastly,
PG&E must ensure that pre

rds showing the

n taken, and by whom,

steps
iai«;@ﬁh whe
arc maintained pursuant fo ifs
E%a{‘;?é Hetention Sehedule

afoiina
T

7{ FS@ &;,é:c

f
L

leaves room for SL%%?;

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

tion {}fﬁ%{i word “nec
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Hespnnae and Bdics

;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

4.B.

he purpose

1 rem ff Pi;és,,%

Re ;?YC&CEEIL%?;%‘H;S fo identify iéf the ;Vé:,s 05
hazards asseciated with PC&E
natural oas infrastructure and

take action to make the

condition sale for the nsublic and

emnpiovees, If assistance is
needed and the situation is an
imminent hazard, the GSR will
remain on site until anpronriate
s take control. te

~pressure-naturabgas; | seemed fo ;ﬁ;@aﬁl the quality and
b Ix ro natural o
high & ural-gas;
PN o1 viat Haal
Pié&h 8 current zme‘rg@g@y
4.B.24 internal coording - POG&E PG&E agrees with None. None.

should revise its procedures to implementing t

recommendation. See San Bruno
and Contrel Room employee’s Ofl Ex. PG&E-Ta at 13A-7.

outline each individual Dis:

roles, re ibility, and lines of

communication required to be

made m the event of an

responsibili

employees.
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;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

PG&E Response and Reasoning |

PG&E Proposed Edits

agrees with NTSB
recommendation P-11-2, which

requests that PHM

guidance (o Operators o

comrnunities and jurisdiction 1n
s are located

?ﬂ@ rupture of any
indicated. CPSD

her recommends that prior 1o
such PHMSA guidance PG&E
should revise their own

when a g

procedures to allow for the

immediate and di
of' 911 emergenc
when a possible

is indicated,

3B (PG&E's Ma

implementing this
recommendation,
{.ﬁii%i Ex. PG&E-1a at 13A-7

to the NTSB); S:a%
spter 10.B.

See San Bruno

7 23, 2012 letter

ano Ol Ex.

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

66886083
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Revised Pariy Proposn

ion making author

E should revise 1ts

ency procedures to

hould not
just delegate authority to act but

ations 1o act.

;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

PG&E Response and Reasoning |

3
:
i

implementin

recommendation. See San Bruno
GiEx. PG&E-la at 13A-7 to
13A-8; San Bruno Oll Ex.
PG&E-1, Chapter 10.B.

PG&E Proposed Edits

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

4.8B.27

ROV/ASV - PG&E 4

perform a study to 1

jould

g S Y e
ovide Gas

Control wi

1 r

determining and

ransmission

and implement

PG&E ees with this

recommendation ¢

e

currently
implementing this through its
Valve Automation program in
PSEP and its Leak and Line
Break Detection Pilot P
described in CPSD 4.B.18. See
San Bruno Ex. PG&E-1a at 13A-
8; San Bruno Ex. PG&E-1,

8.F.2

m,

Chapter

None,

None,

66886083

o
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Revised Pariy Proposn

- \"E {iﬁ: acepeﬁ—its

analysis and conclusions to the
Compissiontorye *Lv PSD.

;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

PG&E Response and Reasoning

utilities nationwide and devise

wpropriate response time

s to ensure that its

Emergency Plan results ina

prompt and effective response.
PGEE s implementing this
See San Bruno

laat 13A-8; San

recommendat

Uil Ex. PG&E-]

Bx. PG&E-1, C

Bruno Gl
10.B.

“hapter

G&E requ

f[)f‘%ud

parameters o
obligation recomme
CPSD.

PG&E Proposed Edits

Response time — PG

review req

other utility service
nationwide opriate

and devise approz
response tiy i

ensure that its

resultsina ™

prompt and

analy

CPSD. the-Lor “;;f‘,f; i‘

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

CPSD accep

ts PG&E's

H
|
|
|

66886083
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4B.29

Revised Pariy Proposn

tlv a maintenance

Iy reviews

7

This pre

£y e il i
tormalizeqg to

and

necessary changes to PGé

;

" P, P . Ty e
Emergency Plan and/or othes

&

procedures are implemented with

a subsequent review of made

changes o ensure tl

%
i
!
i
!
i
1
|
|
i

PG&E Response and Reasoning |

and is

implementin
recommendation. See San Bruno
Ol Ex, PG&E-1a at 13A-8; San
Bruno Gl Ex. PG&E-1, Chapter
10.8.

3
:
i

PG&E Proposed Edits

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

66886083

o
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4B.30

Revised Pariy Proposn

hazardous i%said

informati
diameter, ¢

CPSD further recommends that
prior to such PHMSA action

PG&E un
gas transmissionits public

ertake a review of its

awareness and outreach programs
to ensure that svstem-snecific

information

eminated.

dis

See San Bruno Oll Ex. PG

PG&E Response and Reasoning |

r@é‘;’{}z;{;mﬂf‘dauo accordl ;
&E-1a
-9: San Bruno Gl

10.8.

at [3A-8 1o 13/
Ex. PG&E-T

, Chapter

PG&E Proposed Edits

natural gas t

:1‘§§,§Ei{}f7 o

sharing system-s

product transported, and gf}wmm

impact radius, about their 1

response agencies of
communities and ju

which those ;,ig;@iééé@g are located.

CPSD further recommends that
prior to such PHMSA action
PG&E undertake

gas fransmission #s-public

a myisw of its

awareness and outreac]

to ensure that svstem-s

information is appr

disseminated.

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

CPSD &;,é:c

66886083
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stzaé@;ies and associate d

programs should expressly ensure
that safety is a higher i

er T

‘;E[ﬁ

PG&E Response and Reasoning

been an active program since
2007, Tux recommendation i

moot with

i"f:g;@si to similar
programs in t

PG&E has already ¢

substantial shareh
in

>stments to gas fransmission

provements, There is no need

y ado Opl an express r?‘ﬁéii ent

infrastructure i

nprovements. See
runo Ol Ex. -QE&E»—E 3 at

PG&E Proposed Edits

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

remedy eritical
PG&E prioritizes
safety in the best inte

£

the program or strategy, PG

should have a program tc

expres re that safety 15 a

SFIOTT

returns and 1t should be designed

lement that

ude reinvestment of

5av 1?{ s 1nto

rovements.

66886083

e}
P
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PG&E Response and Reasoning

recommendation.

than 5%{}(} milli

n work without az 1y

On on gas

5 S N e
110 sharehold

‘@l@” wements 1o gas In

safety over the next several vears,
See San Bruno Ol Ex. ?(;é;b 1a
at 13A-11 1o EE%«EE

21 1

<& i} have an adve

s€
effect on PG&E’ s ability to access

ity mark

ets on as

s as other

PG&E Proposed Edits

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

contained nu

appre MUE Ef:'zz’@s i

customers and the v

66886083
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Hespnnae and Bdics

Hevised Party Prapasal PG&E Response and Reasoning | PG&E Proposed Edits

;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

4B33 | PG& A con ';"g;gégés@g?gsgs: gas | CPSD recommenc

1§ into this

employes § FRIAS; %”&g}igzﬁ»—ﬁ%&—é s lnoes i | PG&E’s proposed ¢
should include safety. selection >vised its STIP prog ! ployee-awards proposed remedy.
teria-forin ed-satet safety perfor 0% of the ‘ 5 S

yerformar nd-tratmine-andior score used 1o determine the

PG&E should revise 1ts STIP
srogram to make safety

serformance 40% of the score

used to determine the total award.
PG&E should require uppe

management to participate EE} @msyg@my r
annual fraining activities that discussed in { he

enhance and expand their f PG&E’s June 26,

knowledee of safetv. including Ei”m“zi} Ol testime

exercises in which gas officers have an opportunity («
will have an opportunity to in an annual drill, but we are now
enhance their knowledse of expanding the number and types
incident command and will of exercises that we will conguct
carticipate in an anoual safety “fﬂ‘f”f%iigh@iéi %im year. ‘&5@ will be
leadership workshop safety 4
ts-of-sas-transmission-and sortunity
dicteibut I should-en ledge of
th mrensgemeh-aHends of our
et b cers participate i‘é an annual
v leadershi
interstate Natural €
ica, the Edison Electric
Institute, the Nuclear Energy
institute, and the Institute of
66336083 Ni%s‘:%@a? ?i’}“ﬁ’@r%??“E”aii@ﬁ& where

they learn about best industry

to enhance
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4B.34

Revised Pariy Proposn

rector

should have different

;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

PG&E Response and Reasoning

ith this
recommendation because the
interests of the Company and the

The utility

Corporation’s assets, mal
st of the two entiti
coextensive. See San Bruno Ol

Ex. PG&E-laat ]

intere

13A-13.

PG&E Proposed Edits

‘CPSD belie

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

2VES T Eﬁ~

emedy 1

essential to create a meeting
environment that allows the

Utility to app

safety 1ssues.

4.B.35

PG&E should focus on

enhancing public safety and

operational excellence as a core
mission, and B&G&E should
@xamém whe

ffzz@f the time

z}abiéfg

elations

and p¢ f ical campaigns

d; racts it from #s-this core

mission ~ef-previdingsafe-and

on enhanci

nal Q};"@ﬂé

ope

Pi;é& la at ;FA«ER

CPSD rephr:
remedy to incorporate PG&E’s
statement,

oposed

2620 program, ana subsequent

variations ther i,ifi t¢ ensure that

o YOVYO
e 2020

NTOOTAM 1
program

program, and has %%u“z super
by our PSEP. The CPUL has

reviewed the é@%%i;“a: 11

submitied s
OIR proces
(I Ex.

CPSD) agrees with deleting this

remedy.

66886083

o
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4B.37

Revised Pariy Proposn

le

5T

2

teams-understand their job
responsibilities and priorities.

Goals of PG&E gas emplovees
should describe what is expected

of them and their teams.

;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

PG&E Response and Reasoning

recommendation, and is
implementing the
recommendation through a

thorough r@«@xamisz&ii@ﬁ ofa

number ¢
res:
busine

clarified j

es. 5,3{3{? San Bruno Ol Ex.
PG&E-Taat 13A-13

if

nri0l

PG&E Proposed Edits

(zoals of PG&E gas employees

should deseribe examineinternal

s i 5 6 Fays I
= ¥ 0
ancira that 211 oennl S =
FEFe-HA e B
lodao P
e Wi

expected of them and thewr teams.

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

CPSD &;,é:c

H
|
|
|

ts ?ﬁé&%*

CPSD agrees with the following
NTSB recommendations o

PG&E (CPSD-9, page

o

s 130-13D)

G

h and is

recommendation (o follow the
NTSE recomme ions. See S
Bruno Oll Ex. PG&E-la at 13A-
1310 13A-16; Exhibit 11 of
PGE&E s March 25, 2013 Records
(i %L&a;v for Offic 5!

None,

None,

66886083
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PG&E Response and Reasoning

implementing this
recommendation. See San Bruno
GitEx. PG&E-laat [13A-14 &
Ch. 13B {PG&E's May 23, 2012
nse to NTSB

PG&E Proposed Edits

CPSD Comments re PG&E

Hespnnae and Bdics

H
|
|
|

4.B.38b.1 h a comprehensive rgrees with and is None, None,
ency response procedure for | implementing this
2;%;&;«[‘3&{: recommendation. See S
Ol Ex. PG&E-Taat 13
138 { Pi’j&b s May
command and designate
(maﬁ"k@fi E\%waz by NTSE on
1 8/25/12)}); San Bruno Off Ex.
confrol and data acquis PG&E-T, Chapter 10.8.
and all other pote ii[idl;} in ‘
company smgg{}y@ss
4.B.38.b.2 | Establish a compreh PG&E agrees with and 1s None None

iy response procedure for

to farge-scale

implementing

The NTSB

stated that this recommend

recommendation

was closed on 8/29/12.
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include a Tf‘Gii e

;
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PG&E Response and Reasoning

implementing this
The NTSB
ecommendation

endation.

was closed on %i"*i} i2.

PG&E Proposed Edits

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

H
|
|
|

m;
4 B.38.c¢c Equip vour supervisory confrol PG&E agrees with None. None.
and data acquisition system with implementing this
recommendation.
Ol Ex. PG&E-laa
3 (PG&E’s Masy
ponse to NTSB
Recommendat: 11-26}); San
: Bruno Gl Ex. P{}&,I: t, Chapte
pressure transmitters along 8.F. We are expecting closure i
covered fransmission lines, (P-11- | 2014,
26}
4B.384d tion of None, None.

PG&E agrees with
impler i

recommendation. See S
GH Ex. PG&E-laat 1!
13-15 & 138 (PG&E’s May 23,
2012 response to "Q?SB

D

Recommendan
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Revis

toxicological test

ng program 1o

ensure that testing 1s fimely and

complete, (P-11-28)

e your post-accident

PG&E Response and Reasoning |

implementing this

recommendation. See San Bruno

138 (PG&E’s May 23, 2012
response to NTSB
Recommendation P-11-28); San
Bruno Ol BEx. PG&E-1, Chapter

8.F.4. This recommendation was

closed by the NTSB on

G/
8/29/2012.

PG&E Proposed Edits

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

None.
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, and implement a

ogram that mcludes, at a

maodel to reflect the
Company’s actual recent
gxperience fbii on leaks,

and meidents; (2} co

threats; improved self-

Ay
oy

PG&E Response and Reasoning

implementing this
PG&E has
embarked on a complete

recommendation.

management program. We have

hired a number of Q@zzsai“éagézs

that our

m@gmm meets aE,é f@gu%gggf};

and i‘FSi} PHMSA 2011
As 1
closure by 2013, See San Bruno
Ol Ex, PG&E-Icat4.E; San
Bruno Gl Ex, PG&E-1aat 13/
3B (PG&E's May 23, 2012
response to NTSB

Risk

e avnee
We expect

sessment Audit,

15& 1

PG&E Proposed Edits

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

H
|
|
|
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Hespnnae and Bdics

Brief

Hevised Party Prapasal { PG&E Response and Reasoning | PG&E Proposed Edits
Reference |

duct threat a

4B3%.g | Cc

the revised risk anal

recommended n “Qa%’@@y

Recommendation P-11-29, ¢ 13 13B {F%;&.E § N 23»,
rt the results of those 20121 nse to NT SE;

assessments to the Commission Recommend

and the Pipeline and Hazardous 11-30). We expect closure é;‘*

2013,

Materials Safety Admin
(P-11-30)

4.B38h Develop, an ﬁi"é{:é}?g}é}fai@ into PG&E agrees with None, None,
vour public awarene implementi
written performance r~>£i}z§z§m~zndz§i@ﬁ. See San Bruno
measurements and guide O Ex. PG&E-1 Chapter 10.B;
evaluafing the plan and for San Bruno Oll Ex. PG&E-la at
continuous program 3A-16 & 13B (PG&E's May 23,
improvemen 251 2 response lo NTSB
Recommendation P-11-31
i closed by NTSB
4.1 PG&E’s gas transmission ke to achievea | PG& ffS gas Lf?agagfﬂégg%@a CPSD agrees with PC

s gas

organization- should be required
to achieve at least a Level 3 management
information maturlty score under e GARP

the Generally Accepted Records

f nles a&zihm 3 vears.
(CPSD Exhibit 6, Appendix 4)

ely to take upwards of three

rs to complete.
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o]
Lhd
Mt

66886083




VPILSLED S®ID dS

Brief
Reference

4C2

66886083

Revised Pariy Proposn

PG&E :

should be requ

achieve International

Records {'E‘ESR W
of the ISQ 38

300 audit

ired to

ization Standard (ISO
i st ISO 3¢

%i?é}

;
i
:
i
|
i
1
|
i
i

recommendation. ISO 30300,

ch will be a newly
update to ISO 1 }él%i%, i

used for org

~country requirements.
r ISO 30300 would be
"éﬁ&: for

zation tha

large is loes
iarge 1s loca
United States,

e}
Lad
Ll

PG&E Response and Reasoning | PG&E Proposed Edits

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

anew imma} of
30300 senies, calle
ué@

ion of IS

revi
known as “The

*which is
still current. Anrd-1SO 30300 was
oped only for companies

Management St

i
not gevel

zir’zai have infernational demands

- “ISO 30300 is applicable to all
organizations, regardless of size,
type or locatlon allowmg you to
benet

time an

practice
ISG 303012011
implemented with other
Management System Standards
demonstrati

can- be

g compliance w

.. 1

the documentation a

records
requirements of other MSS,
1SO 30301:2011 sp

requirements to be metby a

ies

management system for records

Organization (I8O) has developed
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PG&E Response and Reasoning

PG&E Proposed Edits

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

and goals. it add

zation i%é the

late mission,

£o xupp@ tan

achievemen

strategy

es the

res

4.C3a., b,
and ¢

PGEE should devel O
draftreviewsapprove-and-issue

a corporate policyies-and peliey
sutdaneestandard that will:

a sotablish anidance far gl
loenartmen 1 1068
oy . ::2: them s 129

i 13iE ofe oy vl
t £ Tt
v s : 1 o
& t ¥
tho cormarnts malicias
HP 3 eSS

{a) Communicate
recordkeeping expectations
that underiie its post-2618
Cerporate Records and
Information Management
Policy and Standard for all
departments and divisions
across PG&E. These
expectations should be
iszg:@r }@raied Eﬁfa W@Q@ém‘e%

{a) PG&E’s Information
Management and

Compliance Department
has issued a corporate
records and information
management policy and

standard that

trents and divisions
ss PG&E.

ted into

be incorpora

nrocedures specific to

1

meef the needs of every
Line of Business
meluding gas

transmis

impractical to draft

standard practices that

PG&E should develep-s-progran

2 corporate policyies and pehey
suidanee standard that will:

communicate recordiceening

expectations {or all depariments
and divisions across PG&E,
This should be incorporated

nio nrocedures specific to meet

e o

the needs ef every Line of
Business. (b) The IM
Comnliance Benartment should
confrols

design a governance

cataloo for recordkesning

practices (o assess comaiiance

o

= Extract from www . bsigroup.com
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Revised Pariy Proposn

every Line of Business.

{b) The IM Compliance
Department should design a
covernance controls cataloe
for recordkeeping practices to
assess compliance with the
corporate policy and standard
consistency of behavior with
official records being stored
in approved svstems of
record, and timeliness of
addressing records during
their E;;ecvcﬁ&

¢) The retention schedule
\x*iil support the policy by
sroviding retention length for
all identified official records
to meet legal and regulatory
mandates.

Lick < ’ 11
e e =y
departments-and-divisions
ssist-thes ith deaf
standard-ng &
srandern I L e
T ot P
pehe;@ S5
Hi-trees ¢
1 it Funotiont
PRt thorrh T
F&vt 2555, Fact
i@i ee*“tv;;}a{ieea
5 wed
- S B

;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

PG&E Response and Reasoning

s as diverse as

would

Process

(zas Operations, Human

Resources and Reguls

Aftairs, tor example.

Departmer
fi{f&ii{ﬁ;

a;?i?i”é?%’@fﬁ systems of
record, and timeliness of

g S ¢ Eiig

f;‘és ;}Gii{:y by

nroviding retention le

for all identified o

records to meet legal and
regulatory mandates. The

ion schedule for Gas

erations is currently
1

weing updated and will be

o Gas

%e:,};zg emplovees

through a common forum,.

See PG&E’s respons
CPSD Recommendats

“with the cor fs{}%‘a&? poli

PG&E Proposed Edits

¢y and

standard, consistency of

behavior with official records

beino stored in annroved

stems of record, and

‘w\

iness of addressinge records

during their lifecvele, (¢) the

retention schedule will sunport

the selicy by aroviding

retention lenoth for all

identified official records to

meet legal and regulatery

mandates,

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

66886083
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PG&E Response and Reasoning

PG&E Proposed Edits

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

Reference
records-within-th 4.C.9. Public Ut o
st Freiieh-ther Code section 451 is no
retent tod recorakee;
mandated-by-te bt and contains no rete
sate-laws-seperal-order requirements. Therefore,
{ regulat including
CRUG-seetton45l-and- not st
FHEESE50E5 section as a mandate
for retention.
4.4 PG&E should des céf}g and PG&E agrees that it should uld develop and

implement a ation and develop and 1 é;;cm ent implement an education and
fraining progran f@r the gas n Mz ining program for the gas
transmission organization in ssion erganization in framework, which is
Records and linformation and Information Generally Accepted |
rover o records nt
Msranagement principles and nciples and p sl
practices within an information snd-nternehon-seaun
csovernance frameworksand
HHermation-security

Qessr is and information Management {RIM} is the

1

&

Bt Sgéﬁgé

[9)

on of records.

field of managament responsible for the effic

natic control of the creation, receipt, maintenance, use, and



CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics
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Reference

Hevised Party Prapasal PG&E Response and Reasoning | PG&E Proposed Edits

7

access and preserve ”Yii} leme iéé this

recommendation in its gas is not limited to gas transmission

oula also

s /document / content

related data, metadata, as media types); the management systems; Quality

shic location &

ems at any level

metadata,

vgraphic location | management 8

accordance and geospatial content te the in the C%??é%faﬁ{%ﬂ, CPSDh

ss mandated extent annropriate in ac opposes PG&E’s addition ¢

logy that with PG&E’s records retention ““?éﬁfﬁ&fiﬁs records retention

aids to help

)

meludes approp

not limited
fication and

-

adata i gquas

1
PEe ol : ot 13 1t

i O 4 T %5 s
T =
alsdatinem sovifioa. ool
=% & sambial ety
Tt + Fre T
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Revised Pariy Proposn

' PG&E s
ei—aaccountablhty fe%—«@%ef

manacerwho are responsi

T T s T % v

e-for

developing-development and
wmplementing-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.

e LK. AP ANCO.G Lexies
+ t ) vt
3 S e d
T Lty S 18 A wis T
ndar 3 houl
et T 2
d X he tlaa
¥ -t Tt t

;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

PG&E Response and Reasoning |

recommendation a

mo thisg
RiEE Llii

implement

ion 11 18

recomimet

PG&E Proposed Edits

zaalong
e ;u.,\

information govert

CPSD agreest

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

should be rewritte

SO propose

incornorate PG&

language, to a

4.C.7

Piﬁ}éé:E sho ideniify

nt ansuaby-the employees

respon51ble for

ocume

implementineation the Records

and Information Managsement

rogram for gas transmission.

Af otandard meants eg lovual ol
Py P I
s * i O =
ég/»%i%énggg
= cexl il i
5 Tt s FEaasatss T
wd 1 ooty g 1 d-for
& + ¥ t
-, < BT 3
¥ =t ¥
e ¥ nio tral
£ T

PG&E agrees with this

recommen

implemen Li‘ig it

tim;ééiz;zz@migg{%g@% the Records

ation ?%Eaga{w ement

program for gas
? \
% . Pt Pas ol PVt
£ 1 : -
iociirnant ~ovent £

CPSD agrees with PG&E

proposed ed

66886083
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;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

H
|
|
|

1ole

develop cons G&E p

PG&E :

stand

C FS@ <1:.,é:c ts P

rdt practices that inc
transmission records management émgiﬁmsméﬁﬁ Ehis transmission recoras

management-—ens ineer

1 recommendation in its gas

smission bus

corpe

~“b4 s R goverr

CPSD acces
n periods for all | one MINor mod

ts PG&E’s edit with

cation.

409 PG&E should

man

mplement PG&E agrees with this PG&E shoulc

recommendatio mandated 1

dated retention periods fi

relevantrecords relevant to gas implementing fT»;[x elevant records in gas

transmission. recommendation in its gas E‘a%ggﬁisgéé}g

4.L.10 PG&E should thate PG&E should CPSD accepts PG&E proposed
ras transmission ensimeering gas fransm: %séi}g ‘“t;; rSSFRE
srocess-and-corsesnonding A i

standard c@&i@;‘m% with Hecords

and Information Manasement and iﬂéf{}“?ﬁaﬁé@”} ‘%’iaaaﬁe ent
B2V ) nolicies for sas IV nelicies for oas

transmission.sractice-explans E‘agssa}%%s%{aae sractice-explains
s r b (1o i MY SRy i 1 L 2 elata 7{‘/ = .
{ocument {records are locuments-and records-are
| $lad .1 e 3 s Ez i -
ek Lo roaulation 1 o
oylat 2
tandardssoversthe rec ad s g an

0ZL8L£0 S®ID dS

66886083 B 39



12L8LE0 S¥ID dS

Brief
Reference

4011

Revised Pariy Proposn

PG&E Response and Reasoning |

PG&E Proposed Edits

PG&E should include the
treatment of active and inactive

records ip its Records and

Information Manavement

RIM) Pelicy for oas
transmission. developn s policy

that dacreibiac o vanaede Gnaman
N 36 A Sbad
1 olontens dthot oeo s
3 + t
1 aecaccad arirreail aeio
i SG-Ot Foa s astS
v lame moriade ~AF froma i o
= ML > S >
torad and sratected
e £ - At

recomimne

implementi

recommendation in 1S

1 business,

transmi

PGEE shoule

inciude the
treatment of active and inactive

records in its Records and
Information Management
(RIM) Policy for sas

ralom o SIS TR Y.

transmissionge

£ S t
H J
1. g
vanavde s ezl
& ek} ¥
alontramiay ¢l vo st
= o o

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

‘CPSD accepts PG&E’s edits.

4.C.12

PG&E's records management
d be able-te
managed and maintained in

processes

accordance with the
traceabledity verifiable and
aceuraey complete standard

including retention of physical

and digital pipeline records for the

Pt

‘life of the asset.

PG& g recs with this

recommendatio

émg%aﬁ;ﬁ}@méﬁg
recommendation in ifs gas

ransmission business.

PG&E’s as-built records for gas

tramsmission ninelines

nagernent =s-should be
i e ) ity
slrle-te and mamfained

’%ié{h the
traceablesbsy verifiable and

in accordance

v compiete standard and

alioned with PG&E s ¢ %QGE‘Q‘E

of PG&E’s

it to retain the

S 50mie

he life of the asset” In

concern as més remedy relates io
ets, CPSID does not
want to limit t}
“as-built”

course of fﬂmga investigations it

records to just

ords because in the

66886083
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4.C.13

Revised Pariy Proposn

wecuracy a

hin gas fransmis

o

data wit

records s

hould be traceable,

should be documented and kept
with the record,_For example,
when discrepancies are
discovered in GIS 3.6, GIS 3.0

should be updated as soon as the

new information is available and

reflected 1n the audit change log,

;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

PG&E Response and Reasoning |

3
:
i

recommendatic
implementing thi
recommendation 1 gas

transmission

PG&E Proposed Edits

teness of | CPSD opposes PG&E’s edits on

traceable, verifi
and when erse
are discovered in IS 3.0, the
reeord GIS 3.0 should be

eted updated as s00n as
ecorrect the new Information is

available and reflected in the

P -~

audit chanve logtheveasonisifor

f
saoh obhiamaa ol ld bha
&
1
s anto nd Lont -
(53¢ t et P
1

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

the bas

is that they

limit PG&E 1o

ad 1CIES W

~

its €

However, CPSD agrees that the

traceable, verifiable and complete

srincipal should apply to PG&E’s

(IS 3.0 system and the audit

change log in addition to other

PG&E records.

66886083
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! Response and Fdits

shou

PG&

format for the organy

CPSD G;} NOSES
recommendation, and is f‘iﬁf‘f"{}ﬂéé format for the cdits as it ig

job file so that implementing this ‘{a’si}igms associated

x&ﬂi!m%w L}Xdé“ﬂ} where to lool recommendation %}x caling an Files that this prop

4

d@sum ent associa aax; with

ers, to find each

at record

file. At a mimimum, a fa\%‘é file will

iob files that were reviewed as

contain trace e
part of the MAQOP Va

complete rec
MAQP of
installed;

b,

peline segment

1 documentation;

purch support the M/ P of'the pipe

features that were reviewed as
art of the MACOP Validation
profect includinge where

the sources and s spec ification

Yo

nvironmental documen

notes; design, construction a available: segmentinstalled:

built drawi X-Tay reports and : documentation; purchase

squre test records: documentation showing the

€TLSLE0 SWID dS
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Job file data,

for ali pa”z& 8% the active PG&E

should be

development of a complete and

accurate catalog of job files tha

ﬁeﬂ“zi}géi be included within this

objective.

{ PG&E Response and Reasoning

>nTm»§§w th

endation t ”zmg; Project

PG&E Proposed Edits

1 svvant b o s loston o

= HHeRt-o--eahbs ++
P e
G £
ran e

sl

5 o

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

@aﬁig as they igzm@ the Mgw tha

days or EE{}{?EIEEE; f

information to be located.
s to limit the
'sﬁse i gas

s, rather th

66886083
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disposed o

retained for the sa

fe oper

o la

databases, such as the

~

i{:aﬁ database, GIS and

b. u;}dai%as g lat sheets and

1 reranizis
and organizing

;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

PG&E Response and Reasoning

recommendation, and 1s
implement

30 Ehmmﬁh the

=

recommendat
MAQOP validation ef
PG&E™s onse to {%SE‘%
Recommendation 4. B .4,

rt. See

In the cour

PG&E Proposed Edits

se of the MAOP

Validation ?? ect, when PG&R

cannot locate records, PG&E

should apnlv conservative

assumptions in its development

of its Pineline Features Lists for

gas transmission pinelines,

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

o recover s rmation via a

range of options, z’ai?ﬁ@f than

ly insert a conservative
And, by PG&E’s own

value,

Wh

: w;‘w iatel }

cords sysie
ce Pai&b meets
find its mis

its expectation (o |

&

1

records, should allow replacement

of assumed conservative values

with actual values.

H
|
|
|
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Hespnnae and Bdics

%
i
!
i
!
i
1
|
|
i

H
|
|
|

4.C. PG&E should maintain

> gas
&

slices and stan nges o gas transmission

actices. An explanation of standards and procedures and

requirement defi

changes should be maintained so | amendments-lo-pobeses-and proposed remedy.

ong as the practic o
;;‘mgmgﬁeﬁ retained and ; et or f%i}i” a wa&%;za&ia defined loption—amendmentor
preserved permanently, m%@s%g ermanent AAa-andit-trai-of
heed of potential chan retention of ocuments is not 4 : Hiained

cchnology that may e n according to PG&Rs

locuments unreadable in the | H *a@;‘dg and Information

future, Management (RIM) nolicies,
standards and procedures od

reta

f;L,

- e g arranant
eEa tsa >

. , . .
talsms baond tontial olhaseo
= Fhi-tt ¥ e thebtls T
: i " 1
i toolien frin fE L=l Pat

3463 + =
Tt e .
1

1ocrimmant oo dalalo tha

= Shebr-un e ¥ Freas
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3
:
i

4.C.18

Using the information collected
¢ that has been salvaged and er and will in the MAOP Validation Effort,
i i PG&E will identf

By frack each agree w

ne that has been recommendation, the remedy
iflais

should not be unne
arbitrarily liz
MAQP vals

aged and reused
g

: IM model to the
e was originally documents.

mstalled in the PG&E pipeline

installed date and the orizinal

cate of manufacture 2nd

installation, if available, in ifs

s IM model

1 i < el 11, 1
tha nine vune Avioinallngg
< t £ e
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track reused ithin

s ope

system and identify

vipeline characteristics alone with

where the pipe segments

originated from, medium

transported previously. and

justification of the usage of 1t in

its system.

PG&E and-will maintain these
records so long as there are
sections of reused i}; 3¢

PG&EE opera
nipelineg syst

PG&E Response and Reasoning

recommendatio
CPsSh Qﬁia}mmﬁf‘daﬁm‘ 4. { 18.

PG&E Proposed Edits

> as duplicative of CPSD

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

{0 z{ismz‘ia‘ each section o

salvaged and reused

system and to correct its GIS

records,

401
PG&E o create and ma

Thisg Propos G ‘§ m”{%qwmﬁg

S

nfain a
tem that tracks a
in Pi;&b
and tasks PG&E wi
mandate to maimagg

i reused pipe

S Opet &dﬁ“f £as 8y

ific

elating to the reused ;?i‘é?(j for as

H
|
|
|

mz as reused pipe remains in
place.
4.C.20 PG&E should implement the PG&E’s assessment of each of the ssed mn Ex. The CPSD recommended remedy

r@ﬂ:eﬁzm%éi

59 recommendations is E@Qaiz‘:{% in
Records Ol Ex. PG&E-6
Chapter 1D, Attachment M}

{ hapter 1D,
Att E ment 103,

should stand as proposed_because

Ex PG&E6]. Chapter 1D,

S e

Attachment 1D does not commit

that PG&E will implement all of

Pw( recommendations. In fact,

PG&E that Exhibit merely states

that many PwC recommendations

are ynder review or under

consideration-

66886083
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Brief
Reference

Revised Pariy Proposn

;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

PG&E Response and Reasoning

PG&E Proposed Edits

SUpPOrs |

indenendent auditors r “?sé

ed %}y

to W%’E slement corre

nse to ‘;"mgﬁm

r audits of the

kind
contemy ; ated i"?\ CPSYs
CPSD

and eriteria for

proposa 1,

G&E é:x;%g?a,

to define the scc

its audits at the outse

follow the standards
%zggéz %agaéiéy audits.

anpiving the Goevernment
Auditing Standards issued by
the U.S. Government

Accountability Off
will

s of PG&E’s

actices within the

undertake aud

recordkeent

100 eh-ah
ninimum of fen
vears C18101 18

issued in 1.11-02-016.

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

§ claims
it agrees with
CPSD never

1dards. Moreover,

roposal,
osed GAO
CPsh

Drop

an aud
ézf fr-""{}{i:}f{ in

H
|
|
|

66886083
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Brief
Reference

EXe)

Revised Pariy Proposn

t 1o CPSD when such
have been correcte

;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

The §;m

PG&E Response and Reasoning

nment Aad g

of 1ts

PG&E prior to issuance

z’a:g@f’

10 ensure a common

wmnent-sanctioned
standards, PG&E exnects CPSD

to ;?E"Qi’i@i;? an of

discuss the dr.

deficiency, and nee

corrections.,

PG&E Proposed Edits

have %*u

df:i%sé@szs:%@g !

Ceonsistent with the

Government Auditing

Standards issued by the .S,

Government :%é:é‘%@éé%ﬁ%}éﬁf%

Difice. CPSD will review the

cgraft findines and sronosed

§@§‘§‘§§§§?§3 action plans with

PG&E prior te issuance of ifs

audit ort,

rejects

an “r'%e

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

1

1s. T@a}yi}m er, CPSD

séb s proposed changes

designed to determine whether

PG&E T
Commis

as com

on’s 7‘“9%13

remedies,

slied with the

1
ca

will use its own ;nf‘
¥ 4;%{& @;fo;;

purpose of recordk

aaraé%;ﬁ;é@ auditors by restricting

mit pool of

itself to the criteria set out in

St ard,

CPSID reserves the night to

appoint
matter exp

Aitors ¢

discretion, to undertake the

=
]

oy

66886083
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Brief
Reference

4D.1

Revised Pariy Proposn

Systems: Utili
standard cosed-ar

software for electronic storage of

:

ot

class location information.

o-Devise a systemr-process to
capture and-decumentnew PG&E

service @@a&k«a;}g especially in

Eﬂ”i?%z?}l; to transmission

and incorporate into the class

location analvsis.

;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

PG&E Response and Reasoning |

recommendation

industry-s

implemen E‘u

ntegrated GIS

and £as

smission asset management

use of

system that will enable the

S@ﬂ"%w&f@ to perform cl
calcu See Class Ol Ex,
PiﬂééﬁzE«E at A-1
Section B.2.

i Chapter

PG&E agrees with the

recommendation to devise a new

system to document new service

< 1%3?&\;" o

A

wasesmés&wz‘ /e are

1

: how to best accomplish

e have created a pilot

31
L and

/ ew g

electric me

new building
permits, new assessor parcel

ased county

numbers, and more

tax assessments (indicating a

t improvement on the

/) for ;}agmég located

)
thin 1.000 fee

5

58 i@;aﬂﬂfz chang
Exhibit PG&E-1, Chapter 1,
Section 2.

PG&E Proposed Edits

(o3

race OF
abv

o Devise
capture ¢

service hook-ups esnec

i
ines

‘5{?%35}?;@ to transmission |

and incorporate into the class

tocation analvsis,

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

CPSD accepts PG&E’s edi

66886083

o
[
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Brief
Reference

4D2

Revised Pariy Proposn

Procedures: U p{,hig g
hatrolling process instructions,
and related OQ training 74412
@lé,%@-} to require written

on to Patrol

Superv E%@ESJ{}&F}GQ% that follow
up has been performed on all new

construction that the patrolier has
%}fiié*zi}é}%ﬁ}’ observed and
oy I e

E' J made-to-Ataehment
tem 5-0£ 1D 441207 _Aerial

= resessastruetions
Fhisreerermentshould-w

luded-inthe OO0 trai £

;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

PG&E Response and Reasoning |

o require that

a their

o
=
o

‘"ﬂg‘} Ovyees an

ors investigate all

ified on aeri

H

reports to ensure all patrol

PG&E-1 at 1-9 n.24.

we plan to use the Company’s

In addition,

SAP software to s¢ ameai{;

pipeling

corrective actions, This will

enable the Pip g eline Patrol Process

PG&E Proposed Edits

to require
n to Pat ‘93

b ?ai o

observed and

previously

documented, Thesaemechanae

comirament ahald o
S-FE S et 2= >
-1 1 thao 3 + x -
FHEHY L & 5 a5 3
B

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

CPSD agrees wi%%@ some i}‘f
PG&E's e
The remedy is re »

:2;;;;“‘
i~
Ld

ohservation.”

im;}é{:mez‘
See Cl
-8, A-2.

recommendation.

Ex. PG&E-1 at ]

66886083

o
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CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

Brief

Hevised Party Prapasal { PG&E Response and Reasoning | PG&E Proposed Edits
Reference

3
:
i

4.0.4
recommendation, and 1s
implementing this

increased pairolling to the Aerial recommendation by revi

Patrol Program Man:

patrol procedaure o encd

H M
f=) &

ofs g

5il

recommend

it on observed

future patrols as appropriate. See
Class Oll Ex. PG&E-1,at1-9 10
1-12. We will also use

information from our Public

o
[%
b

66886083
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Brief
Reference

4D5

Revised Pariy Proposn

ure that the Report ¢

Construction forms are

leted.

;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

PG&E Response and Reasoning |

3
:
i

implementin
recommendation and has trained

indated

complete the “Report of New

Constructic
Form.

tenance & Construction

ton’s Manager of Gas
- n t
nsible

gular

and patroll

reviewing

Construction Along

forms to ensure they are properly
completed. See Class Ol Ex.
PG&E-1 Chapter

PG&E Proposed Edits

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

4D.6

to include ove

sight and review of
the guality and accuracy of patrol

repors,

PG&E agrees wi

implemen

recommendation.
Ex. PG&E-1 at /

None.

None,

4.7

Create a aetailed procedures

manual contai

duties to ensure quality control of

sirol responsibilin

aeri I

PG&E agrees with and 1s

implementing t
recommendation, See Class Gl
Ex. PG&E-1 at A-3.

None.

66886083
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Brief
Reference

4D8

Revised Pariy Proposn

Training: Utilize varied &enerate

raultiple-training exams for

patrolling.

PG&E Response and Reasoning |

recommendation, and is
mmplementing this
recommendation by evaluating a

g program and

ng varied

personnel. See Class Ol Ex.

PG&E-1 at 1-12, A-3.

PG&E Proposed Edits

natrolling.

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

CPSD agrees with PG

¥
&
proposed

&
Alied,

66886083

o
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Brief ; Hevised Party Prapasal { PG&E Response and Reasoning | PG&E Proposed Edits i CPSD Comments re PG&E g
Reference 2 ; | E Response and Edits i
i | |
4D9 1 | = CPSD &:.,é:c "
recommendation, and is language but ,;m,\ the proposed
Fand ém;}ii:m@m = deletion, which 1s the sgbs e of
Ct}m;ﬁmi%;’ th Eh@ current exam :
and shall use aerial photos as ¢ materials and
exam exhibits where pilots associated tests will be reviewed
indicate which structures are and updated fo enhance
approximately 660 feet from the empioyee competency, utilize
right of wav and would require Ol Ex. PG&E-T at 1-12, A-3. aerial photos and other aids,
reporting, and reflect field conditions to
Trainine materials and associated ﬁg’}g}?e%i@%w ?}ﬁ%iéé%}ﬁ%’ kev detatl a;zé e:am};};@};
tests should be reviewed and distances from lines. productive training
updated to enhance emplovee Because PG&E agrees with this
competency. utilize aerial photos recommendation and believes San
and other aids, and reflect field Brune’s proposed remeay
conditions to approximate V.D2.2.¢ is duplicative, CPSD
buildings” key distances from adds specitic Egszgaag@ from
lines. iDZg to the proposed remeds
[Patrolling ¢ maitted-t The phrase added 18
CRUC st contamed-faird “and shall use aerial photos as
smple-guestions-whiehr : exam @HB 8 i
ah-a-rudimentar derstandi uctures are
£eolasslocations } feet from the
rould requir
56886083 B 55
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Brief
Reference

4D.10

Revised Pariy Proposn

tPG&E should consider pilot
training using aerial photographs

taken at an altitude of 750 [ﬁc;

-

ich replicates what the pilots

see on natrol, and include a

number of structures both wit

PN

and outside of the 660 foot
standard. Use the ;‘;h{sws as exam

ihi

which structures are

exhibits where the pilots in

by

approximately 660 fee

right of way

reporting. Training should also
include a2 WHBA-W sﬁ ﬁvhmfj
Area (WDA) in the exhibit as
well IPG&E should also consider

using in its training photographs.

video or other aids to reflect

expected views to be seen from

typical patrol altitudes.

;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

PG&E Response and Reasoning

implementing this

recommendation %3\ eval L%SEI?E“ a

ining program and

festing regiment ati

enhanced training exams for
patrolls See Class
Ol Ex. P;;&I:«f at 1-12, A-3.
This training

may fest a pairoller’s

estimate of distances between

structures as

12

i a pipeline. /d. at 1-

Tmpr

PG&E Proposed Edits

ve Aerial Patrol Pilot

g:éﬂyﬁi 524

= should conside

r pilot

Lt ey mompial ¢
TAlnng using aers: p

video or other aids o
expected views o be seen {rom

reflect

tvpical patrol altitudes. Ipciude

oo of
§ tawen-gb-ah

structure examuples

ol s A f TR0 fant sk
st ot the nilate con nn
i ETYSEYN ILy cr. ot

1 within and outside
of the 660 foot standard. Use the
re the

photos as exam exhibits whe

pilots indicate whicl

g Hg should
Well-Delined Area
hibit4

also e

(WD %)

the ex

C FS@ &;,é:c

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

see on patrol. PG&E employ

of the struc

it & better unders

or
ologra

tures and PG&E’s

system 33\ i‘%fﬁa this additional

source of information.

E:S LE

1
i

Audits-Audits for the patrolling
srocess should include a

comparison of new construction
observations with new

ical hook ups i

to ensure that new

construction has not been missed.

PG&E agrees with and is

1g this

implemen

recommendation thro ag a pilot
program to evaluate
comparison of new Qitr?%iﬂ%é?ii@ﬂ
mdications with patrol

observations. See Class Gl Ex.

PG&E-T at 1-6.

Audits: Audits for the patrolling

nrocess should include a

comparison of new construction

ohservations with

1 New

ical hook ups near the
wsure that new
construction has not been missed.

CPSD agrees with PG

&E's

66886083

o
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Brief
Reference

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

Revised Pariy Proposn

PG&E Response and Reasoning | PG&E Proposed Edits

3
:
i

4D.12

implementin

recormnmendation. The

reviewing Reports of New Masi roe and Construction

Construction. Manager of Gas Compliance will

msible for performing

Ex. PG&E-1 at A-4.

:”2;;;;“‘
“
W

Aud

copies of completed R

hould make sure that PG&E agrees wi None. None.
s implementing t

New Constructio

provided to |

8€/8L€0 S®ID dS

66886083

o
Lo
o




6€L8L£0 S®ID dS

Brief
Reference

Hevised Party Pronesal

 PG&E Response and Reasoning

PG&E Proposed Edits

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Response and Fdits

required to track

database where it

erwise

sed or ol

manufacture of the segment, if

known, Ift fe is iji“ii{i%{ﬁﬁ'ﬁl

the database should

inc
r@adﬁ‘v accessible documentation
showing, for each re-used or
otherwise reconditioned pipe
segment, that all steps

to prepare the segment for

mstaliation were performed and

mspected. §fsa;:{; documentation
is unavailable, the centralized
T

documentation should so mndicate

so that the segment will be given

appropriate atfention in integrity

See PG&E’s respo

nse to CPSD

Recommendations 4.C.18 and

4.C.19

4.C.1

0se 88 ﬁi}?i
§and 4.0

eof CPSD

66886083
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Brief
Reference

As rﬂau ired i”?\f {‘*‘”ﬁ

Revised Pariy Proposn

{if} 017

ocument any

hlofD

athatism
incomplete or unreliable. Such
ust be clearly

assumptic

iden 1
ambiguities arise, the assumption
allowing the great

margin must be ad

;
i
:
i
!
i
i
|
i
i

Obect. See PG

PG&E Response and Reasoning

CPSD Recommendation 4.8 4.

Opp

PG&E Proposed Edits

f CPSD

as duphi

48B4,

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

£
i a

e of San

Jppose as duplicativ
Bruno V.C.

66886083

o
1%
(5]



CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

Brief
Reference

Revised Pariy Proposn PG&E Response and Reasoning | PG&E Proposed Edits

3
:
i

%
i
!
i
!
i
1
|
|
i

pose as duphi
Bruno V.C.

3 | PG&Es Opp

S 5e
qualified u

retained by the Commission, o

{a) examine the new s

I parties of its

conclusions recommendations

£ e
£ a1

for remediation of any observed

deficiencies.

3

Saa Srane’s Proposals

V.B. San Bruno Reguests that Ubject for the reasons dis Oppose.

in Section V.B.2 of PG&E

[¥L8LE0 S¥ID dS

66886083 B &0
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Brief
Reference

V.C

Revised Pariy Proposn

with the

imposed i

;
i
:
i
!
i
i
|
i
i

PG&E Response and Reasoning

vith this

recommendation. PG&E agrees

that CPSDY’s resources are limited

and that adding substantial

management and oversight

obligatic
could outsir
To address that conce
h CPSDs suggestic

ion order a

agrees wit

{7 ommi

that the

ty imposed

;&I: be used to retain
5 to assist CPSD n

and ov u*x@m?g

entation of its

operational commitments and
continuing PSEP activi Such
consuliants could be identified,

hired and directed by CPSD, but
funded by PG&E.

PG&E Proposed Edits

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

Establis
Emerge

’Y&/ PQ‘
nse Fund

shment of t Tinsula

yr the reasons discussed

1 V.B.2 of PG&E’s b

DOSE,

Provide training to Gas Service

Representatives 1o re Gé‘f%f;& ﬁ

differences bcm eer

rose as duph

icative of CPSD

66886083

o
o
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CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

Brief
Reference

Hevised Party Prapasal PG&E Response and Reasoning | PG&E Proposed Edits

;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

H
|
|
|

Provide tr amnin

Represe

Representati

Control Operators to ensure that es and Gas Control {Iﬁ?u@ie;

they coordinate effectively with Control Operators should be they coordinate e
emergency responders, follow trained to coordir

rs and follow | PG&E’s own internal procedures
y plans. Pi;&b

Pééé&b s own internal

and each GSR i%fig
G
able fe ;m@izacléi} shut i}ﬁi”iﬁ%’@& direction of gas control op
PG&E shalla it its ¢ %}@ fras
and €

m&;@maiiz’sg 8

4
.
{’,/
=
-
@
.
[}
[
5}
‘mr)
[l

erators shs

ed and able to manually shut off emergency &haiﬁé%}ﬁ%

1icy shutdown

shut m%f emerg:

ann aaﬁ
Control {}g eralc

ensure thatt 51“}’ are pr roperly
J

i

sure that f;frzi:\; are

auditing @i’@wry employee is

impract

ical and unnecessary,

V.D2c¢ Develop and deliver, to all staff] See PG&E s response to CPSD yose as duplicative of CPSD
records managem LQééﬁQ&iié}E Hecommendation 4.C .4, 4.C.4,

S at

,./
i
i
e
xﬁ
{”;
o]
o
=
=

1&%} to include

€vL8L£0 S®ID dS
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Brief
Reference

V.D2d

Revised Pariy Proposn

;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

PG&E Response and Reasoning

PG&E Proposed Edits

Develop specific an

%szsz f@r TLEE{%E%C staff'i

Recommendation 4.C 4,

Opp

f CPSD

as duphi

4.C4.

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

;}wg?amx shal

aitend th

See PG i8¢ to San

&E’s res
Bruno Recommendation V.D .2 ¢
and CPSD Recomme

4.C4.

ndation

npose as duplicative ¢
Bruno V.2.2.c and CPS

hich rephicat

the pilots see on patrol,

mclude an

both withis

See PG&
Recommendation

E7s Response to CPSD
£.10.

cof CPSD

hose as duplica
4.5.10.

66886083

o]
o
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Brief
Reference

V.D2.g

for patroili

trainee doe

than the cu

1

use aert

where pilots |

structures

feet from the right of

ng to er

Revised Pariy Proposn

s not see the
x%%\w@“ nf
New tr

1
i

rrent exam and shall

vhotos as exam exhibi

ate which

fway and

complex

Iy

115

are approximately 660

%
i
:
i
|
:
i
|
i
i

PG&E Response and Reasoning

Recommendations 4.13.8 and
4.3.9.

Opp

PG&E Proposed Edits

f CPSD

as duphi

4.13.8 and ¢

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

v,
Lnd

Require PG&E to Formalize its
Emergency

Disclosure

Every City,

Response and
Obligations

County, and Fire

%, Y
rthe reasons d

in1 Section V.B.3 of PG&E’s brief.

Automated

Pilot Progr

Service Ter

Sa

am Thro

ritory

hose as adds
019,

sed m R.11-02-

66886083
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Brief
Reference

Revised Pariy Proposn

Term and Short-Term Incentiv

Program Calculati

imcorporate prop

o
o

;
i
:
i
|
i
i
|
i
i

This recommendation 1

PG&E Response and Reasoning |

3
:
i

duplicative of CPSD

stated i

rogram o

Recommendation

has revised its STIP

make safe rformance 40% of

to determine the

Bruno recomme:
is a different 1

gram, designed

compensation pro

fically to focus on

performance. PG&E’s
’ i ay for LTIP

enurety.

Opp

PG&E Proposed Edits

f CPSD

pose as duphi
4.B.33.

CPSD Comments re PG&E
Hespnnae and Bdics

66886083



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have on this date served a copy of REPLY BRIEF OF
THE CONSUMER PROTECTION AND SAFETY DIVISION ON FINES AND
REMEDIES to all known parties by either United States mail or electronic mail, to each
party named on the official service list in L.12-01-007, 1.11-02-016 and L.11-11-009.

[ also hand-delivered a hard copy to the assigned Administrative Law Judge’s mail

slot.
Executed on June 5, 2013 at San Francisco, California.
/s/ MARGARITA LEZCANO
Margarita Lezcano
66793071
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APPENDIX B
CPSD’s Final Recommended Remedies

4.A.1 PG&E should pay to reimburse CPSD for 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&E proceeds 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.2 PG&E should reimburse CPUC/CPSD for the cost of conducting all three of the

present investigations.
4.A3 RE: Penalty - Refer to CPSD Response Brief

4.B.1 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.2 PG&E should revise its GTRIMPRMP to robustly meet the data gathering
requirements of 49 CFR Part 192.917(b) and ASME-B31.88, and to do so without
limiting its data-gathering to only that data which is “readily available, verifiable, or

easily obtained” by PG&E.

4.B.3 PG&E should perform a complete company-wide record search to populate its GIS
database with all identified gas transmission pipeline leak history, including closed
leak, information not already transferred to the GIS.

4.B.4 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 ASME B31.8S. As required by Ordering Paragraph 1 of
D.11-06-017, PG&E should be required to fully document any engineering-based

assumption it makes for data that is missing, incomplete or unreliable. Such
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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 its GTRIMPRMP and related training, to ensure robust data

verification processes are enacted and implemented.

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.

PG&E should re-label its system MAOP nomenclature in accordance with 49 CFR
Part 192.

PG&E should permanently cease the self-suspended practice of regularly increasing
pipeline pressure up to 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 the planned pressure 1ncreases to determine the risk

of failure from manufacturing threats under 49 C.F.R. Part 192.917(e)}(3)_, and

serform further integrity assessments as warranted, Fach assessment should be

documented and retained for the life of the facility.

PG&E should revise its threat identification and assessment procedures and training
to ensure that HCA pipeline segments that have had their MAOP increased are
prioritized for a suitable assessment method (e.g., hydro-testing), per the requirements

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

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).

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.
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4.B.12 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.13 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.14 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. If PG&E does not have an applicable equipment retention policy

then it should formulate one,

4.B.15 PG&E should revise its SCADA 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.16 PG&E should reevaluate SCADA alarm criteria with the goal of reducing

unnecessary a larm mess AgCh.

4.B.17 PG&E should revise its control systems, including SCADA, to ensure that all relevant

information, including redundant pressure sensors, is considered.

4.B.18 PG&E should install more pressure sensors and have them closely spaced and use the
I Y Sp

additional information to incorporate leak or rupture recognition algorithms in its
SCADA system.

4.B.19 PG&E should program its PLCs to recognize that negative pressure values are
erroneous and require intervention to prevent valves from fully opening,.

4.B.20 PG&E should replace the three pressure controllers which malfunctioned on
September 9, 2010.

4.B.21 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
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the commission of electrical equipment from one Uninterruptable Power Supply to
another. Each project Clearance should include 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

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.

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.

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. CPSD further 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.

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

emergency response responsibilities, especially in regards to authorizing valve shut
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offs. PG&E policies should not just delegate authority to act but also detail

obligations to act.

4.B.27 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.28 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.29 Emergency Plan Revision — Currently a maintenance supervisor annually reviews
> W
SCADA 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.

4.8.30 Public Awareness - CPSD agrees with NTSB recommendation 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
emergency response agencies of the communities and jurisdiction in which those
pipelines are located. CPSD further recommends that prior to such PHMSA action

w

PG&E undertake a review of its gas transmission public awareness and outreach

programs to ensure that system-specific information is appropriately disseminated.
4.B.31 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.
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4.B.32 PG&E should target retained earnings towards safety improvements before providing

dividends, especially if the ROE exceeds the level set in a GRC decision.

4.B.33 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.B.34 PG&E should not hold joint Company and Corporation Board of Director meetings as

the two entities should have different priorities.

4.B.35 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.B.36 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 identified funding sources.

4.B.37 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.B.38 CPSD agrees with the following NTSB recommendations to PG&E (CPSD-9,
pages 130-131)

4.B.38.a Revise your work clearance procedures to include requirements for identifying the
likelthood and consequence of failure associated with the planned work and for
developing contingency plans. (P-11-24)

4.B.38.b.1 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).

4.B.38.c  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.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).

4.B.38.¢  Revise your post-accident toxicological testing program to ensure that testing is

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

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

5

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).

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).

4.C.2 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.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.
(¢) The retention schedule will support the policy by providing retention length for all
identified official records to meet legal and regulatory mandates.

4.C4 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

4.C.5 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
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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.

4.C.6 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.7 PG&E should identify and document the employees responsible for implementing the
Records and Information Management program for gas transmission.
4.C.8 PG&E should develop consistent standard practices that include gas transmission

records management linked to corporate polices on information governance.

4.C.9 PG&E should implement mandated retention periods for all records relevant to gas
transmission.
4.C.10 PG&E should ensure that each gas transmission standard conforms with Records and

Information Management (RIM) policies for gas transmission.

4.C.11 PG&E should include the treatment of active and inactive records in its Records and

Information Management (RIM) Policy for gas transmission.

[

4.C.1: 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.13 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 1s available and the reason(s) for each
change should be documented and kept with the record. For example, when
discrepancies are discovered in GIS 3.0, GIS 3.0 should be updated as soon as the

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

4.C.14 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
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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 MAOP of the
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 CPUC; and inspection

reports and correspondence.

4.C.15 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.C16.4a, b, and ¢ The information that was contained in PG&E’s historic 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 to:

a. updating and verification of data in engineering databases, such as the leak
database, GIS and the integrity management model,

b. updating plat sheets and other engineering drawings, and

c. updating and organizing job files.

4.C.17 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.18 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 GIS and its IM model to the date the pipe was

originally installed in the PG&E pipeline system.
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4.C.19 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.

PG&E will maintain these records so long as there are sections of reused pipe in the

PG&E operating gas transmission pipeline system.

4.C.20 PG&E should implement the recommendations included in the final Pricewaterhouse

Coopers (PwC) audit report. (TURN Exhibit 16, Appendix B)

4.C.21 Using independent auditors, CPSD will 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.22 PG&E will correct deficiencies in recordkeeping discovered as a result of each CPSD
audit and will report to CPSD when such deficiencies have been corrected.

4.D.1 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.2 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.

4D.3 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.”

4DA4 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.5 Ensure that the Report of New Construction forms are completed.
4.D.6 Increase the duties of the Aerial Patrol Program Manager (APPM) to include

oversight and review of the quality and accuracy of patrol reports.
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4.D.7 Create a detailed procedures manual containing the APPM’s duties to ensure quality

control of aerial patrol responsibilities.

4.D.8 Training: Utilize varied training exams for patrolling.
4.D.9 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.10 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 (WDA) 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.

4.D.11 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.12 A new item “All Sections of Document Completed” should be added to the audit
checklist when reviewing Reports of New Construction.

4.D.13 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).

66898088 12

SB GT&S 0378780



