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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
COMPLIANCE REPORT
NO. 2014-02
IN COMPLIANCE WITH CPUC DECISION 12-12-030

Introduction

In response to the California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC or Commission)
order in the Gas Pipeline Safety Order Instituting Rulemaking (R.) 11-02-019, Pacific
Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) filed its Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan (PSEP
or Implementation Plan) on August 26, 2011 with the goal of enhancing safety and
improving operations. Subsequently, the Commission issued Decision (D.) 12-12-030
on December 28, 2012. Ordering Paragraph (OP) 10 of that decision directs PG&E to
file and serve quarterly compliance reports to keep the CPUC and the public informed of
PG&E’s progress and actual cost experience related to the Implementation Plan. Per
OP 10, the PSEP Compliance Reports are to be submitted in compliance with
instructions set forth in Attachment D of the decision, which is separated into 29 specific
requirements.

PSEP Compliance Report No. 2014-02 is submitted in compliance with the
instructions set forth in Attachment D and reflects the reporting period of April 1, 2014 to
June 30, 2014. Itis being served on the directors of the Commission’s Energy Division
and the Safety and Enforcement Division, and to the service list in R.11-02-019. It will
also be posted on the PG&E website at http://apps.pge.com/regulation.1

1 Click on “Search” under Public Case Documents. Select “Gas Pipeline Safety OIR” from
the “Case” dropdown menu. Select filing date of July 30, 2014 to narrow the search criteria.
Then click “Search.”

-
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Summary

PSEP is an essential part of PG&E’s commitment to rigorous safety standards,
improved operations, and better service for its customers and the public.

Since program inception in 2011 through June 30, 2014, PSEP costs have totaled
approximately $1.84 billion, with shareholders funding more than $985 million of that
amount.2

As a result of the commitment and investment from program inception to June 30,
2014, PG&E’s accomplishments through PSEP include:

« Completing 566 miles of strength testing.3

+ Replacing 87.6 miles, dowrating 11.6 miles and retiring 8.7 miles of pipeline.

e Upgrading 201 miles of pipeline to accept In-Line Inspection (ILI) technology, of
which 90 miles have already been in-line inspected.

+ Automating 157 valves.

« Completing the records collection and Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure

(MAOP) validation of PG&E’s entire transmission pipeline system .4
« Making material improvements in PG&E’s records processes and tools.

The following table highlights the progress of PG&E’s construction activities during
the second quarter of 2014 and on a year-to-date (YTD) basis.

2  pG&E's PSEP Update Application, filed on October 29, 2013, provided PG&E’s updated
scope and proposed cost recovery of capital expenditures and expenses for the Pipeline
Modernization Program (pipeline replacement and strength testing) per D.12-12-030.

3 Includes 51.1 miles proposed in PG&E’s PSEP Update Application to be funded outside
of PSEP.

4  PG&E completed MAOP validation of all its gas transmission pipelines in July 2013.
Although PG&E has already validated MAOP for its gas transmission pipelines, PG&E
engineering re-validates records of prior strength tests to meet the “traceable, verifiable and
complete” standard upon planning for the execution of 2014 work.

-2-
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TABLE 1

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
SUMMARY OF PSEP CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY
QUARTER ENDING JUNE 30, YEAR-TO-DATE, INCEPTION-TO-DATE (ITD) AND REMAINING WORK

Remaining
Q2 2014 YTD 2014 | Program ITD PSEP Work(a)

Pipeline Replacement (miles) 2.7 4.1 107.9 35.6

¢ Replacement 2.7 4.0 87.6 .

o Downrate(b) 0.0 0.0 11.6

s Retirement(c) 0.0 0.0 8.7(d)
Strength Testing (miles) 25.3 27.4 566.0
In-Line Inspection (ILI) (miles) 0.0 12.1 90.0
Pipeline Upgrades to Allow ILI (miles) 0.0 6.7 201.0 0.0
Valve Automation (valves) 16 23 157 71

(@)

Remaining work for pipeline replacement and strength testing based on the updated scope from
PG&E’ PSEP Update Application, filed on October 29, 2013. Remaining work for ILI inspection,
ILI upgrades and valve automation are based on PG&E’s Implementation Plan, filed on August 26,
2011. Remaining PSEP work is subject to change.

To downrate a transmission pipeline is to lower its operating pressure to that of distribution pressure
(60 pounds per square inch gauge (psig) or less).

To retire a pipeline is to remove it from service and not replace it with any other pipe.
0.02 miles associated with strength test are funded outside of PSEP.

In addition to the units completed as shown in Table 1, in the current reporting

period, PG&E has delivered tangible improvements to the safety of the gas transmission

system, met key program milestones, and demonstrated material improvements in

project success criteria, including:

Continued improvement in overall safety performance, reducing safety incidents in
the current reporting period by approximately 49 percent compared to the same
period in 2013. With nearly one million construction-related hours completed in
2014. Lost Work Day Cases® and Serious Preventable Motor Vehicle Incidents®
remain on track to meet or exceed year end targets.

Lost Work Day Cases measure the number of Lost Work Day Cases incurred for
employees and staff augmentation per 200,000 hours worked, or for approximately every
100 employees. A Lost Work Day Case is a current year Occupational Safety and Health
Administration Recordable incident, which is considered an occupational injury or illness
that requires medical treatment beyond first aid, or results in work restrictions, death, or
loss of consciousness.

Serious Preventable Motor Vehicle Incidents measure the number of serious preventable
motor vehicle incidents which a driver could have avoided, per 1,000,000 miles driven. The
incident is considered serious if one of the following criteria is met: (a) injuries are treated
away from the scene of the incident; (b) a vehicle must be towed; and/or (c) PG&E vehicle
damage exceeds $5,000.

-3-
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+ Continued improvement in environmental compliance performance, with compliance
incidents remaining on track to meet or exceed year end targets which reflect a
10 percent improvement on 2013 actual performance.

+ Held the fourth Construction Alliance Executive Session between the leadership of
PG&E Gas Transmission and all four Gas Transmission Construction Alliance
Contractors. The team reviewed Strategic Construction Alliance results including:
safety performance, better environmental compliance, improved quality in general,
and more efficient project execution. The team discussed how the Alliance is
working together to improve safety for all partners, examples include an increase in
the number of good catches, excavation knowledge sharing, etc. The team
reviewed the PAS 557 efforts resulting in PAS 55 and ISO 550018 certification, as
well as ongoing efforts required to maintain certification. Additionally, the team
discussed Alliance related processes and results to explore areas of success and
opportunities for improvement.

o Delivered earlier completion of design and engineering of this year’s project
portfolio, as compared to 2013, having reached at least the 90 percent engineering
completion milestone on approximately 81 percent? of a total 16010 PSEP Pipe
Replacement, Strength Test, ILI and Valve Automation projects, out of projects,
compared to 68 percent at this same date in 2013.

o Successfully remediated two pipeline leaks/failures identified during strength
testing, which resulted in approximately 111 feet of pipeline replacement.
Notwithstanding these successes and process improvements, PG&E faces

challenges in completing a small subset of the projects scheduled for 2014 by the end

of 2014 as a result of delays in securing land rights and obtaining construction permits.

Due to these challenges, there is an increasing risk that PG&E may not be able to

construct all of its planned PSEP pipe replacement, strength test, ILI or valve

7 PAS 55 is the British Standards Institution's (BSI) Publicly Available Specification for the
optimized management of physical assets. It provides clear definitions and a 28-point
requirements specification for establishing and verifying a joined-up, optimized and
whole-life management system for all types of physical assets.

8 SO 55001 specifies requirements for an asset management system within the context of
the organization.

9 On a project count basis, excluding shorter duration projects (e.g., pipeline shorts).

10 Excludes 48 Replacement Shorts projects planned for 2014. PG&E has 208 PSEP projects
planned for 2014.

-4-
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automation projects in 2014. Approximately 1 percent of aggregate work on Pipe

Replacement, Valve Automation, In-Line Inspection and Upgrades has been deferred to

2015. This does not change PG&E’s commitment to do the work. Project teams are

actively coordinating mitigation efforts, to complete this work as efficiently as possible

as we strive to become the safest, most reliable utility in the U.S.

Table 2 provides a summary of the PSEP activities and actual costs for the
reporting period. Please see the response to Question 20 for further detail.

TABLE 2
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

SUMMARY OF PSEP FILED VS. ACTUAL COSTS BY WORKSTREAM
REPORTING PERIOD APRIL 1 - JUNE 30, 2014 (IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS)

2011 PG&E 5 Authorized 2013 Proposed Ac':t’?g;g%fts Actugl Cost§
Filing rogram Costs Program Costs Inception-to-Date Reporting Period
Estimate [(.).ngmal [L}pdgte (2011 — (04/01/14 —
Filing)(a) Application](b) 06/30/14)(c)(e) 06/30/14)(c)
Pipeline Modernization
Pipeline Replacement $839.1 $534.1 $625.6 $38.6
¢ Replacement(e) . ~ 620.8 38.6
s Downrate 0.1 0.0
e Retirement | 4.7 0.0
Strength Testing 456.8 160.2 629.1 48.6
In-Line Inspections/Upgrades 39.9 38.8 62.1 0.8
Subtotal $1,335.8 $1,002.0 $733.2 $1,316.8 $88.0
Valve Automation 143.6 135.7 135.7 121.0 13.9
Pipeline Records Integration 286.0 0.0 0.0 334.0 6.9
Interim Safety Enhancement 3.2 21 21 5.2 0.3
Measures
Program Management Office 34.8 28.9 28.9 59.2 5.8
(PMO) and Other{d)
Risk-Based Contingency 380.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total $2,183.9 $1,168.8 $899.9 $1,836.2 $114.9

(a) Authorized amounts as provided in Attachment &, Table E4, of D.12-12-030. The authorized amounts for
pipeline replacement and strength testing may change in the future, pending the outcome of PG&E’s PSEP

Update Application filed on October 29, 2013.

(b) Update Application amounts as referenced in costs requested in the October 29, 2013 PSEP Update
Application, in A.13-10-017, detailed in the Workpapers Supporting Chapter 2, Table 2-1, “Capital Expenditures

and Expenses by Maintenance Activity Type (MAT).”

{c) Includes Stanpac costs incurred of approximate $10.13 million and $ 0.09 million, on a program
inception-to-date basis and for the reporting period, respectively. Amounts include reallocation of prior period

amounts consistent with PSEP scope decisions and cost allocation.

(d) “Other” includes costs of activities pending assignment to an individual workstream or determined as not directly
associated with an individual workstream.

(e) For a portion of miles, PG&E was unable to allocate the actual recorded costs for retirements and downrates

that were part of a larger replacement project

SB GT&S 0339583



Decision-Making Process

1. Project Planning and Prioritization of Work

Describe PG&E’s project planning process including how the projects were
and are being scheduled and sequenced and what measures were and are being
taken to conduct the work in a cost effective manner.

Response

PSEP’s prioritization and scheduling processes remain consistent with the
descriptions previously provided in PSEP Compliance Report No. 2013-01 and
testimony supporting PG&E’s August 26, 2011 Implementation Plan.11 During
the second quarter of 2014, work prioritization for pipeline replacement and
strength testing projects has been driven by the results of applying PSEP
Decision Trees to validated pipeline segment attribute data as presented in
PG&E’s PSEP Update Application (A.13-10-017). Work prioritization for valve
automation and ILI projects continues to be driven by the resuits of applying
PSEP Decision Trees to pipeline segment attribute data as detailed in PG&E’s
August 2011 Implementation Plan.

PG&E is actively seeking to address all challenges in executing all of its
remaining Phase 1 planned projects in 2014.12 Schedule dependencies related
to the acquisition of land rights, construction permits, and environmental permits
on approximately 10 pipeline replacement, 1 ILI, and 1 valve automation projects
may likely result in a delay of construction commencement.13 This represents,
approximately 1 percent of aggregate work on pipe replacement, valve
automation, in-line inspection and upgrades and does not change PG&E’s
commitment to do the work.

As previously reported in prior PSEP Compliance Reports, PG&E had been
able to mitigate the impact of similar schedule dependencies and resultant delays
by accelerating projects from later years in Phase 1. In 2014, the last originally
scheduled year of Phase 1 construction, the measures described above are not

1 pPG&E PSEP Implementation Plan (R.11-02-019) Prepared Testimony, Chapter 3 — Gas
Transmission Pipeline Modernization Program, Section A.5, and Chapter 4 — Gas
Transmission Valve Automation Program, Section K.1.

12 Three projects currently have a tie-in/operative date of 2015.

13 The number of projects may change, as will the resultant magnitude of impact, depending
on risk factors including: land rights, environmental permits, and other permits.

-6-
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possible as the planned 2014 projects reflect the remaining scope of PSEP
Phase 1. Even small delays to projects could move construction and operational
dates into 2015. PSEP project teams are proactively working to manage and
complete the ongoing work by actively coordinating mitigation efforts, designed to
minimize the potential impact of these scheduling risks.

Table 1-1 in the Appendix provides details on the current population of
12 individual projects across PSEP construction workstreams that are at material
risk of not being complete by December 31, 2014. With respect to these projects,
Table 1-1 includes project descriptions, miles affected and drivers for potential
project delays.

As of June 30 and on a year-to-date basis, 2014 program spend remains
consistent with overall completion. Currently individual work streams are actively
focused on effectively implementing construction plans that incorporate identified
cost effective approaches (e.g., use of horizontal directional drilling, both shallow
and deep). Current schedules indicate that peak construction will occur during
the third quarter of 2014.

In addition, project scheduling in the current reporting period has incorporated
ongoing assessments of pipeline system operational safety, customer service
requirements, clearance availability, permitting restrictions, and cost-
effectiveness. Material project-level changes to scope and schedule, during the
reporting period, as a result of these processes are also provided within the

“Comments” column of the table responses to Questions 11 through 13.
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TABLE 1-2
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
DATA POINT/TABLE 1-1 COLUMN REFERENCE

Column Name Description

Line # Reference number for this report.

PSRS number provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s PSEP Update
New PSRS Application for pipeline replacement or strength test projects commonly
resulting from project split or addition.

Probability that the current risk materializes and pushes the project

Probability of Delay Past 2014 schedule past December 31, 2014.

Order Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E'’s August26,
2011 filing for valve automation, ILI, and upgrades for ILI. Order
Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s October 29, 2013
PSEP Update Application for pipeline replacement and strength testing.

Project Description

City Location of project.
Mobilization Date Currently scheduled project start date.
Tie-In Date/Operative Date Anticipated project finish date.
Job Miles/Valves at Risk Number of miles at risk of non-completion by December 31, 2014.
Drivers of Potential Project A description of underlying reasons why PSEP construction projects may
Delay be at risk of non-completion by December 31, 2014.

-8-
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Resource Procurement and Oversight

2, Resource Planning
Explain how PG&E decided whether to do the work in-house (e.g., use own
employees and equipment) or contract the work out to other parties.

Response
PSEP’s resource planning process remains consistent with the description

previously provided in PSEP Quarterly Compliance Report No. 2013-01. To

ensure that Implementation Plan work is completed on a timely basis, PG&E has
implemented a resource management model whereby the skills and experience of

PG&E employees are augmented by contractor resources. PG&E also uses

contractor resources where it has identified the need to efficiently leverage new

skills or equipment within an accelerated timeframe, or where the use of a

contractor provides additional expertise.

During the current reporting period, program activities related to the selection
of contractors have included, but are not limited to:

» Ongoing review of results of safety, environmental, and quality assurance
inspection activities at construction contractor project sites.

+ Bi-weekly regional work allocation meetings to monitor, prioritize and
coordinate individual project resourcing by Alliance construction contractors;
regional work being identified as an outcome of a work allocation process
conducted in partnership with PG&E Gas Transmission General Construction
(GTGC).

e Quarterly Construction Alliance Executive Session meetings between the
leadership of PG&E and all four Alliance contractors.
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Contractor Selection Process
For work contracted out to other parties, what criteria did PG&E use to select

the contractors and did PG&E use a competitive bidding process to select the

contractor(s)? If not, explain why.

Response
No material changes in PG&E’s contractor selection and competitive bidding

processes, as previously outlined in the PSEP Compliance Report No. 2013-01,

have been made during the current reporting period.14 PSEP continues to

employ an Alliance construction contractor delivery model for its 2014 PSEP
construction projects, which integrates available resources from PG&E GTGC
with Alliance construction contractors. The majority of the 2014 portfolio of
projects has been allocated with approximately 69 percent of the work assigned15
to the four Alliance contractors. The primary objectives of the Alliance strategy
remain the establishment of best-in-class safety performance, a robust
construction delivery model, and the maintenance of a qualified and skilled
workforce to perform work planned. PG&E’s Master Service Agreement (MSA) is
being revised to incorporate lessons learned during 2013. The Alliance model
includes the following key components:

Resources and Planning

+ Consistent “A” team availability and scalable crew composition.

« Commitment to provide early constructability feedback via joint planning and
co-location.

e Bundling of work across PSEP workstreams and within four regional areas
that span PG&E’s entire service area to reduce “peaks and valleys” in
resource requirements.

« Collaboration on industry best practices and lessons learned.

Performance Measurement

+ Increased transparency and alignment across construction cost estimation
models using negotiated standardized “open book” labor and equipment rates
and consistent overhead (general and administrative) expenses.

PSEP construction contracts are competitively bid when PG&E and Alliance contractors are
unable to negotiate a target price. As reported in PSEP Compliance Report No. 2013-03,
one such instance occurred in 2013.

Work assigned is based on the value of total portfolio.

-10-
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« Shared project risk/incentive model using a negotiated “target pricing” model,
in which under and over runs are shared on a 50:50 basis.

o Project completion cost true-up and lessons learned—costs being fully
auditable where appropriate.

« Five-year agreement with cancellation off ramps, including option to bid any
portion of work to maintain pricing/cost discipline.

+ Semiannual program score carding and quality leadership reviews.
Construction-related project activities performed outside of either the Alliance

contracting process or PG&E’s GTGC are assigned to existing suppliers using

existing MSAs that were previously subject to competitive bidding, or assigned on

a Direct Award basis, based on the nature of the specific services required by

the project.16

16 Pplease refer to PSEP Compliance Report No. 2013-01, Question 3, p. 11, for a description
of Direct Award.
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4, Quality Assurance — Outside Contractors

How does PG&E monitor the quality of work performed by outside
contractors? Has PG&E found any instances where a contractor failed to do the
work properly? If so, what actions did PG&E take in response?

Response

No material changes in PG&E’s procedures that monitor the quality of work
performed by outside contractors (as previously outlined in prior PSEP
Compliance Reports) occurred in the current reporting period.

PG&E has found instances where the contractor did not perform quality work
according to PG&E’s internal standards. In such situations, and as appropriate,
PG&E takes specific actions to maintain the integrity of its gas transmission
system and to ensure such instances do not reoccur. Examples of such quality
monitoring activities at gas transmission construction projects and related issues
identified during the reporting period include:17
« PG&E’s Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) department performed

352 field assessments in the second quarter of 2014. These field

assessments were conducted on 82 individual projects throughout PG&E’s

service territory. Twenty two Corrective Action Notices (CANs) were issued
by PG&E QC which covered a variety of Non-Conformance Issues including

Documentation Errors, Dry Film Thickness Readings, Improper Jeeping!8 of

the Coatings, and Mis-Labeling of Non Destructive Examination X-Ray Films.

These CANs are being tracked to resolution by PG&E’s QA/QC department

and are being logged into PG&E’s Corrective Action Program (CAP) for

trending and tracking purposes. To avoid reoccurrence and to increase

awareness among field personnel, all issues are communicated by the QC
assessor to the lead inspector or field engineer at the time of discovery. In
addition, the QC assessor provides information explaining the nature of the

quality issue (i.e., providing direction on proper documentation, and issues a

QC CAN). On April 15, 2014, QC performed a Coatings Assessment on the

V-056 Valve Automation Project in Brentwood. It was discovered during the

assessment that the Dry Film Thickness (DFT) readings on four different days

17 The information provided includes contractors and employees.
18 Jeeping is the common term for inspections of pipeline coatings using electronic defect
detectors.
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for a total of 42 locations exceeded the Maximum Allowable DFT of
40 millimeters. A Corrective Action Notice was generated and was
subsequently closed when PG&E Bulletin TD-E-35B-001 was issued and
changed the DFT requirements and aligned them with the coatings suppliers
Product Data Sheets. On May 27, 2014, QC performed a Coating
Assessment on “RT-036 DREG4050-SA Repl Ph 1”7 in Sacramento. During
the assessment, QC found that the Coatings had been “Jeeped” at
2,500 Volts (V) instead of the 3,125 V required under PG&E Bulletin
TD-E-35B-001. A CAN was generated and reviewed with the Site Personnel.
On July 2, 2014, QC followed up with another site visit and found the sections
of the pipe that were not “Jeeped” at the correct voltage, had been Re-Jeeped
at the 3,125 V in conformance with PG&E Bulletin TD-E-35B-001. The
Corrective Action Issues were found to be in compliance and the Corrective
Action Notice was closed.

« The Construction Leadership team (i.e., GTGC and Alliance Contractors) has
completed 465 job-site safety observations. Through these observations,
87 observable items were identified. All of the observable items were
mitigated to align with the on-site contractor site-specific safety plan. As a
result of job-site safety observations, 388 “good catches”19 were identified,
addressed and communicated to every contractor or employee working on a
PG&E project to raise worksite safety awareness.

o PSEP Leadership Observation Teams visited 54 construction sites to engage
work crews regarding safety, quality and to promote best practices.20

o« PG&E completed 1,927 environmental inspections to monitor and ensure
compliance with PG&E standards. The environmental inspections identified
105 minor deficiencies,21 6 compliance issues,22 and 1 non-compliance

“Good catches” are potentially unsafe situations that were brought to site personnel’s
attention and rectified.

The PSEP Leadership Observation Team visits construction project sites to ensure safety
compliance and to promote best practices.

A minor deficiency is a correctable item that does not have a significant impact on
resources or environmental resources.

A compliance issue is a situation or minor problem that needs to be addressed immediately
to prevent resource damage or environmental noncompliance.
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issue.23 Each of these issues have been addressed through correction
actions. The resulting lessons learned and process changes, as applicable,
are shared with environmental staff, construction contractors, and GTGC at
tailboards and weekly regional Alliance Contractor meetings.

+ As reported in the Q1 PSEP Compliance Report, on March 25, 2014, while
deactivating a portion L-172A, in West Sacramento, a PG&E contractor
working on pipeline replacement project R-037, inadvertently penetrated
L-116, a transmission line operating at 680 psig which runs parallel to L-172A
in that area. This action resulted in an uncontrolled release of gas. No one
was injured and the pipeline was immediately taken out of service and
repaired. PG&E’s internal cause evaluation investigation of this event
identified a number of process and activity oversight issues. PG&E is
pursuing a series of internal recommended actions to address causes and will
also incorporate additional steps that may be identified after the completion of
the contractor’'s own root cause analysis, as appropriate.

23 A non-compliance issue does not fulfill PG&E’s internal environmental requirements and
results in an impact on resources or places environmental resources at risk.
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Quality Assurance — Internal Resources

What quality assurance procedures does PG&E have in place to determine
whether the project work is being done correctly by its own employees? Has
PG&E found any instances where the work was not done properly? If so, what
actions did PG&E take in response?

Response

No material changes in PG&E’s procedures that monitor the quality of work
performed by internal resources (as previously outlined in prior PSEP Compliance
Reports) occurred in the current reporting period.

PG&E has found instances where employees did not perform quality work. In
such situations, and as appropriate, PG&E takes specific actions to maintain the
integrity of its gas transmission system and to ensure such instances do not
reoccur. Please refer to the response to Question 4 for examples of such quality
issues identified during the reporting period.
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Project Management Office Overview

Describe the role of the Program Management Office (PMO) (see p. 7-10 of
Prepared Testimony) in containing project costs. Provide specific examples
where the PMQ’s recommendations led to cost savings.

Response

The role of the PMO, as described in the prepared testimony referenced in
the question above, remains unchanged and its objectives can be summarized as
follows:

« To help manage the overall Program execution and to coordinate the
activities of interrelated projects or workstreams.

« To provide oversight and provide observations and recommendations for
process improvements and enhanced performance.

+ To provide assurance that Program control tools and procedures are
operating in the way they are intended to achieve Program objectives.

The operation of each of the groups within the PSEP PMO support these
objectives, and in doing so, contribute to the cost-effective execution of the
Implementation Plan. While it is not possible to disaggregate and quantify
individual cost savings impacts, during the current reporting period, the PSEP
PMO has continued to work with each workstream on a series of improvement
initiatives that are designed to lead to cost savings. These initiatives include, but
are not limited to:

« Continuous Improvement and Lessons Learned:

— Cross-Functional Teams: To improve project execution and to coordinate

the activities of interrelated projects or workstreams, the PSEP PMO
established and is coordinating small cross-functional teams focused on
developing process improvements. The teams explore, define, and
manage these initiatives, coordinating across functional groups including:
engineering, GTGC, construction management, environmental, sourcing,
land, and contract management.

« Construction Contractor Alliance:

— Project Performance Measurement and Target Pricing: As part of the

continued implementation of an Alliance construction contractor delivery
model, the PSEP PMO has developed and continued the implementation
of a performance measurement process. This process finalizes approved
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change orders and incorporates cost validation activities with Alliance
construction contractors that ultimately result in “true-up” payments to or
from the construction contractor (based upon a 50:50 sharing of validated
costs in excess of, or below, the final target price). Within the current
reporting period, PG&E completed 33 project true-ups. Forty-nine
projects in total have completed true-up with realized savings to PG&E of
approximately $1.4 million or approximately 1.5 percent of the aggregate
project final target prices. Extended change order and cost validation
negotiations and processing as well as gathering, receipt, and review of
actual costs from Alliance Partners has increased the time required to
true-up and close out projects. PG&E and the Alliance contractors are
working diligently to validate costs on the remaining 2013 completed
construction projects.

— Construction Resource Availability and Efficiency: In order to mitigate

any project delays and to ensure consistent and sustained access to
“A-team” resources, the PSEP PMO continues to lead weekly review
meetings with the Alliance construction contractors. These meetings
discuss resource issues (e.g., mitigating individual project delays by
bringing forward work on future projects) and bundled work in an
assigned geographical region.

— Continuous Improvement and Lessons Learned: In partnership with the
PSEP PMO, Shared Services gathered Alliance-contractor-identified
potential improvements and integrated these into the continuous

improvement initiatives, as noted above.
+ Extending the Capabilities of PG&E’s Construction Management Tool:
— Construction Management Tool (Unifier): To further increase the

efficiency of construction management activities, the PSEP PMO has
extended access and workflow capabilities to the engineering group and
GTGC in the second quarter of 2014. During the current reporting period
the PMO has commenced the pilot of automated workflow supporting the
Alliance cost validation process and is reviewing the potential application
of similar workflow automation to the Alliance contract true-up process.
The PSEP PMO team currently supports more than 400 users on this
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system responding to requests for information, and approving
construction change orders.
« Enhancing Performance Management:
— Enterprise System Portal (ESP): The PMO has developed ESP to allow
Portfolio Managers, Project Managers and Supervisors to have a

common view of currently available portfolio and project-level cost and
schedule information. This system increases the efficiency of the PMO
by reducing the need to develop and maintain additional report formats.
ESP was partially deployed in the second quarter of 2014.

— Risk Management Tool (Active Risk Manager): The PMO has continued

its development of risk management processes supporting the program,
increasing the consistency of identification and update of risk
assessments and mitigation activities within the risk management tool. In
addition the risk management team provides material project forecast
input by completing quantitative risk assessments with the project
management team.

A broader list of lessons learned is being implemented and tracked within

each workstream and is provided in response to Question 17.
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7. Project Management Office Costs and Benefits

Provide the costs incurred by the PMO year-to-date and describe the specific
work they did for the benefit of PG&E customers.
Response

The PSEP PMO incurred approximately $2.9 million during the period April 1
to June 30, 2014. Consistent with PG&E’s commitment to customers to provide
safe, reliable, and affordable gas service, the PSEP PMO is responsible for the
successful delivery of all projects within PG&E’s Implementation Plan.

Since the beginning of the program, the PSEP PMO, in partnership with
project teams and cross-functional leads (such as PG&E’s Customer Care and
Corporate Communications organizations) has focused on many areas that
directly benefit PG&E customers including:

« Improving Construction Site Safety: Implemented a series of safety-focused

activities designed to improve construction site safety for employees,
customers, and local communities, including leadership site visits, “good
catch” or “near hit” reporting, after-hours site security audits, and job hazard
mitigation analyses. In addition, the program maintains metrics that measure
performance against safety improvement targets for construction-related
public safety incidents and at-fault “dig-ins.” PG&E’s 2014 safety targets for
these metrics and other safety performance measures have been seton a
consistent basis across all of PG&E’s gas transmission construction activities.
These metrics target significant improvements in safety performance, as
compared to 2013, for both Alliance construction contractors and GTGC.
Through the end of the current reporting period, all safety performance
metrics are on track to meet or exceed their respective 2014 targets. As of
June 30, 2014, the recordable incident rate on gas transmission construction
activities was 1.00.24

« Improving Environmental Compliance: Inspection findings and feedback to

PG&E and contractor construction resources have focused on addressing
compliance performance related to approved soil off-haul procedures, storm
water management plans, dust control readiness and implementation, and

24 The recordable incident rate includes hours worked by Alliance contractors, Construction
Management inspectors, and PG&E General Construction resources on PSEP construction
projects.
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fire prevention and response readiness. As of June 30, 2014, PSEP
remained significantly ahead of plan to meet or exceed a 10 percent reduction
in inspection findings compared to its 2013 environmental compliance
incidence rate.

¢ Maintaining Consistency of Pre-Construction Customer Communications:

During the current reporting period, PG&E has consistently communicated
with customers on PSEP-related activities through distributing pre-venting
notifications, hosting open houses, and providing customer communication
materials.

« Improving Customer Outage Management: PG&E continued to leverage its
increased Compressed Natural Gas/Liquefied Natural Gas (CNG/LNG) fleet.
Project planning improvements implemented during 2014 deliver earlier and

better visibility into customer demand requirements and enable more efficient

planning of CNG/LNG resources and flexibility with customer schedules. This

improvement has helped minimize planned customer outages and reduce the
risk of unplanned customer outages.

Finally, the PSEP PMO’s role during the current reporting period continued to
include many activities that also indirectly support customer services, including
the implementation and management of consistent program controls, risk
management, and governance, quality control, reporting, and initiatives designed
to improve project success and increase cost efficiencies.
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Budget and Spending

8. Factors Impacting Cost Effectiveness

Describe any factors, either internal or external, that may have prevented or
affected PG&E from conducting the work in a more cost effective manner.
Quantify the cost impact of such factors.
Response

PG&E’s PSEP has consistently identified project uncertainties, and
implemented risk mitigation activities and remediation measures. Despite best
efforts, PG&E has not been able to fully mitigate the potential impact of cost
uncertainties. Factors that have driven these cost impacts in projects completed
in the current reporting period include:
« Project Definition: Changes in project scope upon completion of data

validation and prioritization of individual pipeline segments to maintain system
integrity and public safety (i.e., shortened project lengths, increased project
counts, and reduced development schedules).

« Pipeline Routing Restrictions: Increased complexity and cost of pipeline

routing due to the limitations on the use of urban franchise areas, existing
utilities, and infrastructure (i.e., increased construction costs and duration).
+ Geographical Conditions: High water table, trench dewatering costs, poor or

weak soil, excessive permitting conditions, site specific contamination, and
excessive waste disposal fees (i.e., increased construction costs and
duration).

« Permitting and Land Rights: Delays and uncertainty in receiving permits from

state and local authorities while acquiring additional land rights from
customers (i.e., project forced to adopt costly “in-road” construction within
franchise rather than being able to pursue more cost-effective verge
construction that is subject to extended permitting timelines.) Increased
permitting conditions, restricted work hours to avoid road/lane closures during
heavy commute hours (i.e., compacted construction schedules).

« Unidentified Pipeline Field Conditions: Additional construction activities,

including pipeline cleaning (to meet unique wastewater disposal
requirements), the removal of pipeline anomalies, the repair and replacement
of pipe, valves and fittings due to condition, construction obstructions, and
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re-engineering due to previously unidentified non-PG&E structures or other
utilities (i.e., increased construction duration and costs).
« Gas System and Customer Service Constraints: Limited availability of gas

system clearances due to seasonal customer demand and system
operations, safety related pressure reductions, CNG/LNG resource
requirements, and the availability of PG&E and contract construction crews to
complete tie-ins—particularly during peak summer construction periods and
towards the end of the calendar year (i.e., increased construction durations
and costs).
Our response to Question 19 provides PG&E’s most recent risk management
assessment with a project-by-project analysis of unexpected or unforeseen
items that have affected 2014 completed projects and the resuiting cost and
schedule impacts.
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Procurement Policy and Practices

Describe PG&E’s procurement policy and practices for pipe and other
materials used for projects. Was a competitive bidding process used? If not,
explain why. Describe what factors PG&E considers in procuring material ranked
by importance. Identify the manufacturer(s) or suppliers of the pipe used for the
replacement projects and for any material that cost more than $100,000 per item.
Response

The majority of material is purchased from existing suppliers through MSAs,
the terms and conditions of which (including unit pricing) are the result of a
competitive bidding process.

Material supplier selection, the competitive bidding processes, and factors
previously described in PSEP Compliance Report No. 2013-01 were unchanged
during the current reporting period.

Manufacturers or suppliers of the pipe used for PSEP replacement projects
are:

« Berg Pipe

¢ Durabond Industries

« California Steel Industries
« U.S.Pipe

e Tenaris

« Voestalpine

« PTC Alliance

¢ Wheatland Tube

No materials procured during the current reporting period cost more than
$100,000 per item.
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10.

Pipeline Disposition Procedures and Costs

What was the disposition (e.g., sold) of replaced pipe and other material?
Identify all the amounts earned for the disposition of the material, costs incurred to
transport or dispose of the material and regulatory treatment of the incurred costs
and revenues.
Response

The disposition of transmission pipeline and other material replaced as part of
the PSEP program—stored, hazardous waste, retired-in place or salvage—and
related cost allocations as described in PSEP Compliance Report No. 2013-01
remain unchanged during the reporting period. For the quarter and year-to-date
periods ended June 30, 2014, PG&E has recovered approximately $78,649 and
$138,528, respectively, as a result of salvage activities.
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Project Status Summaries

11. Projects Completed Year-to-Date

Provide a complete description or a specific reference to proceeding
workpapers, of projects completed during this reporting period and those
completed Year-to-Date, include the start and finish dates. On a project-by-
project basis, provide the amount budgeted for the project and an itemized list of
the costs, including labor and material, incurred completing of the project. Identify
the amount that a project was over or under-budget. Indicate whether the work
was done in-house or by outside contractor(s). Identify the outside contractor(s).
Explain how the work was done in compliance with D.11-06-017 and PG&E’s
Decision Tree and, if so, provide the Decision Tree outcome identifier associated
with each project. Identify costs that shareholders will absorb.

Response

Table 11-1 of the appendix provides details on 72 individual projects across
PSEP construction workstreams29 that were completed by PG&E during the
current reporting period and YTD.26 With respect to these projects, Table 11-1
includes specific reference to proceeding workpapers, including the construction
start and finish dates.27 In addition, it provides, on a project-by-project basis, the
amount budgeted for the project and an itemized list of the costs (e.g., including
labor and materials incurred in completing the project); the amount that a project
was over or under budget; and whether the work was completed in-house or by
outside contractor(s), including the identification of the outside contractor(s).

All work detailed in Table 11-1 was undertaken in compliance with
D.11-06-017; each project includes pipeline segments for which a prior strength
test has previously not been performed and/or for which traceable, verifiable and
complete records of such a test do not exist. PG&E’s Workpapers Supporting
Chapter 2, Gas Transmission Pipeline Modernization Program Update, of the

25 |ncludes: pipeline replacement, retirement, downrate strength testing, ILI, pipeline ILI
upgrades, and valve automation. Project information is subject to update upon completion
of project closeout procedures including completion of construction documentation
(“as-builting”), mapping and closeout.

26 For the purposes of this report, the completion of a project is the date the pipeline segments
and valves are returned to operations.
27 Construction finish date reflects completion of project tie-in, see Table 11-2.
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PSEP Update Application provides descriptions of how each of the pipeline
replacement and strength testing projects listed in Table 11-1 was performed in
compliance with D.11-06-017, including the associated segment-level Decision
Tree outcome identifier. PG&E’s Workpapers Supporting Chapter 3, Gas
Transmission Pipeline Modernization Update, and Chapter 4, Valve Automation
Program, of the August 26, 2011 PSEP filing provides descriptions of all planned
PSEP ILI and valve projects that have been or will be performed in compliance
with D.11-06-017.

As PG&E progressed from the preliminary work scope and associated
estimates and work plans included in its August 2011 PSEP filing, it developed
more specific work plans and estimates. These refined estimates, or
“Job Estimates,” are used in this report for Questions 11 through 13 and 15, to
represent the budgeted amount by project for a more meaningful comparison to
total costs. Upon completion of the Phase 1 work scope, PG&E will have to
reconcile its total incurred costs for the work scope to the amounts adopted by the
CPUC in order to determine the final disposition of shareholder costs. See
Table 20-1 for the total amount of costs that shareholders have absorbed YTD
based upon amounts previously authorized by the CPUC, shown by month and
broken down by activity.

Table 11-2 provides a reference for the specific data points requested in
Question 11 to their corresponding columns in Table 11-1 of the appendix.
Additional data points are included for context in navigating the tables.
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TABLE 11-2
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
DATA POINT/TABLE 11-1 COLUMN REFERENCE

Line # Reference number for this report.

PSEP Filing PSRS PSRS number provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s August 26,
2011 filing.

New PSRS PSRS number provided in workpapers supporting PG&E Update

Application for pipeline replacement or strength test projects commonly
resulting from project split or addition.

Order Number Financial system of record reference number to track specific costs,
e.g., on individual projects.

Project Description Order Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s August 26,
2011 filing for valve automation, ILI, and upgrades for ILI. Order
Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s October 29, 2013
Update Application for pipeline replacement and strength testing.
Includes project reference IDs that start with a letter that reflects the
construction activity or workstream (i.e., R — pipe replacement, pipe
downrate, pipe retirement, T — strength testing, V — valve automation, and
| — in-line inspection).

City Location of project.

Construction Contractor Contractor who performed the work ("GC” refers to PG&E in-house).

Mobilization Date Project start date.

Tie-In Date Project finish date.

Job Estimate Amount Amount budgeted for project after completing project engineering,
routing, permitting and construction bids.

Total Cost ltemized costs per project completed.

Labor Cost

Materials Cost

Contracts Cost

Other Cost (a)

Variance to Budget Variance between Total Cost and Job Estimate (see Question 19).

PSEP Disallowed Cost Project costs disallowed per CPUC D.12-12-030, i.e., post-1955 pipe
work (does not include any estimation of amounts in excess of individual
workstream authorized expenses and capital expenditures).

Non-PSEP Costs Project costs not recoverable within PSEP.

>10% Over Budget Projects greater than 10 percent over Job Estimate.

Comments Descriptions of changes to the project, including project additions,

accelerations, delays, and cancellations.

(a) Other costs include costs not included in Labor, Materials, or Contracts, such as overhead.
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12

Projects Started, Pending Completion

Provide a complete description, or a specific reference to proceeding
workpapers, of projects that have begun but are currently unfinished, include the
start and anticipated completion dates. On a project-by-project basis, provide the
amount budgeted for each project. Explain how the work is being done in
compliance with D.11-06-017 and PG&E’s Decision Tree and, if so, provide the
Decision Tree outcome identifier associated with each project.

Response

Table 12-1 of the appendix provides details on 38 individual projects across
five construction workstreams where construction has commenced but the project
has not yet been returned to operations (tied-in) as of June 30, 2014. Table 12-1
includes specific reference to workpapers of projects that have started
construction but are not yet completed as of the end of the reporting period.
Table 12-1 includes the construction start and anticipated finish dates. In
addition, it provides, on a project-by-project basis, the amount budgeted for
the project.

All work detailed in the table was undertaken in compliance with D.11-06-017;
each project includes pipeline segments for which a prior strength test has
previously not been performed and/or for which traceable, verifiable and complete
records of such a test do not exist. PG&E’s PSEP Update Application
Workpapers Supporting Chapter 2, Gas Transmission Pipeline Modernization
Program Update provides descriptions of how each of the pipeline replacement
and strength test projects listed in Table 12-1 is being performed in compliance
with D.11-06-017, including the associated segment-level Decision Tree outcome
identifier. PG&E’s August 26, 2011 PSEP filing, Workpapers Supporting
Chapter 3, Gas Transmission Pipeline Modernization Update, and Chapter 4,
Valve Automation Program, provides descriptions of all planned PSEP ILI and
valve projects that have been and will be performed in compliance with
D.11-06-017.

Table 12-2 provides a reference for the specific data points requested in
Question 12 to their corresponding column in Table 12-1 of the appendix.
Additional data points are included for context in navigating the tables.
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TABLE 12-2
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
DATA POINT/TABLE 12-1 COLUMN REFERENCE

Column Name Description

Line # Reference number for this report.

PSRS number provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s August 26,
2011 filing.

PSRS number provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s PSEP Update
New PSRS Application for pipeline replacement or strength test projects commonly
resulting from project split or addition.

PSEP Filing PSRS

Order Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s August 26,
2011 filing for valve automation, ILI, and upgrades for ILI. Order
Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s October 29, 2013
PSEP Update Application for pipeline replacement and strength testing.

Project Description

Mobilization Date Project start date.

Tie-In Date Anticipated project finish date.

Amount budgeted for project after completing project engineering, routing,

Job Estimate Amount permitting and construction bids.

Descriptions of changes to the project, including project additions,

Comments : .
accelerations, delays, and cancellations.
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13. Projects Planned, But Yet to Start

Provide a complete description, or a specific reference to proceeding
workpapers, of projects that were forecasted for Phase 1 that have yet to start,
include the anticipated start and anticipated completion dates. Rank the priority of
these projects and explain the ranking. On a project-by-project basis, provide the
amount budgeted for the project. Explain how the work was done in compliance
with D.11-06-017 and PG&E’s Decision Tree and, if so, identify the Decision Tree
outcome identifier associated with each project.

Response

Table 13-1 of the appendix provides detail on 101 individual projects across
five construction workstreams where pre-construction activities have commenced
but construction resources have not yet mobilized as of June 30, 2014.

Table 13-1 provides specific reference to proceeding workpapers, of projects
that have yet to commence construction as of the end of the reporting period.28
For each project, PG&E has supplied the current anticipated construction start
and finish dates which reflect the updated output of the prioritization and schedule
procedures or ranking noted in response to Question 1. In addition, the table
provides, on a project-by-project basis, the amount budgeted for some projects.

All work detailed in the table was undertaken in compliance with D.11-06-017.
PG&E’s PSEP Update Application, Workpapers Supporting Chapter 2, Gas
Transmission Pipeline Modernization Program Update, and provides descriptions
of how each of the pipeline replacement and strength testing projects listed in
Table 13-1 will be performed in compliance with D.11-06-017, including the
associated segment-level Decision Tree outcome identifier. PG&E’s August 26,
2011 PSEP filing, Workpapers Supporting Chapter 3, Gas Transmission Pipeline
Modernization Update, and Chapter 4, Valve Automation Program, provides
descriptions of all planned PSEP ILI and valve projects that have been and will be
performed in compliance with D.11-06-017.

Table 13-2 provides a reference for the specific data points requested in
Question 13 to their corresponding column in Table 13-1 of the appendix.
Additional data points are included for context in navigating the tables.

28 Taple 13-1 includes projects that have commenced pre-construction activities, but have not
yet mobilized.
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TABLE 13-2
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
DATA POINT/TABLE 13-1 COLUMN REFERENCE

Column Name Description

Line # Reference number for this report.

PSRS number provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s August 26,
2011 filing.

PSRS number provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s PSEP Update
New PSRS Application for pipeline replacement or strength test projects commonly
resulting from project split or addition.

PSEP Filing PSRS

Order Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E'’s August26,
2011 filing for valve automation, ILI, and upgrades for ILI. Order
Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s October 29, 2013
PSEP Update Application for pipeline replacement and strength testing.

Project Description

Mobilization Date Anticipated project start date.

Tie-In Date Anticipated project finish date.

Amount budgeted for project after completing project engineering,

Job Estimate Amount routing, permitting and construction bids.

Descriptions of changes to the project, including project additions,

Comments . 8
accelerations, delays, and cancellations.
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14.

Additional Projects Not in Original Workpapers

Describe, in detail, projects that PG&E has completed, are work-in-progress,
or have yet to start that were not included in the workpapers submitted in
R.11-02-019. Explain why these projects have been included in Phase 1 and
whether these projects have lowered the priority of other projects identified in
proceeding workpapers and, if so, why. Explain how this work complies with
D.11-06-017 and PG&E’s Decision Tree and provide the Decision Tree outcome
identifier associated with each project.

Response

In the tables referenced in PG&E’s prior responses to Questions 11-13,
PG&E has identified 13 projects that were not included in the workpapers
submitted in the August 2011 PSEP filing and were not included in the PSEP
Update Application workpapers. PG&E has added a new appendix table,

Table 14-1, to specify new projects that were not in the workpapers, which have
been completed, are work-in-progress, have yet to start and accepted by PG&E’s
Change Control Board. In each case, an explanation of why these projects have
been included in Phase 1 is provided in the column titled, “Comments.”

Table 14-2 provides a reference for the specific data points requested in
Question 14 to their corresponding column in Table 14-1 of the appendix.
Additional data points are included for context in navigating the tables.

PG&E’s PSEP Update Application, Workpapers Supporting Chapter 2, Gas
Transmission Pipeline Modernization Program Update provides descriptions of
how each of the pipeline replacement and strength testing projects listed in
Tables 11-1, 12-1 and 13-1 will be performed in compliance with D.11-06-017,
including the associated segment-level PSEP Decision Tree outcome identifier.
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TABLE 14-2
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
DATA POINT/TABLE 14-1 COLUMN REFERENCE

Column Name Description

Line # Reference number for this report.

PSRS number provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s August 26,
2011 filing.

PSRS number provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s PSEP Update
New PSRS Application for pipeline replacement or strength test projects commonly
resulting from project split or addition.

PSEP Filing PSRS

Financial system of record reference number to track specific costs,

Order Number AN .
e.g., on individual projects.

Order Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E'’s August26,
2011 filing for valve automation, ILI, and upgrades for ILI. Order
Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s October 29, 2013
PSEP Update Application for pipeline replacement and strength testing.

Project Description

Amount budgeted for project after completing project engineering,

Job Estimate Amount routing, permitting and construction bids.

Descriptions of changes to the project, including project additions,

Comments : A
accelerations, delays, and cancellations.
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15.

Project Costs > 10% Above Estimate

For completed projects that are 10% or more over estimated costs, provide a
detailed explanation why the overrun occurred.
Response

As PG&E progressed from the preliminary work scope and associated
estimates and work plans included in its Implementation Plan, it developed more
specific work plans and estimates. These refined estimates, or “Job Estimates,”
are used in this report to represent the budgeted amount by project for a more
meaningful comparison to total costs. Table 11-1 of the appendix referenced in
the response to Question 11 includes 15 projects that have cost variances equal
to or greater than 10 percent of this budgeted amount, on a project-by-project
basis. ldentification of the cost and schedule impacts that have driven these cost
variances are included within the project-by-project risk analysis on Table 19-1
provided in response to Question 19.

In addition, in the response to Question 19, PG&E has summarized the
primary cost drivers that have in many cases resulted in significantly higher total
actual project costs than the budgeted amount.
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16.

Pipeline Piggability Status

Provide a list and map of pipelines that are currently piggable, highlighting
pipe that was made piggable as a result of projects conducted under the PSEP.
Provide the total mileage of transmission pipelines, the total mileage of pipelines
that are currently piggable and percentage of the total that is piggable.
Response

As shown in Table 16-1 below, 204.06 miles of transmission pipeline
(95.59 miles from Line 300A, 94.62 miles from Line 300B, 7.06 miles from
Line 131 and 6.79 miles from Line 132) were made piggable under PSEP from
program inception to June 30, 2014.

TABLE 16-1
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
SEGMENTS MADE PIGGABLE UNDER PSEP

Launch Receiver Piggable
Route ID  Mile Point Mile Point Distance(a)
131 50.57 57.46 7.06
132 31.93 38.40 6.79
300A 299.00 353.80 56.24
300A 354.19 393.53 39.35
300B 299.00 353.80 54.84
300B 354.09 393.61 39.78

(a) Piggable Distance is measured in PG&E’s GIS and
does not necessarily equal the difference between
launch mile point and receiver mile point.

Figure 16-1 shows PG&E’s total piggable mileage by transmission pipeline.
In total, there are 1498.37 miles of piggable transmission pipeline (see
Table 16-2) as of June 30, 2014, which amounts to 22.2 percent of PG&E’s
approximately 6,750 total transmission pipeline miles. Figure 16-2 provides a
map of pipelines that are currently piggable, highlighting pipe that was made
piggable as a result of projects conducted under the PSEP.
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FIGURE 16-1

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PIGGABLE MILEAGE BY TRANSMISSION LINE
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TABLE 16-2
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PIGGABLE TRANSMISSION PIPELINE SEGMENTS

Receiver
- Po Mile Point
002 AF A5 31802 T5.28
oo 12206 158.00 36.38
0z1c 3505 5312 1867
D21 18.64 31 B 13230
P21k G654 89367 I0.FT
DE1E 5312 64 36 1188
DZ1E 93.67 11485 2020
0578 849 16568 F.0e
0578 000 1568 1662
100 138.456 15033 1204
381 oo0 1182 1256
101 1162 3368 2192
1058 o8z 11.81 1181
105N Py 2ZBT 1613
108 ops 2715 3702
313a 2052 2758 .26
114 S403 1655 BO2
1198 B2 1046 1040
1244 000 2605 Z6az
133 24 B8 50.55 2861
139 5057 57 45 T 06
132 000 3193 2285
R 3183 2840 BB
14825 ooz 8488 897
1509-05 .00 §.48 B45
153 000 17.64 1785
1728 4008 8921 20976
1774 28 83 163.04 T4 45
2108 1.38 18.47 1B28
2108 1.3 2588 2584
2100 18947 32313 12.74%
004 25621 29900 4339
008> 28900 35380 56 24
008 354.19 38553 3835
3004 383 .55 45085 128
0L @50.B3 S02 .24 5213
3008 28376 LE0.7% 5748
3008 5079 S 64 2.4l
3008 256,64 28800 £a 20
Soope> 25408 38351 29 7R
3008 " 29900 35380 54 B4
302E oo 1202 1202
303 GO0 wr 83 &d. 73
a400 B2.3B 142 B0 8022
405 21786 427 BE 131004
401 8234 149 19 6701
405 oae 1380 15384
Lp3 18781 188 A 3349
Toal 1498 37

* Piggable Distance is measured in GIS and does not necessarily equal

the difference between launch mile point and receiver mile point.

** PSEP segment.
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FIGURE 16-2
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
MAP OF PIGGABLE PIPELINES
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17.

Lessons Learned in Phase 1 Work

Describe any lessons learned from undertaking the Phase 1 work that has led
fo cost efficiencies and quantify any cost savings.
Response

During the current reporting period, PG&E has continued to apply lessons
learned and associated process improvements from prior reporting periods,
including those previously reported in prior PSEP Compliance Reports. PSEP
workstreams remain focused on completing planned work along with
implementing cost reduction initiatives. As most of the 2014 projects are still
under construction or have not yet begun construction, a majority of the planned
cost savings have not yet been realized.

Identified below are lessons learned and associated cost savings during the
current reporting period:

Nitrogen Strength Test: Strength testing using nitrogen—as opposed to

water—is an approved testing medium and can be particularly cost effective due
to location, length of test, or pipe characteristics. Nitrogen testing was conducted
on six strength test projects and avoided costs of approximately $3.8 million which
would otherwise have been spent on water tank staging, cleaning and filling
procedures, water filtration and disposal, as well as additional traffic control and
construction measures.

Construction of above ground valve lot: Reached agreement with the city of

Suisun on constructing an above ground valve lot on valve project (V-065).
Reducing below ground construction significantly reduces the extent of planned
excavations and related shoring requirements. Additionally reducing below
ground construction has the potential to save approximately $1.5 million.

As reported earlier, PSEP workstreams completed the assessment of lessons
learned and identified potential additional process improvements for
implementation within the 2014 project portfolio. Leveraging our PSEP
experience, listed below are additional examples of initiatives commenced during
the first quarter, which if successful, may realize cost savings in 2014:

« Implementing consistent use of Ground Penetrating Radar.

e Broadening use of Shallow Horizontal Dimensional Drilling in urban areas.

e Expanding use of mixed-in-place Controlled Density Fill in lieu of importing fill
for backfilling pipelines under pavement areas.
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Expanding use of foam pillows in lieu of sand bags for pipe bedding, reducing
installation costs and injury risks.

Evaluating reuse of clean soil as backfill material. PG&E’s Environmental and
Gas Construction team is partnering as a cross-functional team to evaluate
Best Management Practices and regulatory requirements to implement,
process and reuse clean soil as backfill material.
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18. Potential Enhancements to Phase 2 Planning and Budgeting

How will the work PG&E conducts in Phase 1 influence how PG&E will plan
and estimate the costs of its proposed projects for Phase 2?7
Response

Consistent with our response in prior PSEP Compliance Reports, the work
PG&E conducts in Phase 1 will directly influence how PG&E will plan and
estimate the costs of proposed future pipeline safety work. This is reflected in
PG&E’s 2015 Gas Transmission and Storage (GT&S) Rate Case Application
(A.13-12-012), filed on December 19, 2013 for the period of 2015-2017.
Beginning January 1, 2015, PG&E is not forecasting PSEP work separately from
other GT&S work.

In PSEP, PG&E selected and prioritized the work using the PSEP Decision
Trees approved by the Commission in D.12-12-030. The focus was on enhancing
the pipeline integrity in segments that had not previously been subjected to a
pressure test. The work was prioritized based on location of pipeline segments in
High Consequence Areas (HCA) and Class 3 and 4 locations that were operating
at a Specified Minimum Yield Strength of 30 percent or greater.

This served as a good foundation to manage the potential risk by pipeline
segments that had not previously been subjected to pressure testing. As
demonstrated in the mitigation plans set forth in PG&E’s 2015 GT&S Rate Case,
PG&E is moving towards a more holistic approach to prioritizing the management
of risk arising from the threats to its transmission pipe assets.

PG&E has incorporated available actual cost information, lessons learned
and identified efficiencies gained during the PSEP program to develop the
mitigation programs, work activities and cost forecasts in the Gas Transmission
and Storage Rate Case within the forecast reflected in A.13-12-012.

These lessons learned and the transition from PSEP to the current mitigation
programs, are discussed in Chapter 4 of PG&E’s GT&S Rate Case and reflected,
as applicable, in the specific mitigation programs in Chapter 4A of PG&E’s
December 19, 2013 Prepared Testimony.29

29 pG&E 2015 Gas Transmission and Storage Rate Case (A.13-12-012) Prepared Testimony,
Volume 1 of 2, Chapter 4: Asset Family — Transmission Pipe, Sections C2b and D;
Chapter 4A: Transmission Pipe Integrity and Emergency Response Programs, Sections C
and D.
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19.

Cost Impacts of Unexpected or Unforeseen ltems

What, if any, significant unexpected or unforeseen items did PG&E encounter
in undertaking the projects and what were the resulting cost impacts on a
project-by-project basis?

Response

Table 19-1 of the appendix provides PG&E’s most recent risk management
assessment with a project-by-project analysis of unexpected or unforeseen items
that have affected 2014 completed projects and the resulting cost and schedule
impacts,30 and identifies ways in which PG&E is addressing these risks on an
ongoing basis by incorporating the lessons learned into project delivery
processes.

For projects completed in the second quarter 2014, PG&E identified that
“Changes After Issue for Bid” (IFB)31 and “Ground Water’32 caused the greatest
cost increases totaling approximately $2.21 million and $2.31 million, respectively.
“Unexpected condition of pipe, valves or fittings”33 and “Clearance34 accounted
for the greatest number of schedule day delays totaling 231 days and 186 days,
respectively.

This report identifies the following main risk areas (with associated impacts)
with recommendations:

+ Ground Water (Cost and Schedule)
— Results: While PG&E makes efforts to identify groundwater conditions
and plan accordingly prior to the start of construction, it is difficult to fully
determine the volume and flow of groundwater. Two projects,

30

31

32

33

34

Impacts are determined using baseline schedule and forecasts after completion of
Job Estimate and prior to construction commencement.

Any changes to the project scope that were excluded from or occurred after IFB
(e.g., additional sniff holes, expanded excavation, added replacement/test length, etc.).

A high water table encountered resulting in unplanned dewatering costs and delays
in construction.

Pipe, valves or fittings may be leaking or faulty requiring additional work to repair or replace
them, not including linear indications on the pipe.

Tight clearance windows may result in contractor working additional hours to meet the
window for tie-in. Delays may also be experienced if a clearance window cannot be
obtained when needed due to a variety of reasons. Also, additional labor and/or materials
may be necessary to complete clearance.
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one strength test and one pipeline replacement project, experienced
impacts related to groundwater during the reporting period.
— Recommendations: Continue excavating bell holes, using historical data

and researching areas to identify where shallow groundwater conditions
may be encountered. Also continue to include costs in the Job Estimate,
for handling such conditions.

+ Changes After IFB (Cost and Schedule)

— Results: The identification of the common causes of changes that
affected projects completed, continues to be used to inform planning
activities for 2014 projects.

— Recommendations: Continue monitoring of this risk within project risk

registers along with earlier commencement of pre-construction activities
in coordination with Construction Management and Alliance contractors.
« Unexpected Conditions of Pipe, Valves, or Fittings3> (Schedule)

— Results: Impacts related to this risk varied from conditions such as pipe
laminations (i.e., imperfections in pipe wall material) and other similar
anomalies in pipe walls and coatings. This risk and the manner in which
it may materialize and impact a specific project is being identified as part
of planning activities that also incorporate the local knowledge of gas
transmission personnel (e.g., the recognition that there is a potential for
pipe leaks during a specific strength test due to a history of agricultural
land use and prior instances of damage from farming equipment on the
pipeline). However, the exact timing, location and extent of impact are
highly variable and have the potential to materially impact project cost
and schedules (e.g., it may take several weeks and significant resources
to remediate pipe laminations).

— Recommendations: Continue monitoring this risk using project risk

registers for projects on the same line, in close proximity, or with similar
pipeline attributes (e.g., shallow pipe). Continue to carry forward lessons
learned to improve the efficiency of response to future line damage or
leaks (e.g., determining damage/leak location).

35 Pipe, valves, or fittings may be leaking or faulty, requiring additional work to repair or to
replace them. This category does not include linear indications on the pipe, the occurrence
of which are tracked in a separate category.
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TABLE 19-2
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
DATA POINT/TABLE 19-1 COLUMN REFERENCE

Line # Reference number for this report.

New PSRS New PSRS number resulting from project split or addition.

Order Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s August26,
2011 filing for valve automation, ILI, and upgrades for ILI. Order

Project Description Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s PSEP

October 29, 2013 Update Application for pipeline replacementand
strength testing.

Region Region where line is located.
Risk Categorization of risk factor affecting the project.
Description Description of risk factor.
Cost Impact ($) Impact of risk to project cost.
Schedule Impact (Days) Impact of risk to schedule in number of days.
>10% Variance Projects greater than 10 percent over Job Estimate.
Comments Description of how risk factor materialized.
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20.

Program Amount Authorized and Spent

Provide a table showing the total amount authorized for recovery from
ratepayers and the total amount spent by PG&E year-to-date shown by month
and broken down activity (e.g., hydrotesting, pipe replacement).
Response

Table 20-1, in the appendix, shows the total amount spent by PG&E in the
current reporting period and YTD, shown by month and broken down by activity.
Amounts authorized for customer recovery based on D.12-12-030 is provided at
the program activity level, consistent with the presentation in Attachment E of
D.12-12-030. PG&E also provides in Table 20-1, the amounts requested for
recovery in the PSEP Update Application (A.13-10-017), at the program activity
level, because the PSEP Update Application represents a reduced amount for
recovery by ratepayers from the amounts approved in D.12-12-030.
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21,

Shareholder Costs Absorbed

Provide a table showing the total amount of costs that shareholders will
absorb year-to-date shown by month and broken down activity (e.g., hydrotesting,
pipe replacement).

Response

Table 20-1, included in response to Question 20, provides the total amount of
costs that shareholders have absorbed in the current reporting period and YTD,
shown by month and broken down by activity. Amounts funded by shareholders
have been calculated using the amounts requested for recovery in the PSEP
Update Application (A.13-10-017), at the program activity level, because the
PSEP Update Application represents a reduced amount for recovery by
ratepayers from the amounts approved in D.12-12-030.

From a financial reporting perspective, PG&E is required to record substantial
increases to shareholders’ loss when it is probable and estimable. Although the
PSEP Update Application has not been authorized by the CPUC, PG&E does not
believe it is probable that the costs will be recoverable in excess of amounts it has
proposed therein. Therefore, the October 2013 Update Application has been
used to determine the shareholder-funded portion of PSEP costs.
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22,

Forecast vs. Actual Mileage — Replacements

Provide a table showing the total mileage of pipe PG&E forecast to replace in
R.11-02-019 and the mileage PG&E has replaced year-to-date. Identify the
location, Line #, milepost, Class of the pipe replaced. Indicate whether the pipe is
located in a High Consequence Area.
Response

As of June 30, 2014, PG&E has replaced, retired and downrated
approximately 108 miles of gas transmission pipeline as part of the PSEP
program. Table 22-1 below provides the total pipeline miles PG&E forecast to
replace, retire and downrate in R.11-02-019 (i.e., PG&E’s August 2011
Implementation Plan) and the total pipeline miles replaced, retired and downrated
year-to-date for 2014. Table 22-2 of the appendix provides detail on 29 projects
completed (tied-in) in 2014 through the end of this reporting period, identifies the
location, pipeline number, milepost, and class of the pipeline section replaced,
and indicates whether the pipeline is located in a HCA on a project-by-project
basis.

Table 22-3 provides a reference for the specific data points requested in
Question 22 to their corresponding columns in Table 22-2 in the appendix.
Additional data points are included for context in navigating the tables.

TABLE 2241
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

TOTAL PIPELINE MILES REPLACED, RETIRED AND DOWNRATED - FORECAST AND ACTUAL

APRIL 1 - JUNE 30, 2014

Pipeline Repl 2014

Actual Replaced 1.36

Actual Retired 0.04
Actual Downrate 0.00
lle P’e‘ i i 26

 Actual

(a) Mileage reflects pipeline lengths identified in
August 26, 2011 PSEP filing and is subject to final
engineering review of as-built drawings to validate
segment-level completion of PSEP scope.
Forecast may adjust in the future pending the
outcome of PG&E’s PSEP Update Application filed
on October 29, 2013.
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TABLE 22-3
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
DATA POINT/TABLE 22-2 COLUMN REFERENCE

Column Name Description

Line # Reference number for this report.

PSRS number provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s August 26,
2011 filing.

PSRS number provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s PSEP Update
New PSRS Application for pipeline replacement or strength test projects commonly
resuiting from project split or addition.

PSEP Filing PSRS

Order Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s August 26,
2011 filing for valve automation, ILI, and upgrades for ILI. Order
Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s October 29, 2013
PSEP Update Application for pipeline replacement and strength testing.

Project Description

Miles Completed Miles of pipeline replaced, retired, downrated or tested.

Installed Replaced Miles.

Retired Pipeline removed from service.

Downrated I(_;sv;/;rg? lgf:"ne operating pressure to 60 pounds per square inch gauge

Line Pipeline identifier.

MP1 Beginning project mile point.

MP2 Ending project mile point.

City Location of project.

HCA Project includes a High Consequence Area.

Class Code Class of pipeline included in project.

Clearance Date Date pipe was cleared and work authorized to begin.

Tie-In Date Date pipe became operational and project completed.
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23.

Forecast vs. Actual Mileage — Strength Testing

Provide a table showing the mileage of pipe PG&E forecast to hydrotest in
R.11-02-019 and the mileage PG&E has tested year-to-date. Identify the location,
Line #, milepost, Class of the pipe tested. Indicate whether the pipe is located in
a High Consequence Area.
Response

As of June 30, 2014, PG&E has completed strength testing on over 566 miles
of gas transmission pipeline since the inception of the PSEP program, in addition
to the validation of the records of approximately 158 miles of prior strength tests
as meeting the “traceable, verifiable and complete” standard. Table 23-1 below,
provides the total pipeline miles PG&E forecast to strength test in R.11-02-019
(PG&E’s August 2011 Implementation Plan) and the total strength tested through
the end of this reporting period. Table 23-2 of the appendix provides detail on
26 completed projects, identifies the location, pipeline number, milepost, and
class of the pipe tested, and indicates whether the pipe is located in a HCA on a
project-by-project basis.

Table 23-3 provides a reference for the specific data points requested in
Question 23 to their corresponding columns in Table 23-2 in the appendix.
Additional data points are included for context in navigating the tables.
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TABLE 23-1
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
TOTAL PIPELINE MILES STRENGTH TESTED - FORECAST AND ACTUAL
APRIL 1, 2011 - JUNE 30, 2014

Pipeline

Strength Testing 2011 2012 2013 2014
Forecast R.11-02-019 236.0 185.0 204.0 158.0
Actual Tested and 163.6 176.2 198.8 27.4
Tied-in{a)(b)
Actual Records 50.9 27.8 39.7 39.7
Validated(c)
Total Actual 214.5 204.0 238.5 67.1

(a) Mileage reflects pipeline lengths identified in August 26, 2011 PSEP filing and is subject to final
engineering review of “as-built” drawings to validate segment-level completion of PSEP scope.
Forecast may adjust in the future pending the outcome of PG&E's PSEP Update Application filed
on October 29, 2013.

(b) Includes 2.6 miles in 2011, 36.3 miles in 2012 and 12.2 miles in 2013 of segments for which costs
will not be included within PSEP costs.

(c) Includes pipeline miles for which records of a prior strength test were validated as meeting the

traceable, verifiable and complete records standard.
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TABLE 23-3
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
DATA POINT/TABLE 23-2 COLUMN REFERENCE

Line # Reference number for this report.

PSRS number provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s August 26,
2011 filing.

PSRS number provided in workpapers supporting PG&E Update
New PSRS Application for pipeline replacement or strength test projects commonly
resuiting from project split or addition.

PSEP Filing PSRS

Order Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s August 26,
2011 filing for valve automation, ILI, and upgrades for ILI. Order
Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s October 29, 2013
Update Application for pipeline replacement and strength testing.

Project Description

Miles Completed Miles of pipeline replaced, retired, downrated or tested.

Line Pipeline identifier.

MP1 Beginning project mile point.

MP2 Ending project mile point.

City Location of project.

HCA Project includes a High Consequence Area.

Class Code Class of pipeline included in project.

Clearance Date Date pipe was cleared and work authorized to begin.

Tie-In Date Date pipe became operational and project completed.
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24. Public Outreach Costs

Provide the costs of the public outreach PG&E has incurred year-to-date by
month as compared to the amount authorized. Explain in detail what public
outreach activities PG&E has engaged in.
Response

Customer Outreach is included as an integral part of each PSEP construction
project. Customer and community outreach costs incurred since program
inception in 2011 are shown annually for 2011-2014 in Table 24-1. Monthly
customer and community outreach costs for 2014 are shown in Table 24-2.

TABLE 24-1
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PUBLIC OUTREACH COSTS
APRIL 1, 2011 - JUNE 30, 2014
(IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS)

2011 2012 2013 2014
$2.62 $4.54 $4.21 $1.89

TABLE 24-2
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
2014 MONTHLY PUBLIC OUTREACH COSTS
(IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS)

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun
2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014
$0.17 $0.24 $0.37 $0.39 $0.41 $0.32

D.12-12-030 approved customer outreach costs, including governmental
outreach, within individual project estimated costs. PG&E’s estimated customer
outreach costs varied by workstream driven by the nature of the work and were
based upon a percentage of project costs before project management and
escalation.

For pipeline replacement and strength testing projects the customer outreach
cost estimate was 2.9 percent of estimated construction costs, and for valve
automation projects the equivalent was 0.54 percent. Specific monthly authorized
amounts cannot be accurately determined from D.12-12-030 due to individual
project durations and the timing of activities within projects. Public outreach
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activities undertaken by PSEP have included the use of Interactive Voice
Responses (IVR or automated phone notifications), letters, open houses, signage,
door-to-door canvassing, one-on-one customer phone calls and meetings, and
customer group presentations. As of June 30, 2014, 14 open houses have been
hosted, 130,951 letters have been mailed, and 164,726 IVR calls have been
made to customers impacted by PSEP work during 2014.

Customer Outreach activities are managed on a consistent basis across
PSEP workstreams by a dedicated team of Customer Impact Specialists within
PG&E’s Customer Care organization. Each project follows a standardized
process for customer outreach which includes, but is not limited to:

+ Site walk with project team to identify customer impacts.

« Letter to impacted customers.

« Invitation to an open house hosted by PG&E within the affected project area.

« Work location signage prior to mobilization.

» IVR sent to area customers prior to significant activities (e.g., venting/release
of natural gas).

« Additional customer outreach and accommodations as dictated by the nature
of the project (e.g., temporary relocation for nitrogen strength test).

o Local customer canvassing to identify and incorporate feedback into ongoing
procedures.

In an effort to increase open house attendance, the Customer Outreach team
sent out an IVR reminder and/or canvassed an impacted area, inviting customers
to attend the open house in their area. The IVR reminded customers of the date,
time, and location of the open house. Canvassing visits involved leaving behind
door hangers that included copies of the letter with an open house invitation that
these customers had already received. During the current reporting period, the
Customer Impact team has continued to utilize IVRs to remind customers of the
date, time, and location of a local open house, along with canvassing visits
leaving behind door hangers that include copies of the open house invitation
which has helped maintain open house attendance at an average of nine
attendees per open house.

Customer Impact inserts additional customer touch points where deemed
beneficial, depending on the particular situation. During the current reporting
period, Customer Impact partnered with local homeowners associations on
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Projects R-167 and R-185 to present project information at the area homeowners
association meeting. In addition to the presentations Customer Impact worked
with the homeowners associations to have project information and construction
updates communicated to residents via the community email distribution list.
These projects run through densely populated residential and commercial areas
where additional customer communication and outreach is required to identify and
address customer concerns. Given the proximity to local businesses and
residences of the project area affected by R-185 Customer Impact has worked
with the homeowners association to send venting notifications via email in
addition to the regular IVR notifications to increase awareness of construction
activity. In total, 2,098 residents affected by these projects have received project
information and updates via homeowners association email in addition to
receiving project information by letter and IVR directly from PG&E.

In addition to partnering with homeowners associations, Customer Impact
identifies alternate means of communicating with affected customers when
regular outreach tactics are not feasible. For example, in situations where
construction activity impacts military installations, regular communication tactics
such as letters and IVRs are not feasible due to a lack of individual customer
data. During the current reporting period, Customer Impact supported T-358
which impacted China Lake Naval Weapons Station. Customer Impact worked
with Energy Solutions and Service representatives and the Naval Station to
communicate project information to base employees though email communication
rather than a letter and IVR. In total approximately 1,200 base personnel
received emails regarding project information.
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25. Service Outage Performance

Describe (e.g., provide date(s), location, Line #) all planned and unplanned
service outages PG&E experienced in conducting the project work and explain
how PG&E addressed customer needs during the outages. Were customers
notified of any outages beforehand?
Response

PG&E has successfully conducted gas transmission pipeline outages
supporting 72 completed construction projects in 2014, with minimal impact to
customer service. Tables 22-2 and 23-2 provide pipeline clearance dates, tie-in
dates,36 locations, and pipeline numbers, on a project-by-project basis for
29 completed pipe replacements and 26 strength test projects.

Table 25-1 of the appendix supplements these tables by providing information
for 11 completed valve automation, and 6 ILI projects in 2014. Table 25-2
provides a reference for the specific data points requested in Question 25 to their
corresponding column in Table 25-1 in the appendix. Additional data points are
included for context in navigating the tables.

36 The days between the clearance date and the tie-in date provides the number of pipeline
outage days.
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TABLE 25-2
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
DATA POINT/TABLE 25-1 COLUMN REFERENCE

Line # Reference number for this report.

PSEP Filing PSRS PSRS number provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s August 26,
2011 filing.

New PSRS PSRS number provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s PSEP Update

Application for pipeline replacement or strength test projects commonly
resulting from project split or addition.

Project Description Order Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s August26,
2011 filing for valve automation, ILI, and upgrades for ILI. Order
Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E’s October 29, 2013
PSEP Update Application for pipeline replacement and strength testing.

Miles Completed/Valves Miles of pipeline replaced or tested; Number of valves automated.
Automated

Line Pipeline identifier.

MP1 Beginning project mile point.

MP2 Ending project mile point.

City Location of project.

HCA Project includes a High Consequence Area.

Class Code Class of pipeline included in project.

Clearance Date Date pipe was cleared and work authorized to begin.

Tie-In Date(a) For ILI and pipeline testing and replacement projects, the tie-in date is the

date the pipe became operational and the project was completed.

For valve automation projects, the tie-in date is the date the date the
pipeline is “commissioned” (released to gas control).

(a) The definition differs slightly from Table 25-2 in PG&E’s PSEP Compliance Report No. 2013-01 for
2011-2012 valve automation projects.

As previously mentioned, initial project design and planning activities include
identification of potential customer impacts. PG&E specifically works to minimize
the impact to customers and schedules work where possible to avoid customer
outages by using existing system redundancies (e.g., cross compression, parallel
pipes, or back-feeds to maintain customer service). This is a primary reason why
many construction activities cannot take place during seasonal winter gas
demand periods.

To mitigate potential customer impact, PG&E increased its LNG/CNG
portable program to enable the increased avoidance of customer outages. Rising
from 22 units in 2010 to 202 units targeted in 2014, the program continues to be
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an integral part of project planning and scheduling activities and has successfully
met the significantly increasing demand for its services. The program has
supported 1,159 tap days and 575,497 customer days in the second quarter of
2014 using portable CNG and LNG equipment. Further, the LNG/CNG program
supported the entire community of Ridgecrest and the China Lake Naval
Weapons Station for 10 days using portable LNG and CNG equipment during the
T-358 strength test.

In cases where customer loads are significant, PG&E has worked with
assigned account representatives to schedule activities to minimize impact and
potentially avoid the significant costs associated with LNG support operations.
This has involved scheduling tests outside of agricultural peak periods and
commercial work hours and scheduling project activities to occur outside of school
hours or key events.
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26. Forecast Projects Not Completed or Replaced

Describe or provide a specific reference to PG&E’s work papers of the
projects that were not completed or replaced by a higher priority project and show
the uncompleted project’s associated costs. Compute the corresponding
reduction to the Implementation Plan adopted amounts set out in Attachment E,
as required by Ordering Paragraph 6.
Response

PG&E’s PSEP Update Application presents all pipeline replacement,
downrate, retirement and strength testing projects that were not completed or
have been cancelled and provides updated costs estimates of all previously
authorized and proposed PSEP projects. PG&E’s PSEP Update Application
shows the corresponding reductions and additions to pipeline replacement and
strength testing amounts set out in Attachment E, as required by OP 6.

Table 26-1 of the appendix includes a list of one previously planned 2014
project, with specific reference to prior PG&E work papers, which was not
completed or replaced by a higher priority project in this reporting period.37

TABLE 26-2
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
DATA POINT/TABLE 26-1 COLUMN REFERENCE

Column Name Description

Line # Reference number for this report.

PSEP Filing PSRS PSRS number provided in workpapers from proceedings.

New PSRS New PSRS number resulting from project split or addition.

Project Description Order Description provided in workpapers from proceedings.

PSEP Filing Year Year project anticipated to begin as stated in the filing.

Current Status Current project status.

Comments High-level descriptions for projects that were not completed or replaced.

37 For similar project data related to 2011 and 2012 projects refer to PSEP Compliance
Report No. 2013-01.
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27.

Project Cost Recovery

Provide a clear explanation, for each project for which expenditures have
been incurred, of how the project is necessary to comply with PSEP requirements
rather than being included among projects that are already funded in
D.11-04-031.

Response

The scope of PG&E’s PSEP is based upon pipeline segments previously
identified as not having been strength tested, and/or without traceable, verifiable
and complete records of such a test. The specific actions to be taken under
PSEP, and the prioritization of such projects, are based upon the results of
consistently applying a sequential decision process (PSEP Decision Tree) to
pipeline segment features information. PG&E’s original PSEP scope was based
upon pipeline data as of January 2011 and PG&E anticipated that the update and
completion of the review of pipeline segment information would alter the scope of
PSEP’s projects. During the PSEP proceeding, PG&E confirmed that the PSEP
scope as filed excluded any pipeline segments previously included within other
recovery mechanisms, including projects approved as part of the Gas Accord V
Settlement in D.11-04-031.

To the extent that additional scope has been added to a PSEP project that
does not meet the PSEP Decision Tree criteria (or it is a non-adjacent
non-HCA, Class 1 or 2 pipe segments) PG&E has identified and is separately
tracking costs associated with this increased project scope. Examples would
include, an increase in pipeline diameter to support future capacity needs or a
project identified in D.11-04-031 that is engineered, permitted and constructed
with an adjacent PSEP project to capture efficiencies.

PG&E’s August 26, 2011 PSEP filing, Workpapers Supporting Chapter 3, Gas
Transmission Pipeline Modernization Update, and Chapter 4, Valve Automation
Program provides descriptions of all planned PSEP ILI and valve projects that
have been and will be performed in compliance with D.11-06-017, including the
associated segment-level Decision Tree outcome identifier where applicable.
PG&E’s October 29, 2013 PSEP Update Application, Workpapers Supporting
Chapter 2, Gas Transmission Pipeline Modernization Program Update provides
descriptions of all planned PSEP pipeline replacement and strength test projects
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which have been and will be performed in compliance with D.11-06-017, including
the associated segment-level Decision Tree outcome identifier.
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28.

Record Improvement Efforts Progress
Progress report on record improvement efforts, including report on costs

absorbed by shareholders.

Response
PG&E’s Mariner Project (formerly referred to as the “GTAM Project”), is part

of the Pipeline Records Integration Program proposed in the PSEP filing

(R.11-02-019). Mariner costs are included in Table 20-1 and are completely

funded by shareholders in compliance with D.12-12-030. The goal of the Mariner

Project is to further enhance the safety and reliability of PG&E's gas transmission

system through increased access to pipeline systems data, integrated risk

management and integrity management analytics, and improved work
management. Specifically, the Mariner Project will:

« Improve data availability by eliminating paper-based work processes and
installing tools to enable the electronic collection, processing, review,
analysis, and integration of pipeline systems data.

» Improve PG&E'’s pipeline risk management capabilities by integrating different
types of asset data into a single system.

« Support PG&E's PSEP and address the CPUC and National Transportation
Safety Board concerns by enabling and supporting asset data that are
traceable, verifiable and complete.

» Generate operational efficiencies related to the time required to: (1) enter
and upload data into the system; (2) locate and collect information maintained
in different offices and different records management systems; and
(3) correlate and analyze engineering data, and associated with field force
dispatch (as work assignments can be automated and optimized to minimize
travel). Full realization of benefits is dependent on the integration of the
various components of the Mariner Project.

The Mariner project made progress in several functional areas by providing
new mobile devices to field personnel, replacing outdated hardware, providing
access to electronic maps, deploying integrated risk management tools, and
converting records into electronic formats. The Mariner Project is also
progressing toward integrating work management and asset systems, and
mobilizing corrective and preventative maintenance processes.
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In PG&E’s August 26, 2011 prepared testimony, PG&E described four phases
of project development.38 This report lists the activities that were included in
each phase and provides a summary of the activities completed as of June 30,
2014. During October and November 2013, PG&E evaluated the Mariner Project
and modified some of its management structure. Most of these changes involve
modifying the management structure of the various Mariner initiatives, combining
smaller projects into larger initiatives for improved oversight, and revising the
schedule of some of the project components. In particular, the completion date
for some of the asset maintenance and material traceability work has been
extended from the first quarter 2015 to the end of 2015.

The following section details work and progress to date by each functional
area affected by the Mariner Project in the current reporting period. Please see
PSEP Compliance Reports Nos. 2013-02, 2013-03, 2013-04 and 2014-01 for
progress made by each functional area prior to this reporting period.

38 Pplease refer to PSEP Compliance Report No. 2013-02 for a description of the Mariner
Project’s four phases.
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Leak Survey

Work within this functional area is now complete.(a)

Phases 0 and 1

Locate and Mark

Work within this functional area is now complete.(a)

Phase 0

Corrective
Maintenance

Project Description

This effort provides for an accurate and complete dataset of information recorded in
the Integrated Gas Information System (IGIS) and other corrective maintenance
history to be included in SAP.

Progress and Accomplishments

s Completed pilot for gradable leaks and other corrective work for Local
Transmission and Distribution (LTD) assets, in the Peninsula and Stockton
divisions, in March 2014 and planned deployment in other divisions.

s Began phased deployment for LTD assets in Fresno, Yosemite, and Kemn
divisions in May 2014.

 Began phased deployment for LTD assets in San Francisco, Central Coast,
and DeAnza divisions in June 2014.

s Completed planning and analysis to migrate backbone and station assets from
various systems to SAP and to automate and digitize corrective maintenance
on these assets using SAP and mobile technology.

Phases 0 and 1

Records Work continues within this functional area. No major milestones reached within this | Phase 1
Management reporting period.
Mobile Work within this functional area is now complete.(a) Phase 2
Technology
Foundation
Preventive Project Description Phase 2
Maintenance Paperless process for documenting preventative maintenance work performed in
the field.
Progress and Accomplishments
s Completed pilot for Preventive Maintenance mobile application for LTD assets
in the Peninsula and Stockton divisions in March 2014.
s Began phased deployment for LTD assets in Fresno, Yosemite, and Kemn
divisions in May 2014.
» Began phased deployment for LTD assets in San Francisco, Central Coast,
and DeAnza divisions in June 2014.
s Completing planning and analysis to migrate backbone and station assets from
various systems to SAP and to automate and digitize preventive maintenance
on these assets using SAP and mobile technology.
GIS Project Description Phases 1, 2
and 3

Deployment of new Gas Transmission (GT) GIS system using data from the MAOP
project that uses Linear Asset Management and is integrated with SAP.

Progress and Accomplishments

s Continued validating asset data from multiple sources (i.e., the Pipeline Open
Data Standard (PODS) database, Pipeline Centerline Survey, and Spatial
Alignment) to be included in GT GIS.

+ Continued to gather business and technical requirements to integrate Intrepid
asset management solution, SAP-Linear Asset Management, SAP-GEO and
Documentum.

s Designed the solution for GT GIS system integration and data conversion and
began building the solution.
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Integrity

Project Description

Phase 1

Management Implement industry standard “best practice” technology solutions to automate

manual integrity analysis tasks and integrate tools with core enterprise systems.

Progress and Accomplishments

+ launched class location, HCA and risk analysis tools.

s Designed the solution to repoint tools to certified GIS data and began building

the solution.

Material Work within this functional area is scheduled to begin in the third quarter 2014 and Phases 0 and 1
Traceability to be completed in 2015.
Project & Portfolio | Project Description Phase 3
Management Implement an SAP-specific portfolio and project management (PPM) solution that:

1) Consolidates multiple PPM processes into one system.

2) Enables enhanced project controls, governance, documentation, and
versioning.

3) Improves alignment and reporting between high-level budgets and individual
projects.

4) Integrates with S2 planning process.

Progress and Accomplishments
Developed cost estimate and high-level requirements

(a) Major milestones were completed in Quarter 2 of 2013. Please refer to PSEP Compliance Report No. 2013-02 for
additional details.
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29.

Additional Relevant Information

Any additional relevant information not listed above as specified in hearing
Exh. 2 at 8E-1 and 8E-2.

Response

PG&E considers that the information provided within this report covers all
aspects previously outlined in hearing Exh. 2 at 8E-1 and 8E-2.
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TABLE 1-1
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PROJECT STATUS SUMMARY - PROCJECTS AT RISK OF NON-COMPLETHON 1N 2014
REPORTING PERIOD APRIL L, 2004 — JUNE 30, 2014
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(b} Mobilization Date and Tie-in Date are based on most current information avaitable.
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PROJECT 87 15 SUMMARY - PROJIECTS COMPLETED
JANUARY 1, 2014 ~ 1L 0, 2014
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PACIFIC GAS AND &
PROJECT STATUS SUMMARY -

TAL

RIC COMPANY
PROJECTS BEGUN BUT CURRENTLY UNFINISHED

JANUARY 1, 2014 ~ JUNE 30, 2014
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36 N/ A 32951 T-409A-14, Line L-124A, Yuba City 6/21/2014 7/ie/2014 S 2,032,992.62 the original replacement project scope to three strength tests due to constructability.

A-4

SB GT&S 0339648



E12-1
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PROJECT STATUS SUMMARY - PROJECTS BEGUN BUT CURRENTLY UNFINISE
JANUARY 1, 2014 ~ JUNE 30, 2014

Added e nole REPL nowl ost of the original replacement

T-4098B-14, Line L-124A-1, Yuba City 6/21/2014 7/18/2014 See project T-409B-14 project scope to three strength tests due to constructability. - ; ;
Added Test - Filed as single REPL, now being done as 3 most of the original replacement
38 N/ A 32952 T-410-14, Line L-124A, Yuba City 6/27/2014 8/7/2014 S 1,900,309.05 project scope to three strength tests due to constructability.
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TABLE 23-1
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PROJECT STATUS SUMMARY - PROJECTS FORECASTED FOR PHASE 1 BUT YET TO START
REPORTING PERIOD JANUARY 1, 2014 ~ JUNE 30, 2014
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8 23849 23849 R-201 DFM-0404-11 0.02MI MP 0.00-0.04 REPL PH1 7/7/2014  8/8/2014 S 1,308,153.00 Delayed ?ffc}%n 013
23744 32002 o m 0531 DREGIB03 SOREPLPHI 4 - roject addre *r’;wa project.
23880 23880 1815 15, Test, Monterey : s 2,295,838.48 : ,
23706 32005 “ -’~”~ DCUST1739-ST REPL PHI WQ/M‘H 5 237,760.00 Proj admﬁ‘ Ms«?ﬁ«pa tia %Mmp@ of originally fil m:i TAPS pr 03&
Delayed from 2013 to 2014 due to environmental/species impacts experienced during construction
23811 23811 R-062 DFM-0603-01 0.68MI MP 0.00-0.57 REP {;mmal mm@mmt} 7/15/2014 8/13/2014 g 1,851,680.00 and subseguently due to clearance schedule balancing related to high winter gas loads.
2 29401 ~ R-0B4 DFM-0604-16 0 15MI MPD. (m 0 :z@ REPLPHI  7asphoid | gldpola 8 wz‘ B/ e - ' '
#NM h 7-361-14,1-301B, Test, Prunedale 7/21/2014 8/14/2014 S 2,393,812.49 Adde project on 1-3018. Identified through data validation by decision tree. {0 53 mile)
23575 T-075-12, DEM-0611-01, Test, Sacramento ' 7/7/2014 8/15/2014 5 2086 13640 Del: m 2012 to 2014 due to s;m;mwmmw tyand for cor Jon efficiency.
23718 RT-027 zwm 3544~ wmmwﬁ NB REPL PH1 8/11/2014  8/21/2014 3 ' - Project addresses partial scope of originally filed TAPS project. )
- R 509-01 IMPOOSOJ3RERLPHI = 7/18poDida 8/27/2014 S 196921000 -
k k k ) o ) T F\Eéw“pm‘f@mz added. Data validation decision tree resulted in kphase Tifﬂ@ﬂg‘th test, replaced due to
18 H’N/ﬁ\ R-197 DFM-6605-01 0.05M! MP 0.00-0.05 REPL PH1 8/1/2014 8/27/2014 5 short length. IE in progress
19 23780 152 DFM-0604-16 0.31NIMP 0.18-0.50 PHI Downrate 8711614 2/29/2014 5 - Defayed from 2013 to 2014 due to due to environmental permitting delay. IEin progress.
20 25706 RT-055 DREG4921-ST REPL PH1 - k /4;‘20%4” §/29/2014 5 k?’m ect addresses Wrtm! scope of ori gfma!h/ filed TAPS ;:rro;w T
51 23785 RT-0675TUBBI0Z VO REPLPHT 8/26/2014 8977018 § 234,268.00 Project addresses partial scope of originally filed TAPS project
22 23785 RT-060 STUB6183-YO REPL PH1 @/8/2014 - 8/%0{2014 b Project addt@ 5565 pdffldl scope of ortg}mé lly filed TAPS r}m;c*(‘t IEin progress.
Delayed from 2012 10 2013 to accommodate other higher priokity tests for Integrity Management in
2012 Then further delayved to 2004 due to schedule and work Oad balancing. This project In
23 23574 25818 1004-12 DEMEOADL-01 Test San F%&Me 1212014 2015 S cw; mm ofwith T &O QFM 0403-01 Test F”P% E’M‘« 258231 5 atrl skot b@ g del uwd wm ?OL”
“““““ e e S RTRE TR TR T a—— j/ﬁ,/?(}‘%/l ; S rogress -
25 ENJA 33795 “ D091 BFM-0833-01 MP 504 TD14°01  9pppia | 9/dh0id S -
. I o Delayed from 2013 to 2014 for (‘ms’zr‘uc:tabifiw‘sk'éafidréﬁ;k?‘élété& to a construction moratorium an the
26 27607 T-221-13, D?E\/‘i 0405-01, Test, Napa 7/8/2014 Q/S/‘meﬁ ) 2,8671,133.28 md&ﬁ under where t 4@ line runs.
27 m/@“ 31842 = 1502414, DREG5480, Test, Redding ‘  7j30/301a 9575014 = IETn progress.
28 #N/A 33798 'D-092 DFM0834-01 MP 3.58 TD14-02 9/4/2014 9/8/2014 § -
k o o o  Delayed from 2013 1o 7014 due to permitting and planning consteaints. Abprov. 600 fect added with
29 23724 25719 R-O67 L= 10@ 28 0. ?@M MP 2.82- m 15 REPLPHT 7201 q/9/2014 s 7608 83300 the design phase for constructability.
o P M . e : : : ");’E%KQOM 00 & = LU EIE e e e -
91 23740 32603 ' 9/40/2014 < - Project addresses partial scope of originally fil deAﬁSpmjwi o
32 23689 31996 @,KZ/ZOM - 9}12}/2( 4 ‘p ' . p r@j@ct addrmsw par’ual scope Qf ongzmzlly fil Qci “E/W% pmwﬁ
33 2378 37011 RTOA0DF333B DREGAAGOYORERLPHI =~ = = 922014 9j1a/r0ia ' 34337700 S ﬂ iginally fi
e ) e ‘% ay@fd fmr 20H to 20;  I to balancing of resources [CNG/L NG} related to providing adequate
customer support during clearance. This project, in conjunction with T-095 DFM 1816-01 PSRS #
34 23929 25886 T-094A-12, DFM-1816-01, Test, Santa Cruz 8/16/2014 9/12/2014 5 - 25888 is at risk of being delayed to 2015.
35 AN/A 33786 " D-095 DFM-1615-04 NP 0.02 TD14:05 _9/10ppois 913014 5 = -
36 23702 27951 R~ OM L-196A 2. (YOME ME U 58-13.45 REPL PH1 {partial r@t!wmc*m} 8/16/2014 C),f} 5/2034 5 Delaved from 2013 to 2014 due to scheduling and workload balancing. JE in progress.
= TR e TS ; o : - . e
38 23489 27619 TWZM%G—EE%, L-1378, Test, Eureka ;”/ ”k??;}f;in%A- - QMG/AOM s . E}@lawd from 2013 to 2014 due to permit d@!aw Ein pmgm
38 apiD 24610 L0631 131 MP SO 557 4101 & Analysis PHT 8/5/2014 9/18/2014 & 1360455.00 -
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TABLE 13-1
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PROJECT STATUS SUMMARY - PROJECTS FORECASTED FOR PHASE 1 BUT YET TO START
REPORTING PERIOD JANUARY 1, 2014 — JUNE 30, 2014

is more cos
40 23870 30338 R 187 DFM 1816- 15 0.03MI MP 3.04-3.07 REPL PH1 8/25/2014 9/18/2014 S - her than strer w’m test. JE in progress.
a1 23740 31983 RT-034 DREGA339 PN REPL PH1 Expense _9/15/2014 @fm/m:m s - Project addresses partial scope of originally filed TAPS project. JE in progress.
Iy M\E/A T 30922 " T-363-14, L-1425, Test, Bakersfield o k ip ' Added as new Df@j@ﬁ as a result of data vaizcicﬁwm Jf in piregrms}w
43 0379 2933 RT53 1031C 0. 19N MP 34 643504 mpwm = g : .
44 24026 24026 ‘ 1062 -132 MP 31.7-38.4 ILI & Analysis PHL 9/11/2014 3  Project at risk of non-completion in 2014. JE in gmm‘_
45 23704 30361 RIG51-100 3AAQIIMIMP 1701-17 11 R%PLPM ' 8/5/2014 @/m,fmm e Decrease scope of 587 ft. based on design drawings. [E in progress.
46 23883 23883 ) T-341-14, DFM-1869-0 Salinas ~9/8/2014 9/20/2014 5 3 progf
47 23646 23646 VA-079 Valve Auto - 2AX Pls, 2V PHL o/e/o014  9p3poia S JE in progress.
48 23928 31984 RT-035 DFDS3613-DREG4482-SA REPL PH1 9/2/2014  9/24/2014 3 P ro;m addresses partial scope of originally filed TAPS project.
k . ' k S  Delaved from 2010 0 2014 566 feet o pipeline waes driven to a phase 1 strength test by the decision
49 23724 29697 T402 14, 1109, Test, San Jose 8/25/2014 9/25/2014 $ tree. JE in progress.
50 23728 31033 " R-190-103 0.17MI MP 8.71-9.86 REPLPHL - g/18/2014 ”9/26/20?/& s Delaye
B 24055 31776 R2061021H 0.0IMIMP 1.07.1.07 REPLPHI 9/2/2014 /2014 8 >
52 23749 31972 ' RT-024S WB?EU? MIREPLPHL ” 9/22/2014 9;’26/20% e 229,137.00 Project ac Sproject.
. . k . k ' . k Delay L» t\/ mmn and due to scheduling and workload balancing
53 23633 23633 ‘*\!A 042 Valve Auto - Vargas Crossover 2V, PR Bl25/2014 /2712014 5 - Autornating . JE inprogress
= e = . 354 L5 Tet Orind L Saopou epehoi o s progrms S Eue
. k - k . k Add@d 418 ft of replacement to project for constructability and transferred 104 ft to testfor
55 30589 R-166 1109 3B 2 1. 64MI MP 20.38-22 00 REPL PH1 7/22/2014 9/30/2014 S - efficiency. JE in progress.
56 32016 RT- %5 DREG4454-YO REPLPHL 9/15/2014 9/30/2014 $ 222,981.00 P roy&ct addresses partial scope of originally filed TAPS project.
57 _ p1a RT-068 STUB6104-YO REPLPHT 9/15/2014 9/30/2014 5 “ - IEmnprogress.
58 24501 © R-2031-118-10.02MI MP 0.01-0.03 REPLPH1 9/2/2014 B iO/Eﬂ/)O 14 s S Ww&»lawci from 2013 to 2014 due m (h@o%u!@ and workload ba!am&iﬁgflifwin progress,
Delayed from 2012 to 2014 to accomimodate other higher priority tests for Integrity Management in
25832 1-010-12 DEMEOAOT-01, Test Napa B/15/2014 10/10/2014 5 L2017 Then fw ther delayed to 2014 due to sdwdu le and work load balancing. JE progress.
60 26048 ~ R-1031-114_2 2.17MI MP 10.50-12.68 REPL PH1 ~7/14/2014 T 10/13/2014  § 13,908,817.00 Delayed from 2012 to 2014 due ta permits requiring long lead times
k \ Th projectis bein ng split {hecausethe o veplacement m;’ﬂ@&dﬂ area Bmo«at PO miles o apal rlanditis more
61 24052 32885 A7 10200 0.02NEMP 237524 KO REPE PHT 8/20/2014 10/14/2014 4 - productive to design and construct them on different schedules.
62 24028 24028 C1061 L-101 MP 11.62-33.68 (LI & Analysis PH1 9/5/2014 10/15/2014  § 1,403,990.00 o
. - k - ' .. Added 1800 % due to minorre-rolte and based oh design drawings Project at risk of non-completion
65 29892 30616 R-1671-123 1 83MI MP 4.35-13 74 REPL PH{ a/a/2014 10/16/2014 5 - 12014 JE i progress,
64 23692 30667 ~ R-1851-109_4A_2 1.04MI MP 28.60-29.60 REPLPH1 8/8/2014  10/18/2014 5 "”E»ro;wmt risk of non-completion in 2014. JE in progress.
o 23657 - VA-054B Valve Auto - Brentwood Terminal, 8V, PH1 L0602 - Jlboia i‘}fﬁﬁ@w < . Delayed from 2013 o 2014 due to scheduling and workload balancing. 1€ in prog 055,
S k o éﬁ?ékléiy@d from 2013 to 2014 due to schedu Mgg and workload balancir ng and mm’tmcmbnlzw JE in
66 24059 26057 R-055 L-057A 1.33M1 MP 8.73-10.18 REPL PHI 8/11/2014 10/23/2014 5 - progress.
- ” : ﬁ - o Delayed from 20130 2014 due to the presence of CA Tiger Salamander. Prajectatriskoinons
67 23972 23972 VA-O44 Valve Auto - Sheridan Rd 2V, PH1 (5-084) 7/16/2014 10/23/20104 5 - rompletiohin 2014 JE in progress.
68 24024 "MOM o I-064 L-300A MP 299.00-352 IL! & Analysis PH1T T10/1/2014 10/24/2014 % "1,157,796.00 o -
69 ‘ '\ 32296 T 40614 L0574 Teut Discovery Bay ' 9/26/2014 102472014 & Added 55 new test rom filed repls mm«g m mm;i IE in progress.
70 23644 TTVA-080 Valve Auto - Hmklpy Cmnp%é sor Station o 7/21/2014 m,/m/zoiz& g Mdd!tc(mai 2 w ves. JE; cr  progress. T
71 30881 R 105 [-162A 0.85M MP6.62- 740 REPLPHE 14 100250014 § - [Ein progress
72 26025 ) R-048 1-109_4C 1.26MI MP 30.52-31.76 REPLPH1  '9/2/2014  10/30/2014  § Project at ris kmnm completion in 2014. IE in pmwrw
' ‘ ' k Delaved from 2013t 2014 die o schedidi ing and wotlkload balancing. Project at risk ofnon:
73 24900 24500 Re016 108 5 2 55001 M 596 BRERL PHT (partial tetirement) 871802014 10/a0/2004 4 completion in 2014, JE in progress.
k ' T o Delayed from 20715 to 2014 to coordinate work with the station rebuild at éo!@y Ranch. |
74 23632 VA-041 Valve Auto - ?Ol@y Ranch Cr(:mowr 6Y, F’H’% gwazz} 7/23/2014 i(}/"%”é/?OM $ progress.
75 26049 R-0601-021D 2 %M M? 1907 : J -  7apoia 13[%;’20 5 - pel awd rom 2013 to 2014 due ‘Em@é%ééuﬂmg and workload balancing JE in progress.
o R o Delayed from 2013 to 2014 due to efforts related to combining work for scheduling and cost efficiency
76 23659 23659 YA-O55C Valve Auto - Lakes Valve Lot, ”W PH1 9/15/2014 11/3/2014 S reasons. JE in progress.
77 A9 30927 T350-14 L 008 Test, Hinkley ‘ 9/17/2014 11/401a 0§ . Emp *’gm
78 24072 30898 377414, L k 9/24/2014 11/5/2014 5 S 586 T is being added to the project to pick up the phase 2 pipe. JE in progress.
AT
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TABLE 13-1
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PROJECT STATUS SUMMARY - PROJECTS FORECASTED FOR PHASE 1 BUT YET TO START
REPORTING PERIOD JANUARY 1, 2014 — JUNE 30, 2014

23704 65 R-0311-109 3B 1 1 29MI MP 18, 61 19, 71 REPL PH1 (partlal retirement 11/6/2014 JE in progress

;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;; : Added ac 5 now tost from o filed reniacem
80 #N/A 31059 T-400-14, L-109_4B, Test, Woodside 10/9/2014 11/6/2014 S - DrOgress.

i S . ! el . ; e Sy T

ent pro t for cons: ;h‘zctability reasons. 864 it. added. JE in

83 willb

81 HINA T-407-14, DENED206:01 Test Woodsl 10/8/02014 5 - ciency, this project will share a cﬁmrm‘m@ wnxh %Rﬁf‘% 31()59, if: inprogress.
i T [ EJ@E‘ayéd from 2013 to 2014 in order to coordinate with Non-PSEP 1L Retrofit pr‘o}@ctﬁ{?”&?% 24224 at
82 23636 23636 WA-046 Valve Auto - Dalton Crossover, 2V, PHL 11/6/2014 5 - Dalton Crossover for construction efficiency reasons. JE in progress.
83 : 938599 VR 81) Valve Auto - Lomita Park, 1V, PH1 (5-094) 11/15/2014 % . Siapereduction from Sto T automated valve. IEin progre k
Delayed from 2013 to 2014 due to the number of other projects currently in progress at Irvington.
23634 WVA-043 Valve Auto - Emmgtom 7V, PHL L- EG%N 11/17/2014 S - E}@ sign, engineering ar nd permitting aattvmw are targeted to be com pf@’wd in 20 2:% J m progress.
SR M,J “Mmlwi(w 1; TR TR SBIETTE RRRTEeE . -
k ” ) - E”roj(%‘? plzf from filed TEST PSRS 24219, ¢ mp@ added tested duvtumﬂstm(wbslzw/ﬁﬁ:zcmﬂwJE*m
26 24219 30928 T-351-14, -300B, Test, Boron 10/10/2014 11/24/2014 S progress.
g ‘mw@” 23670 W Um Valve Auto - m rfield Cros soverdV, PHI  8/28)0014 114014 5 © iEinprogres
L e 2 e ST e
S - - Adided new replacement project by transrerting 1 from an existing test project due to
89 53169 12/4/02014 5 - icant conseduences inthe event of 4 test
0 iois ST - 92749000 -
53 SERSET S . SFeT P S
92 23704 27018 5 0.79 MiEMP 23.30-24.00 REPL PHI(partial retirement) E 7/31/2015 S Projects at risk of non-completion in 207 /E» Sch e iui@ c%@layc*@% m ?0%5 Jé” in pr@w@

Delaved from 2013 to 2014 due to
= 23867 sez. RISBL200MIMEIASIDmaRERIEHL 0 meee s s - progress.
' F’r@}wt split to reflect pipeline segmwwta that are at risk of non-co ﬂpl@’u@ vin 2014, Schedule del ayed

a4 236972 32307 ™8O BD s to 2005, JE in progress
95 HN/A 31083 180 - :'TBED 5 5 Added new project to perform validation m;s follow ing In-Line Ins i
96 #N/ﬂ 31083 Tm)w T YeD p k Added new {)ro;@ctt@ p@rform validation ciwc foll@wrrg n-Line Emp@ctmﬂ
k - Added 2 new project o replace with new Y pipe to meet qualification for the existng Masdmum
a7 23750 18D 5 = Allowable Operating Pressure m” 313 psig. JE in progress,
98 23718 RT-026 DF322 ™D 5 183,943.72
99 23877 1.2428-13, DFM-1815-02, Te 18D S -
100 23877 T-2438-13, DFM-1815-02, T TBD g -
i 23706 76:029-14, GCUST58 TBD 5 - .
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TABLE 14-1
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PROJECT STATUS SUMMARY - NEW PROJECTS COMPLETED, WORK-IN-PROGRESS, PLANNED
REPORTING PERIOD JANUARY 1, 2014 — JUNE 30, 2014

ag d new Valve Automation project (originally part of 1L scope] for cost efficiency reaso
V085 Valve Auto - L-3004 MLV 328,08, 1%??@ L TAA82.00 st argization of Valve Autor I ; ’
Added as a new Valve Automation project (originally part of ILI scope) for cost effic ciency reasons and to allow for

28635 30976003 V-086 Valve Auto - L-300B MLV 327.83, 1V, Ph. 1 S 728,601.00 standardization of Valve Automation.
‘ e » : T e e : oz e ST

V-OB8A Valve Auto - Alrport & Louise, 3V, Pl : 2 536 32200 cobstruction comg

42065282 T-406-14, Line L-057A, Discovery Bay ‘

31056343 19 Valve Auto - Davis Meter Reg Station 56632100 /

Added a new Valve Automation project for constructability and efficiency reasons as another project is rebuilding the
Baseline Rd Valve Lot. Inclusion of V 3.42, currently a RCV used for system isolation to provide addition feed during
high demand periods, in Phase 1 supports wider later Phase 2 Valve Automation program along L-123 which will be

& N/A 32864 31056341 V-120 Valve Auto - Baseline Rd Lot Rebuild 5 514,655.00 adding E%\/% from Ammope MMW Sta. (V0.00) to Lincoln Jumt:(m (WP 1357}, including Baseline Rd.
. k ” ‘ Added rew projectand is confunction o filed BSER project 100714 LLDEMEO206-01 TEs
7 N/A 32883 42076762 T-407-14, Line DEM-0206-01. Woods - 000t MPOOL
- o ST Added new Test - Filed as Siﬁgie REPL, now bmm} done as 3 st rength tests. Transter most of the (‘;rigiﬁaf r;épl;jt:k ament
8 N/A 32950 42072758 T-408-14, Line L-124A, Linda 5 2,447,183.00 project scope to three strength tests duee to constructability.
k . k . - k o Added new Test - Blled as single RW@ row heing done as - Transter mast ot the
g BA 32951 42072761 TA00A- 14, Line L1248, Yn‘;b@ City ‘-» 2,236,060.00 ¢t scope to three stren ts due to constructabili

‘most of the ng nal mplac ement pm;e«ct c:@bé to three

“Added new Test - Filed as s mgi@?’\ﬁ:?’h now b@ml&, done as ¢
10 N/A 32951 42072761 T-4098-14, Line L-124A-1, Yuba City S 2,236,060.00 strength tests o%w to construct ab;l;fty
. k . k Added new Test - Filed as single REPL now being done as 3 most of the original replacement project

Scope o three

11 NAA 32952 141014 Line L-1244, Yuba City 5 2,089,100.00 stren ath fesﬁm due to const uctability
1 N/A 30894 41913338 T-3 4, L-3018, Tmt meda e ‘S,Z 23%% 812.49 Added new project on L-301B. Ea‘iﬁmfji ed thr()ugh data validation by decision tree. (0.63 mile}

' New project PSRS B3288% will be tosted in conjunction with strength fest on PSRE 31059, Eor costeficiency this
i N/A RI2ERT 42076767 1-407-14, DEM-0206-01, Test, Woodside - project will share a clearance with PSRS# 31059 IE in progress.
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North

Unknown Obstructions During
Excavation

TABLE 19-1
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
COST IMPACTS BY PROJECT
REPORTING PERIOD APRIL 1, 2014 — JUNE 30, 2014

found during the co

potentially delavine ruction and resuiting inadoitional c

$543,000

ol
lon, clearance and

Within original tren
utility fines passing perpendicularly through th

ch location and depth we uncovered multiple unknown
alignment. To maintain

2 Potential interference with unmarked and unknown obstructions minimurm clearance from each utility within the proposed depth additional
Unknown Obstructions During  found during the construction excavation or incorrect drawings cost was added due to additional pipe and fittings {45° Elbows and 90°
31267 R-199 L-021H REPL 0.06MI MP 6.38-6.42 PH1 Bay Excavation potentially delaying construction and resufting in additional cost, $100,000 5 No Elbows) and labor to excavate, build, x-ray, and coat offsets,
Any changes to the project stobe that were excluded from or o ‘ ' - e
3 orcureed after IEB (e g additional sniff holes, expanged was not known orginally that a drving brocedure was soine to be regiired
31267 ReL99 021 BERPL Q.0BMINIP 638642 PH 1T Ray Changes After [FB excavation, added replacementftest length, ete ) $50,000 2 No onthis new instaliation: Dewatering pig and ni tmgm used fordrying
' Due to the fairgrounds scheduling conflicts it was requested for construction
Unplanned permitting conditions, requirements and delays from crew to mobilize and demobilize off site to accommodate additional fair
4 various permitting agencies {e.g. limited working hours, limited events from original dates agreed upon, leading to remob cost and schedule
31267 R-199 L-021H REPL 0.06 M1 MP 6.38-6.42 PH1 Bay Permitting access, delays in ssuance, et} $25,000 2 No delay.
““““ " ‘ o . Due to satety concerns a’“@mtmmm feam could not meat theoriginal
. Unplanned permitting conditions, réauirements and delays from cé@ar“m selare, GU/GLE then backfilied the srea for safety and demobed due
2 Central variois pwmsmng agencies lep Imited working hours limited o schedule/resource constralnts, atter which an Alliance contractorwas
2n0na Fedab Lsos REPL OO NI MP 43304530 i Loast Clearance agress, et a%,f» Jasuarice ele ) $508.664 40 Yes bmugm ar o fieieh work
E‘ght clearance windows may result in contractor working
additional hours to meet the window for tie-in. Delays may also
& be experienced if a clearance window cannot be obtained when
Central needed due to a variety of reasons. Also, additional labor and/or Seven month tie-in delay caused due to cold weather and clearance defay to
27404 R-202 DFM- ﬂv{}f ()1 EPL 1. HM I WP 0.00-1.62 PHL Coast Clearance materials may be necessary to complete clearan ce. $600,000 140 Yes avold cu Jmmz:* impact.
7 Central - Differing Site Conditionhs [DSC): A high'water table may be encountered resulting in unplanned Chanped construction method to HDD to mitigate groundwater infiltration.
27904 R:202:0 w 160701 REPL TLIMI MP O.00-1.62. Ph Coast Grounhd Water dewatering costs and delaysin constructlon $2,071,000 10 Yes Dueto graund water near g culvert, a 100t bore was changed to a dé%%: HED:
7 e e e Ko Shanaas to the braant e .
8 Central occurred after IFB (e.g. additional sniff hc;%%, expanded
27904 R-202 DFM-1607-01 REPL 1.11MI MP 0.00-1.62 PH2 Coast Changes After IFB excavation, added replacement/test length, etc.). $529,000 - Yes Trench realignment due to lack of compaction of existing utilities.
- . o Asbiutlt deawings and/or 615 were belisved to beaccurate k k o - .
9 Central - Fleld Conditlons Differ from according torecords but did not match what was actually Limtted production due to andnmarked gas distribution mainand a
2 202 DERI6001 RERL LLIMIME OO0 162 PHD Coant Expected Conditions ene cunteted inthe ﬁmzﬁ, $211,000 - Yes mismarked Calwaterserice water man
o Any changes to the project scope that were excluded from or ' ' o
10 Central occurred after IFB {e.g. additional sniff holes, expanded Unforeseen tie-in/close-out costs due to uncertainty associated with cost and
27904 R-202 DFM-1607-01 REPL 1.11MI MP 0.00-1.62 PH2 Coast Changes After IFB excavation, added replacement/test length, etc.). $150,000 - Yes scope of “{'{‘Xf* demob and site restoration | mpact@ d cost.
- . ' ‘ ‘ Additionial cost and delays were incurred due to digeing throueh sy
‘ backfilt Entlre excavation neat the MIV whichwas rermoved was backfilled
i Central Unstable soils may require additional shoring which may cause witha 2+ sackslurry which made i gifficult to dig with hackhoe/excavaton
29124  Unstable/Weak soil delaystoobtainandinstatt 544,073 T Yes Crew ysed spadertobreakupsturry. .
Potential interference with unmarked and unknown obstructions While digging the bypass bellhole, crew discovered 3 conduits, 1 copper line,
12 Central  Unknown Obstructions During  found during the construction excavation or incorrect drawings and 1 steel line, Due to configuration of these lines most of the bellhole had to
29124 R-230 L-103 REPL 0.01MI MP 22.20-22.21 PHI Coast Excavation potent fatly do%aymg«! construction and resulti ting i in additional cost, $35,059 4 Yes be hand dug.
Unplarned permithing conditions, requitements and delays from -
13 Central various permitting agencies (eg limited working hours, limited Additional traffic control required; which was not initially reflected inthe
Permitting access gelays $19,500 3 Yes contractang e : amj Jchefju edelay.
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk Delays and cost incurred t ause c}f paving concrete roadway per éi@;‘é
Any changes to t&"& project scope that were excluded from or specifications. However, the ¢ity did not provide a mix design for concrete
14 Central occurred after IFB {e.g. additional sniff holes, expanded roadway so contractor had to obtain mix design and have it approved by the
29124 R-230 L-103 REPL 0.01MI MP 22.20-22.21 PH1 Coast Permitting mavatim dm’dm replacement/test | >ngth, ete). $18,324 2 Yes city.
‘ ‘ ‘ ' Die to differing fleld cantitions the location of the cutand coapondown
- Potential interference with Unmarked and unknown obstructicns stredm U103 needed to be maved further away, but close to Utility pole. To
b Central - Unknown Obstructions During . found during the constriction excavation orlncotre execute the work safely, additional labor needed To stpport the pole 5o we
Re230 1103 REPLO.OIMEME 22:20:-2 Coast potentially delaying construction and resulling inadditional cost $13,413 1 Yes could dignextioit

A-10
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As-built drawings and/or s accurate
16 Central Field Conditions Differ from according to records, but did not match what was actually Unable to cap the 127 bottom-out PCF as planned, required alternate bypass
29124 R-230 L-103 REPL 0.01MI MP 22.20-22.21 PH1 Coast Expected Conditions encountered in the field. $12,566 1 Yes rethod
17 Potential interference with unmarked and unkaown obstructions
Unknown Obstructions During . found during the construction excavation orincorrect drawings
29124 B30 103 BERL O.0INIEMP 22.20:22. 210 P2 Extavation p@t@ﬂ‘t}aﬂy@femyén@ constriction and resulting ln add q;ﬁa% cost $8,765 1 Yes This abandoned line required removal due to close proximity of existing 1-103.
18 Pipe, valves or fittings may be leaking or faulty requiring
Central  Unexpected Condition of Pipe, additional work to repair or replace them, including linear
23667 VA-067 Valve Auto - Ripon-Maodesto, 3V, Ph.l Valiey Valves or Fittings indications on the pipe. $7,302 - Yes Coating issues on existing piping required repair thus added to costs.
19 Anychangesio the projectseope that were excluded rom or Twoapronswere added arolnd the man holes at Alrporl & Louise perrequest
Central octurred after BB (e g additional sniff holes expanded afthe englneer. Aboom truck obtalned o assist GEMECn setling the
25667 WVE-OBT7 Malve Autos Ripon-Modesto, 3V, Ph 1 Valiey Changes After IFB excavation, added replacement/test length ete) $9,346 = Yes actustors el o lncreaned cosls,
20 Pipe, valves or fittings may be leaking or faulty requiring
Central  Unexpected Condition of Pipe, additional wark to repair or replace them, including linear Construction complexity led to more work to replace the valves thus resulting
23667 VA-067 Valve Auto - Ripon-Muodesto, 3V, Ph.l Valley Valves or Fittings indications on the pipe. $72,000 17 Yes in increased costs.
20
Central The delivery and availability of materials necessary to execute the
VAOBT7 Malve Auto - Ripon-Modesto, 3V, Phi 1 Valley Material Delivery work movresultin sehedule and/orcostimpacts $40,000 5 Yes Actual material cost higher than initially estimated.
Ary thamgéﬁ to the project scope that were excluded from or
21 Central occurred after IFB (e.g. additional sniff holes, expanded
23667 VA-067 Valve Auto - Ripon-Modesto, 3V, Ph.l Valiey Changes After IFB excavation, added replacement/test length, etc.). $7,839 - Yes Additional labor costs for as-built survey for the cross tie-in and new valves.
Tiah rance windows may resultin vontractor working
. avditional hodirs to meet the window Tor tie-ln Delayvs may also
22 be experienced i a clearance window cannot be obiained when
Central needed dueto avariety of reasons. Also, additional labor and/or
23667 VADBT Malve Auto - Ripon-Madesto, 3V, Phd Valley Clearance materials may be neces S40,000 - Yes Due to complex clearance some additional labor costs were incurred.
B o ‘ o ‘ ) o B The contractor received the incarrect material onsite resulting in @ minor
25 The delivery and availability of materials nec delay. Additional testing and welding were required on the new materi
31771 T-215-13 Line L-400,Antioch Bay Material Delivery work may result in schedule and/or cost imyg $9,890 - Yes ordered.
- - . W"%;}é,m\ééiifég o f'éttir‘:g& Hey be caaiéir‘vgg ar“‘kfaufw regulting :
26 Unexpected Conditlon of Pipe. additionalbwork to repair or replace them Including linear Had to remove the ashestos-contalning ploe wrap Thescope included
31771 13 Line =400, Antioch Bay Valves ar B indications oii the pipe. $2,912 . Yes abatement coating rom exterlar obpipe approx.one 2 by 2.t spol.
The initial Calpine bypass design called Tor an 8" pipeline tapped from =191,
However, Calpine experienced a significant drop in load which required an
- upsize in pipe. The team recommended that a 16" pipeline will be installed in
- Any changes to the project scope that were excluded from or order to meet the Calpine demands. Additional cost to remove the 8" pipe,
occurred after IFB {e.g. additional sniff holes, expanded provide additional excavation, test the new pipe, fabricate/weld and tie-in the
31771 F215-13 Line 400, Antioch Bay Changes After IFB excavation, added replacement/test length, ete.). $329,000 - Yes new 16" fine.
The crews encountered aleak along the line as the test couldn b malntain the
tatgeted prassure. The leak was Identified gt alocation within the 812 bell
o hole: ‘Leaking fromn the northwest side of the belihole it was confirmed that
28 the leak was from the two 36 flangesthal connectithe dualheader. The
Pioe valves of fittings may be leaking or faulty requiring contractor was divected to excavate and remove the neader/flanges to install
additional work to repatrorreplace them: including linear astiaightpiece ol ploe lnorder to procesd with testing: lnordarto meetthe
31771 3 kine 1400 Antioch Bay Hyerostatie Test Auxillary Leak - indicatl wthe pipe, $15,818 - Yes schedule contractar had to work muliiple s
o k' Usmyiarme { permitting conditions, mm[% ements and d@fa’w from The contractor was not able to discharge until th permit was obtained.
29 various permitting agencies (e.g. lmited working hours, limited These are the additional charges to have the fittings for the "frac” tanks
31771 13 Line L-400,Antioch Bay Permitting access, delays in issuance, et $27,004 - Yes
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Poftential construction delays and ¢ : Additlenal rad tanks were reguired due o heayy rain fall ground water,
Fain dave Patentialraln Interaction with desleg C1 and pending discharze nermits. The contractor was notable to discharge at
a7l ! . AT B the breading migration) del aymg construction amﬁ increasing ¢ $14,433 thie time, so e
k k k - As-built drawmg anc fmr 1S were believed to be accurate o ) ) e B
31 Field Conditions Differ from according to records, but did not match what was actually The work to remove the existing electric line in median at a location was not
30909 T-379-14, Line L-021F, San Rafael Bay Expected Conditions encountered in the field, $5,447 - No initially identified.
. ‘ e - WHIle excavating a contractor encolintered a root ball that had grown arounad
Botential interference with unmarked and unknown obstructions PE&ES plaeline. Conlractor ulilized o siall crew and avacuum truckie
22 Unknown Obstractions During  found dusing the construction excavation or mmweat dmwmgﬁ carefullyrermove the root ballin order to continue with the excavation and
30809 G014, Line L-O21F  5an Rafael Ba Excavation potentla €y de a mg construction and resultin $4,000 = No theshoring of the éxcavatic
k k Unplann ed pz.rmxtt ng cor xd tions Wﬂ;uu @Imen : o
33 various permitting agencies {e.g. imited working hours, fimi tad Agrmmwt with the fand owner, to ’f“tu restore the customer's parking lot
30809 7537914, Line LO21F, San Rafael Bay Permitting access, delays in issuance, m:c,h}, $257,052 - No
o ‘ ‘ o . . it 2% An attemptwas made to excavate the
hote bultrench follures cm'ﬁm@d duetothe soiltlassification GUIGT rrews
34 demohilizad fromithe project site when contractor installed dewatering wells
Differing Site Conditions (D50 A high water table is encountered resulting in unplanned and asheerpile coffer dam The schedule delay asu cwith the
23471 137804 Line LOJLE, San Rafael Bay Ground Water dewatering costs and delays in construction. $235,000 12 No demaobilization was 12 davs,
When this project was planned the distance between the PG&E and the
adjacent pipeline was not known. As a result the estimate included vacuum
truck excavation in case the lines were too close together to excavate
35 mechanically. During construction it was determined the lines were not too
Any changes to the project scope that were excluded from or close to allow for mechanical excavation so the vac truck was not used in as
Central cccurred after IFB {e.g. additional sniff holes, expanded farge a capacity as anticipated. Also the excavation was completed quicker
30907 T-300-14, Linel-2 , Los Banos Coast Opportunity: Changes After IFB  excavation, added r ?fc%ic:‘)’f ent length, etc.). ($113,942) - No and reguired less shoring.
‘ - ‘ . - A el Was réquired to tienin piping fust above grade atield determination
was agreed upon by albpartiesthat a small excavation would be required to
36 Assbullt drawings and/or 615 were belleved to be accurate safely perform Xrayandtien welding. The excavation at location B was not
Central - Field Conditions Differ from according o records but did not mateh whal was actially ientifled prior o ?h@ target pricing pridentified In the construction package
32184 TS019:04 Line DREGASSZE Merced Valley Expedted Conditions ehcobnteratinthe fleld $7.711 15 No
N ) o he filter at location B had been drilled and
27 Pipe, valves or fittings may be leaking or faulty requiring tapped whi h was presented to engineering. PLE and Project Engineering
¢ Central  Unexpected Condition of Pipe, additional work to repalr or replace them, including linear requested that the contractor replace the filter which also required additional
32184 15-018-14, Line DREG4388 ,Merced Valley Valves or Fittings indications on the pipe. $5,326 1 No pool fabirication ’(0 complete.
‘ - ' Bipe, valves or fitkings mmay be leaking of Bulty reguiving - CAtthe reduest ol engineering fno TRR the rontractor was direcled th dust
38 Central = Unexpected Condition of Pipe, additionalwark torepair or replace them including linear bim and paintthe edisting above ground metersetat location Bleading to
T5019:44, Line DREGAZEE Me Valley Valvés or Fitkings ifndications onith $15,407 5 No aversin
T Fipe, valves ar fit > kz&&g}br"@‘famt requiring
39 Central  Unexpected Condition of Pipe, additional work to repair or replace them, including linear The existing above ground pipe was missing pipe supports for an approx. 35 ft.
32184 TS019-14, Line DREGA38E Merced Valley Valves or Fittings indications on the pipe. $5,424 2 No span - ‘chf} Cmtmcmr istatied concrete supports for it
Unplanned supportleguinment or labor) was provided to other
49 teams such as B0, NG, or LNG because they didnot have Contractor ciéanedeup the project site over and bevond the way they found it
29476 500119 Line L N3 Daklang Bay Stpport forotherworkiteams o sufficient resour val a&:x at the time that ’chey Wweren : No during mobilization, in an effort to make T&R s job easierin the future,
Sl - L TS sy § Sy broy S e s e s :
41 support customer loads during clearance and to meet potentia Contractor incurred standby cost while waiting to receive the cleared line
29426 TS-001-13, Line L-105N-3, Gakland Bay Clearance : windows. - No dur g the clearance process.
. - - ‘ Any changes to the projec %mpa th at Wers ncluted romor . '
a2 occutred alter EB e g 3 Added avalve boxreplacement into the scone due [0 cost saving and
Bay ChangesAfter IEB i : - : $3,761 - No constrtctability,
kkkk k aulty requiri
43 additional work to repalr or replace them, including linear
29426 1S-001-13, Line L-105N-3, Qakland Bay Hydrostatic Test Auxillary Lealk  Indications on the pipe. $1,764 - No Replaced a failed link seal and conducted a casing air test.
Unplanned support leguipment orlabor) was provided 1o other
4 teams such as GC CNG or NG because they did not have
29476 TS001403, Line L-105N-3, Dakland Fay Stpport for other work teams o sufficient resources available at the time that they Were neoded: $3,374 s No Required extra water tank which added to the cost.

SB GT&S 0339656



TABLE 19-1
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
COST IMPACTS BY PROJECT
REPORTING PERIOD APRIL 1, 2014 — JUNE 30, 2014

46 Central includes I e reguirement to meet drinking watm mndardx of
30907 7-300-14, L-2, Test, Los Banos Valley Opportunity: Mercury Cleaning rinse wat@r pri or m hydrostatically testing (100,000} - No Mercury cleaning was planned but not required.
. Potentialinterference with dnmarked and unknown obstructions
& Bpportunity: Unknown found aium:g the construction excavation of incorrectdrawings Work weas performed very closely with other utilities but caveful planning
130014 L2, Test, Los Banos Ohistructions During Excavation 1 z‘egg%‘mg m"a’wjei;tm{;aiwc {5200,000) i No avelded any problems that had been anticlpated
) Potential construction delays and resulting additional costs due to
48 Central rain days. Potential rain interaction with species (e.g. CTS Anticipated weather problems avoided due to good weather during rainy
30907 T-300-14, L- 2 “E@ t, Los Banos Valley Opportunity: Weather Impacts breading migration) delaying construction and increasing cost. ($100,000) - No season.
51 Opportunity: Productivity Coordination/bundling of work can prove to be a cost savings Shared mwa&‘f@n‘mbﬂaydmwm vard with T=-325and T-326 and liéd to general
30901 T-328-14 132814 Line DENE1320-01 Fortuna North Impacts - Coordination of work  opportinity. (5200,000) - No peoductivity gaing
' Any changes to the project scope that were excluded from or
52 Central occurred after IFB {e.g. additional sniff holes, expanded
30908 T-301-14, L-2, '%“Mi Waestley Valley Changes After IFB excavation, added replacement ionpth etc.. $900,000 - Yes Added reg. station test to scope.
o Asbui mawm@ and/or B8 were belioved 1o be accurate e : . ‘
53 Central ield Conditions Differ from according ta records, bul did not match what Wwas actually
20608 T-300-14, 122 Test, Westley WValley Ezw&cted Canditions encountered in ‘Khe@ fiedel, 5100,000 - Yes Field conditions required alternate source for water acquisition and discharge.
Additional cleaning runs bevond what is planned may be reguired
i for cleaning mercury from piping prior to strength testing. This
o4 Central includes the requirement to meet drinking water standards of
30908 [-301-14, L-2, Test, Westley Valley Mercury Cleaning rinse water prior to hydrostatically testing $125,000 - Yes Unanticipated mercury cleaning. Adjacent line T-300 required no cleaning.
‘ . "  Bipe valves or fitkings may be leaking o faulty requiring . -
55 Central - Unexpected Condition of Ploe, additionabwork torepalr or replace therm: including linear
32383 T=3088:14, 1186, Test, Dos Palos Valley Vilves or Fittings indications onthe z:“f $27,000 - No Station conditions required paint and coat.
' Pipe, valves or fittings may be leaking or faulty requiring Due to deficiencies found in pipe, the /‘)rc:f@c"t could not be completed in 2013,
56 Central E_waxmfcmc:} Condition of Pipe, additional work to repair or replace them, including linear Thus the job was split into two projects, T-303A and T-3038. T-3038 was
T-303A-14, 1-186, Test, Dos Palos Valley Valves or tt ings mdicatic;m on the pipe. 165 No completed in 2013,
58 Central Opportunlty Productivity Coordination/bundling of work can prove to be a cost savings Foy costetliciency burposes pushed mobilization by Two wec‘zm Inorder for
308925 SR, L1078, Test Wmﬁbr dee Valley Imba 'cimatmn ofwark opportunity. (5120,000) 12 No the same contraclor 1o share respuie .
) Potential impacts to contractor productivity caused by multiple
60 issues which may result in contractor moving to another The project schedule was shifted prior to mobilization in order to avoid a
23884 1-319-14, DFM-0621-01, Test, Woodland North Productivity Impacts nstruction location on-site or other methods of mitigation. 36 No confhict wi &%r er;.,ocrmt whsr% was usi ing all of @(J&E CNG resources.
' : ‘ ‘ . Gl acauiving land due to avariety of complications (e g ‘
61 Central resistant land owners) could result in schedule delays or
31843 TS:027-04 60 752 Test, Tracy Valley. Land Acquisition increased costla g purchase land, emmentdomain) $120,000 0 No Needed to acquire land and grade it for lay down area.
Eﬁpé, valves or fittings may be leaking or faulty requiring
62 Unexpected Condition of Pipe, additional work to r@palr or replace them, including linear
23665 VA-058 Valve Auto - 24th & 20th Ave, 3V, Ph. | North Valves or Fittings indications on the pipe. $50,000 40 No Rotork actuators burned out and need replacement.
” - - ‘ - _Ahigh water table is encountered resulting in unplanned ' . - ‘ -
- 23665 VAOS8Vabe Auto. 24th&20thAve 3V, Ph.1  North - Opportunity Dewa dewatering costs and delays in construction. (5100,000) - No Dewatering cost wereless than anticipated.
- Potential impacts to contractor productivity caused by multiple
&5 Opportunity: Productivity fssues which may result in contractor moving to another GC Distribution crews were working on HPR progcct in same area, so that
23579 T-335B-14, DFM-1502-11, Test Mdryw ille North Impacts construction iomizon on-§ t@ ar other methods of mitigation. {$100,000) - No project absorbed some of {'h@, aﬁ ic mw’cm% m estoration costs.
‘ Fibe valves be lesking o Baulty renuinng ' - -
66 Central Urmmﬂ»c’ﬁm Condition of Pipe, additiona splace tham including linear
32050 T5-026:04, X6511, Test, Mifpitas Const ‘u’aivm ot Fittings indicatinng on the pipe: $50,000 0 No Pipe jump required extra excavation to remediate.
B As-built drawings and/or GIS were believed to be accurate
67 Central Field Conditions Differ from according to records, but did not match what was actually
32050 T5-026-14, X6511, Test, Milpitas Coast Expected Conditions encountered in the field, $110,000 0 No Cement (2 sack) around pipe required additional labor
‘ Anychanges 1o the project scope that were excluded fromor - o ‘
6% Central oecurred after BB (e g additional snifl holes expanded Added seope to test bridle ploing adiacent to testsité. Bridle had beeh teste
20060 T8:026:14, X6511, Test, Wilpitas Conet Changes after [FB excavation added replacement/test length ete ) $130,000 1 No butto alowerp e
A-13
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Potential impacts to contractor productivity caused by multiple

69 Central issues which may result in contractor moving to another Because of another project (valve) the original clearance could not be met, in
31840 15-022-14, DREG4260, Test, Salinas Coast Productivity Impacts construction location on-site or other methods of mitigation. $130,000 6 No addition CNG support made the follow up more complex.
. Potertiabinterferance with unmarked and Unknown obistructions
0 Central’ = Unknown Obstructions During . found during the construction excavation or (ncorrect drawings Cemented pipe (2 sack) and numerous adjacent utilities reguired slower
31434 Coast Excavation potentially delavine construction and resulting n additional ¢ $50,000 3 Yes digging and additional labor.
! Lt B o P e e S Seoptl e e
71 Central  Unexpected Condition of Pipe, additional work to repalr or replace them, including linear Pretest inspection found pipe laminations which required replacement before
31839 T5-032-14, DREG4145, Test, San Jose Coast Valves or Fittings indications on the pip $450,000 18 Yes testing.
. ‘ ‘ Pine valves or fithine Ve leaking or Baulty reauining
72 Central  Unexpected Condition of Pipe, additionalworktorepsiror replace them, Incuding linsar
31838 T5.030. 04 DREGATAE. T Coast Valves or Elttings indications on the pipe. $60,000 0 Yes After construction start, a valve needed replacement. :
kkkkkkkkkkk k T k Ahy changes to the g:im tf;z‘,c&m'that were excluded from or k
75 Central occurred after IFB {e.g. additional sniff holes, expanded
30884 -14, DFM-7226-02, Test, Modesto Valiey Changes after IFB excavation, added replacement/test length, etc.). $17,000 0 No Added belthole for clearance.
o Any changes to the project scope that were exciuded from or .
75 occrred after Ibb lep additionalspiffholes, expanded
VAOT 7 Valve Auto - Cumimings Creek 1V, Phi 1 North Changes after IFB excavation added replacement/test [enath, ete) $25,000 0 No Ground grid needed to meet code.
Am'ci’vamgés to the project scope that were excluded from or
77 occurred after IFB {e.g. additional sniff holes, expanded
234974 VA-078 Valve Auto - Tompkins Hill, 3V, Ph. 1 North Changes after IFB excavation, added replacement/test length, ete.). $42,000 0 Yes Ground grid needed to meet code.
iq Botential interference with Unmarked and unknown obstructions
Unknown Obstructions During = found duting the construction excavatlon or incorrectbdrawings Toaveid otherunderground structures rench was realigned and made
23974 VAOTE Valve Aute = Tompkins Kl 8V Bh 4 North Excavation potentially delaving eonstruction and restlting n agditionalcost $20,000 - Yes decper.
- As-built drawings and/or GIS were believed to be accurate
Field Conditions Differ from according to records, but did not match what was actually
23974 VA-078 Valve Auto - Tompkins Hill, 3v, Ph. 1 North Expected Conditions encountered In the field. $25,000 - Yes Because of congestion in valve lot, the welding required extra footage.
50 Anyichanges to'the project scope that were excluded from or
Gecdrred after IRB (oo additionalsnifbholes; expanted
e Vaoie Vatva&u’m < Tompkins Hill 3V PRl et Hapmes Ater FG exce i@n, added raplacem ‘ Jestiength ete). $15,000 - Yes Moqggy Siam Shqtya‘ly‘e‘was required.
Central The delivery and availability of materials necessary to execute the Bill of materials in final estimate was missing some items from preliminary
23750 RT-001 DF3429-CC REPL PH1 Coast Material Delivery work may result in schedule and/or cost impacts $28,000 0 Yes lists, Also a change for clearance and tie-in requlred extra materials
2 Additional worlcor resources may be reculred Lo adeguately
Central support customer loads duting cledrance and to meet potentialiy Had originally plenned 0 performclearapce and fieln oo Same gay, but
Coasl Cimmma tightic jnce w%nﬁm $100,000 6 Yes &;@par‘&tw the clearance Irom the n for safety purposes.
3 As-bullt drawings and/or GIS were believed to be accurate
Central  Field Conditions Differ from according to records, but did not match what was actually Difficulty locating stub from as-builts, required additional site visits and
31981 -PN REPL PH1 Expense Coast Expected Conditions encountered in the field. $15,000 2 Yes collaboration with corrosion mechanic,
Additional measures imay be nececsiry to appeate fustomer
2 complaints related o conatrlction activities such as nolse
Central rediction, additional resioration ele. and sometimes customer Customer requested o dccelerate schedile so constiuction would be
Gian RE032 DREE SR REPL PR Evpense Coact Coporlunity: Customer impart compensation. SO 12 Yes complete before Soring Break,
45 Unplanned permitting conditions, requirements and delays from
various permitting agencies (e.g. limited working hours, limited
30979 1S-015-14, Line GCUSTS765, Live Oak North Permitting access, delays inissuance, etc.). S0 10 No Delay in obtaining Caltrans Permit.

SB GT&S 0339658




a0578

T4 e o

TABLE 19-1
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
COSTIMPACTS BY PROJECY
REPORTING PERIOD APRIL 1, 2014 — JUNE 30, 2014

Additiona ! o : e

complaints related to construction activities siich as noise
roduction A atrestaration el and sometimes chstomer
comoensation.

Potential interference with unmarked and unknown obstructions

Customer requested weekend outage.

i
& Unknown Obstructions During  found during the construction excavation or incorrect drawings AT&T vault found in alignment. Added time and materials to route around
RT-036 DREGA4050-5A REPL PH1 MNorth Excavation potentially delaving construction and resulting In additional ¢ $5,000 1 Yes vatt.
88 : :
Central The availability of labor or other resources necessary to execute Because ol amount of LING and CNG support reguired to execute project the
T-3580:14, DEM-6B03-01, Test, Ridgecrest Valley Productivity Impacts The work may result in the schiedule and/or cost impacts $343,764 6 No Bowrmian LNG site and Armitage CNG site were added;
89 As-built drawings and/or GIS were believed to be accurate
Central  Field Conditions Differ from according to records, but did not match what was actually
29715 T-358A-14, DFM-6603-01, Test, Ridgecrest Valley Expected Conditions encountered in the fleld. $29,625 3 No Pressure control fitting at Feldspar Ave was not at location on the drawings.
~ Potential interference with unmarked and utknown bostrurtions
Central . Unknown Obstructions During = found during the consiruction excavation orincorrect dravelngs Encotintered 280 ofvoncrete on top of ploe injocation Gavnich reguired
TAREA- LA DENLEEO3-01 Test Ridoecr Valley. Excavation potentially delaying comstruction and resulting In additional cost 534,560 3 No removal
91 o ' “Central k The deliver'ykankd availability of materials necéssary to execute the . i ct f‘wmred pipe be available for ccm%ihg’eé hifv purposes and that required
) 29715 T-358A-14, DFM-6603-01, Test, Ridgecrest Valley Material Delivery work may result in schedule and/or cost impacts $24,200 - No extra welding and testing.
““““ - " ' Unplanned permitting conditions. reauiraments anc delayve from '
g7 Central various permitting sgencies feg: limited working hours, limited Duetopermit conditions the work site was very constiicted and caused work
29715 T358A 14, DENIS6RO3-01 Test: Rid Valiey Permitting a delays inissuance; eie) $92:160 25 No ta beperformed very slowly.
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TABLE
PACHFIC GASB AN
FEEP COSTS, AUTHOR 3 ANT SHAR

GO
FUN

7

Al values in millions of doflars BSER Actuals TD Authorized” Update Application’ Sharehiolder Funded per Update Application”
2041-2014 20%1-2014 e
PREP Coats PEREP 2034 pizvs 2013 2044 PEEP 2041 pliiv3 2013 2044 Shavehold
PEEP fxpense 2011 2012 2013 2014 YTD 2014 JAN 2014 FEB 2014 MAR 2014 APR 2014 MAY 2014 JUN e Drate ! i i i i 24 Epehated Updated  Updated  Updated  Upduted er Funded 2011 2012 2013 2014 YTD 2014 JAN 2014 FEB 2014 MAR 2014 APR 2014 MAY 2014 JUN
Pipeling Modernization
Pipe Replacement 0.0 0.0 01 0.6 0.0 0.0 03 0.2 0.1 {0.0) 0.7
in Line inspection 0.0 0.0 2.4 2.7 0.2 1.3 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.6 5.4
' Strength Test
56

Pre-1955 installation
b

fest Total

07
Figeline Modernization Total 5822 1485 0.0 23 658 812 118.2 0.0 23 62.3 53.6 2282 1284 935 34.6 (2.6} a0 58 110 77 126
Pipefine Records Integration
MAOP 2405
Mariner 76 . . A . L
Hipitine Recordsing ot 248.% 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 248.1 916 12431 30.7 17 0.2 0.1 04 14 13 {1.6]
Yatve Sutumation 4.4 8.7 0.0 i 5.0 4.6 8.7 0.0 0.1 5.0 4.6 a0 04 {11) 03 o0 o0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1
frstarim Safety Messures 5.2 21 0.0 o 1.6 21 0.0 11 1.0 0.0 24 12 {0.0) (0.1) (0.0} 01 (0.1) 0.0 0.1
P 175 6.6 0.1 32 6.6 0.0 3.2 1235 5.0 6.4 0.2 0.9 0.8 0.4 {0.8] {0.0} 0.2 o1
her 220 0.0 0.0 0.0 o0 a0 0.0 22.0 6.8 6.3 52 3.7 0.2 1.0 {1.3] 2.4 {0.3) 1.6
Total PEES Expense #rad 1848 25 24.1 1337 4 25 G1.4 FreS 3317 2678 1357 4312 (1.4} 1.6 4.4 14.8 9.0 12.8
PEEF Capital
Pipefine Modernization
1
112 8.4 106
0.0 0.0 0.0
st Cost
t Total
8525 2147 253 148.6 286.0 1187 0.0 2.1 1.8 13.0 15 141 8.6 14.8 199
pipeline Recards Integration
MAOP
Mariner
Ripsting evirdsinlegrafien g i i B0 O {ERE 0 (168 it {80} G 8.6 371 12.6 a7
' valve Mstomation 128.0 EXA 128.0 EXA) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Isterim Safety Meas 0.0 G 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 {
PRAC 2% 5.0 3 223 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
idther 0.0 0.0 a.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.2 {1.8)
Total PEEP Capital 1088 &R EGL L 3482 BA% Feh.2 GG pzag &5 4.6 T L 146

Actual ar

Authorized Amount from D-12.12.030
* Update Application includes October 2013 Updated Recovery to the Pipe Modernization Program; Does st include
4

nPac inc
anPac inch

weasted Costs and
2

ettiernent

wament

unded Portion has been updated to reflect reveniiz

nd has been updated based on MAOP Validation

ort of 2ero. Hows

® pre/Post 1955 spei
B

@t

udes 7.7 miles {3 orders} of projects thatare 1

o the i

for these spe

determing ¢

A1

SB GT&S 0339660



TABLE 22-2
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
TOTAL MILEAGE OF PIPE REPLACED - FORECASTED AND ACTUAL
JANUARY 1, 2014 — JUNE 30, 2014
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TAE 1
PACIFIC GAS AND CTRIC COMPANY
VALVE AUTOMATION AND IN-LINE INSPECTION PROJE
JANUARY 1, 2014 ~ JUNE 30, 2014
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TABLE 26-1
PACIFIC GAS AND TRIC COMPANY
5 NOT COME

FORECAST
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2013 Removed project (PSRS 18025},
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