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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. It is 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.pqe.com/requlation.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. 

• 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. 
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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 

Q2 2014 YTD 2014 Program ITD 
Remaining 

PSEP Work(a) 

Pipeline Replacement (miles) 2.7 4.1 107.9 35.6 
• Replacement 2.7 4.0 87.6 
• Downrate(b) 0.0 0.0 11.6 
• Retirement(c) 0.0 0.0 8.7(d) 

Strength Testing (miles) 25.3 27.4 566.0 91.7 
In-Line Inspection (ILI) (miles) 0.0 12.1 90.0 144.0 
Pipeline Upgrades to Allow ILI (miles) 0.0 6.7 201.0 0.0 
Valve Automation (valves) 16 23 157 71 

(a) 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. 

(b) 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). 

(c) To retire a pipeline is to remove it from service and not replace it with any other pipe. 
(d) 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 Cases5 and Serious Preventable Motor Vehicle Incidents6 

remain on track to meet or exceed year end targets. 

5 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. 

6 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. 
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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. 
• 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 percent9 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. 

• 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 ISO 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). 
19 Excludes 48 Replacement Shorts projects planned for 2014. PG&E has 208 PSEP projects 

planned for 2014. 
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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 
Filing 

Estimate 

Authorized 
Program Costs 

[Original 
Filingj(a) 

2013 Proposed 
Program Costs 

[Update 
Applicationj(b) 

Actual Costs 
Program 

Inception-to-Date 
(2011 -

06/30/14)(c)(e) 

Actual Costs 
Reporting Period 

(04/01/14 -
06/30/14)(c) 

Pipeline Modernization 
Pipeline Replacement $839.1 $534.1 $625.6 $38.6 

• Replacement(e) 620.8 38.6 
• Down rate 0.1 0.0 
• 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 

Measures 
3.2 2.1 2.1 5.2 0.3 

Program Management Office 
(PMO) and Other(d) 

34.8 28.9 28.9 59.2 5.8 

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 E, Table E-4, 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 Chapter2, 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 
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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 results 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 

11 PG&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. 
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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. 

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. 

Probability of Delay Past 2014 Probability that the current risk materializes and pushes the project 
schedule past December 31, 2014. 

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 October29, 2013 
PSEP Update Application for pipeline replacement and strength testing. 

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 
Delay 

A description of underlying reasons why PSEP construction projects may 
be at risk of non-completion by December 31, 2014. 
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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). 

• Quarterly Construction Alliance Executive Session meetings between the 
leadership of PG&E and all four Alliance contractors. 

-9-
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3. 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. 

• 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. 

14 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. 

15 Work assigned is based on the value of total portfolio. 
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SB GT&S 0363417 



• Shared project risk/incentive model using a negotiated "target pricing" model, 

in which under and over runs are shared on a 50:50 basis. 

• 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 Please 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 Jeeping18 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" 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. 
• PSEP Leadership Observation Teams visited 54 construction sites to engage 

work crews regarding safety, quality and to promote best practices.20 

• 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 

19 "Good catches" are potentially unsafe situations that were brought to site personnel's 
attention and rectified. 

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

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

22 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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5. 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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6. 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 PMO'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 set on 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. 

-19-

SB GT&S 0363426 



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 acguiring 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 unigue wastewater disposal 
reguirements), 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 resulting cost and 

schedule impacts. 
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9. 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 manufacturers) 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 

• 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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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 workstreams25 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 

2^ Includes: pipeline replacement, retirement, downrate strength testing, III, 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. 

2® 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 

Column Name Description 

Line # Reference number for this report. 

PSEP Filing PSRS PSRS number provided in workpapers supporting PG&E's August26, 
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 ILL Order 
Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E's October29, 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 
I - 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 Itemized costs per project completed. 

Labor Cost 

Itemized costs per project completed. 

Materials Cost 

Itemized costs per project completed. 

Contracts Cost 

Itemized costs per project completed. 

Other Cost (a) 

Itemized costs per project completed. 

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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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. 

PSEP Filing PSRS PSRS number provided in workpapers supporting PG&E's August26, 
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 August 26, 
2011 filing for valve automation, ILI, and upgrades for ILI. Order 
Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E's October29, 2013 
PSEP Update Application for pipeline replacement and strength testing. 

Mobilization Date Project start date. 

Tie-in Date Anticipated project finish date. 

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

Comments Descriptions of changes to the project, including project additions, 
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 Table 13-1 includes projects that have commenced pre-construction activities, but have not 
yet mobilized. 

-30-

SB GT&S 0363437 



TABLE 13-2 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

DATA POINT/TABLE 13-1 COLUMN REFERENCE 

Column Name Description 

Line # Reference number for this report. 

PSEP Filing PSRS PSRS number provided in workpapers supporting PG&E's August26, 
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 ILL Order 
Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E's October29, 2013 
PSEP Update Application for pipeline replacement and strength testing. 

Mobilization Date Anticipated project start date. 

Tie-in Date Anticipated project finish date. 

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

Comments Descriptions of changes to the project, including project additions, 
accelerations, delays, and cancellations. 
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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. 

PSEP Filing PSRS PSRS number provided in workpapers supporting PG&E's August26, 
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. 

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

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

Comments Descriptions of changes to the project, including project additions, 
accelerations, delays, and cancellations. 
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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. Identification 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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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 
300 B 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 
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FIGURE 16-2 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

MAP OF PIGGABLE PIPELINES 
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Lessons Learned in Phase 1 Work 
Describe any lessons learned from undertaking the Phase 1 work that has led 

to 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 reguirements. 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 guarter, which if successful, may realize cost savings in 2014: 
• Implementing consistent use of Ground Penetrating Radar. 

• Broadening use of Shallow Horizontal Dimensional Drilling in urban areas. 
• 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? 

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 Items 
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 "Clearance"34 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 Impacts are determined using baseline schedule and forecasts after completion of 
Job Estimate and prior to construction commencement. 

31 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.). 

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

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

34 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 Fittings35 (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 

Column Name Description 

Line # Reference number for this report. 

New PSRS New PSRS number 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 ILL Order 
Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E's PSEP 
October 29, 2013 Update Application for pipeline replacement and 
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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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 22-1 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

TOTAL PIPELINE MILES REPLACED, RETIRED AND DOWNRATED - FORECAST AND ACTUAL 
APRIL 1 - JUNE 30, 2014 

Pipeline Replacement 2014 

Forecast R.11-02-019 82.40 
Actual Replaced. Retired. 
Downrate and Tied-in(a) 

1.41 

Actual Replaced 1.36 
Actual Retired 0.04 
Actual Downrate 0.00 

Actual Installed Pending Tie-In 2.67 

Total Actual 4.08 

(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. 

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 ILL Order 
Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E's October29, 2013 
PSEP Update Application for pipeline replacement and strength testing. 

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

Installed Replaced Miles. 

Retired Pipeline removed from service. 

Downrated Lowered pipeline operating pressure to 60 pounds per square inch gauge 
(psig) or less. 

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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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 
Tied-in(a)(b) 

163.6 176.2 198.8 27.4 

Actual Records 
Validated(c) 

50.9 27.8 39.7 39.7 

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&Es 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 

Column Name Description 

Line # Reference number for this report. 

PSEP Filing PSRS PSRS number provided in workpapers supporting PG&E's August26, 
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. 

Project Description 

Order Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E's August26, 
2011 filing for valve automation, ILI, and upgrades for ILL Order 
Description provided in workpapers supporting PG&E's October29, 2013 
Update Application for pipeline replacement and strength testing. 

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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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). 

• 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 

Column Name Description 

Line # Reference number for this report. 

PSEP Filing PSRS PSRS number provided in workpapers supporting PG&E's August26, 
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 October29, 2013 
PSEP Update Application for pipeline replacement and strength testing. 

Miles Completed/Valves 
Automated 

Miles of pipeline replaced or tested; Number of valves 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. 

-58-

SB GT&S 0363465 



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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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 Please refer to PSEP Compliance Report No. 2013-02 for a description of the Mariner 
Project's four phases. 
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Functional Area Work Completed in Q2 (April 1 - June 30, 2014) Mariner Project 
Phases 

Leak Survey Work within this functional area is now complete.(a) Phases 0 and 1 

Locate arid 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. 

Proqress and Accomplishments 
• 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. 

• Began phased deployment for LTD assets in Fresno, Yosemite, and Kern 
divisions in May 2014. 

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

• 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 
Management 

Work continues within this functional area. No major milestones reached within this 
reporting period. 

Phase 1 

Mobile 
Technology 
Foundation 

Work within this functional area is now complete.(a) Phase 2 

Preventive 
Maintenance 

Project Description 
Paperless process for documenting preventative maintenance work performed in 
the field. 

Proqress and Accomplishments 
• Completed pilot for Preventive Maintenance mobile application for LTD assets 

in the Peninsula and Stockton divisions in March 2014. 
• Began phased deployment for LTD assets in Fresno, Yosemite, and Kern 

divisions in May 2014. 
• Began phased deployment for LTD assets in San Francisco, Central Coast, 

and DeAnza divisions in June 2014. 
• 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. 

Phase 2 

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

Proqress and Accomplishments 
• 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. 

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

Phases 1,2 
and 3 
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Functional Area Work Completed in Q2 (April 1 - June 30, 2014) Mariner Project 
Phases 

Integrity 
Management 

Project Description 
Implement industry standard "best practice" technology solutions to automate 
manual integrity analysis tasks and integrate tools with core enterprise systems. 

Proaress and Accomplishments 
• Launched class location, HCA and risk analysis tools. 
• Designed the solution to repoint tools to certified GIS data and began building 

the solution. 

Phase 1 

Material 
Traceability 

Work within this functional area is scheduled to begin in the third quarter 2014 and 
to be completed in 2015. 

Phases 0 and 1 

Project & Portfolio 
Management 

Project Description 
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. 

Proqress and Accomplishments 
Developed cost estimate and high-level requirements 

Phase 3 

(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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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

APPENDIX 
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TABLE 1-1 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

PROJECT STATUS SUMMARY - PROJECTS AT RISK OF NON-COMPLETION IN 2014 
REPORTING PERIOD APRIL 1, 2014 - JUNE 30, 2014 

Risk Drivers for Potential Project Delays 

(fa} Mobilization Date and Tie-in Date are based on most current information available. 

Probability of Delay Past 
ZUJ.4 tai project Description uty 

A-1 
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JANUARY 1, 2014 

NewPSRS Order Number Project Description 

23930 30842177 R-lll DFM-0627-01 0.01M1 MP 0.00-0.02 REPLPH1 GT/GC 5-Aug-13 5-Feb-14 $ 360,443.00 $ 335,091.47 $ 75,289.55 

See project D-014A See project D-014A 

above above 

22,370.88 $ 30,236.17 $ 207.194.87 $ (25,351.53) $ 118,339.54 $ 

See project D-014A i ' M See project D-014A 

above aoove above 
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Materials Cost ContractsCost Other Cost Variance to Budget PSEP Disallowed Cost Non-PSEPcosts 
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TABLE 12-1 
PACIFIC (5AS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

PROJECT STATUS SUMMARY - PROJECTS BEGUN BUT CURRENTLY UNFINISHED 
JANUARY 1, 2014 - JUNE 30, 2014 

'18/2014 

'HI 

14 See project D-014A (tbl 11) Added project (Original PSRS 24022 for Inspection) for Dig aspects 
14 See project D-014A (tbl 11) Added project (Original PSRS 24022 for Inspection) for Dig aspects 

14 $ 447,604,00 Project addresses partial scope of originally filed TAPS project. 

1,592,0/2.00 
1,395,806.00 
2,572,9931)0 Delayed from 2012 
1,491,078.47 Delayed from 2012 
1 440 741 RQ Deiaved from 2011 

?iayea irom zuiz tc 

I ZUIZ to 2014 

.11 bcope decrease 

crease automat! to 2 acti 

114 

feet due tc 

•ase of 190C 

' i segments 

5 m mo 

48./U2.U 

U line is ti 
0 Project 

S&E s storage facsfr 
noletion in 7014. 

04.59 trie original rep merit proi€?ct sc 
le as i strengtn tc 
strength tests da 
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TABLE 12-1 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

PROJECT STATUS SUMMARY - PROJECTS BEGUN BUT CURRENTLY UNFINISI IED 
JANUARY 1, 2014 - JUNE 30, 2014 

Added Test - Filed as single REPL, now being done as 3 most of the < 
T-409B-14, Line L-124A-1, Yuba City 6/21/2014 7/19/2014 See projectT-409B-14 : 1 : , i: • i n. i , j , ( , , , , a 

Fi 

T-410-14, Line L-124A, Yuba City 6/27/2014 8/7/2014 $ 1,900,309.05 

A-5 
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New PSRS 

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 

Project Description 

A-6 
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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 

New PSRS Project Description 

R-187 DFM-1816-15 0.03MI MP 3.04-3.07 REPL PHI 
I i-034 

Ml MP 34.84-35.04 

27MI MP 

T-402-14, L-10S 

8/25/2014 9/18/2014 $ 
4 

Added from filed test project due to short length. It is more cost efficient to replace this short length 
I '! ! > ' I I I 

JEin progress 
Project addre 

tree. JE in pre 

ape of originally jt iri p 

ation. Jt in 

JE ir 

Automating 2 dif 
14 tor constructaDilit 
jives. JE in progress. 

jfficiencv. JE 

jt in pre 
IfH, ill III : 

ar higher priority tests tor integrity Management in 

)2MI Mr 
I his pre 
product 

:ui4 one to permits requiring long tea a 
It because the replacement spreads arc 
id construct them on different schedule 

jue to minor re-rc i risk ot non-completion 

lanes n 
lane in 
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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 SO, 2014 

New PSRS Project Description 

, •_ R-031 L-109_3B_11.29MI MP 18.61-19.71 REPL PHI (partial retirement) 

: , T-400-14, L-109_4B, Test, Woodside 

32833 T-407-14, DFM-0206-01,Test, Woodside 

7/23/2014 

10/9/2014 

11/6/2014 $ 

11/6/2014 $ 

JE in progress 

ficiency, this project will she 
in comunctic gtn test on 

: in progres 

smita Par jrt rrom 5 salve, JE In pr« 

A-8 

SB GT&S 0363481 



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 

New PSRS Order Number Project Description Job Estimate Amount Comments 

Added a new Valve Automation project tor constructability arid etticiency 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 

A-9 
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TABLE 19-1 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC: COMPANY 

COST IMPACTS BY PROJECT 
REPORTING PERIOD APRIL 1, 2014-JUNE 30, 2014 

Unknown Obstructions During 
Excavation 

Potential interference with unmarked and unknown obstructions 
Unknown Obstructions During I- mi i. i, , / ,, n ,in., ,n, . ,l| i,. 
Excavation j • > u . |l -i, | ,, - on i m n .n no n| ,i n ,i _|, .i, | . 

arious permitting agencies (e.g.. limited working hours, iirr 
ccess, delays in issuance, etc.). 

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 

Central needed due to a variety of reasons. Also, additional labor and/or 
Coast Clearance materials may be necessary to complete clearance, 

ti A I.- he, I - ,' 1 ' 1 ' • ',, i "i A' A high water table may be encountered resulting in unplanned 
1 -m , : dewatering costs and delays in construction. 

Central occurred after IFB (e.g. additional sniff holes, expanded 

Any changes to the project scope that were 
OCCU! I ecs unci' ire :t::„i,i„ .row: mndl srim now 

Ihanges After IFB excavation, added replacement/test length, 

Unstable soils may require additional shoring which may cause 

Potential interference with unmarked and unknown obstructions 
Centra! Unknown Obstructions During found durine the construction excavation or incorrect drawings 
Coast Excavation potentially delaying construction and resulting in additional cost. 

anges to the project scope that were excluded from or 
ed after IFB {e.g., additional sniff holes, expanded 
tion, added replacement/test length, etc.). 

Unknown Obstructions During 

A-10 

$543,000 

$100,000 

$50,000 

$25,000 

$508,664 

$600,000 

$2,071,000 

$529,000 

$211,000 

$150,000 

$44,073 

$35,059 

$19,500 

$18,324 

$13,413 

>10% Variance Comments 

20 No 

No 

40 Yes 

within original trench location and depth we uncovered multiple unknown 
u ill! iy ii [ ice jjecvii ig, !JC1 |vci i u I vuias i y ts 11 uugn u ic aiigi n s ICI m I u man IWII 

minimum clearance from each utility within the proposed depth additional 
cost was added due to additional pipe and fittings (45° Elbows and 90° 

No lis , , in: i i ,, i i I .all i i , II 111. 1 i. 

NO I , ' ' 1 i 'I . ' 1 i ,, 1 _ , , ; , _ , c , 

Due to the fairgrounds scheduling conflicts it was requested for constructio 

events from original dates agreed upon, leading to remob cost and scheduf 

rl i 

140 Yes 
Seven month tie-in delay caused due to cold weather and clearance delay 
avoid customer impact. 

10 Yes 

Yes Trench realignment due to lack of compaction of existing utilities. 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

While digging the bypass hellhole, crew discovered 3 conduits, 1 copper line, | 
and 1 steef line Flue to ronfbn (ration of these lines most of the hellhole bad to I 

specification! y did not provide a mix 
•fatain mix design and h aroved fa-

Yes 
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PACIFIC GAS A SIC COMPANY 
COSTIMI 'ROJECT 

REPORTING PERIOD _314-.JUNE 30, 2014 

REPL 0.01M1 IV 

As-built drawings and/or 6IS ware believed to be accurate 
Central Field Conditions Differ from according tn records, but did not match what was actually 

encountered m the tied 

Unknown Obstructions During 

f pom 

Pipe, valves or fittings may be leaking or faulty requiring 
Central Unexpected Condition of Pipe, dpi ,"h | ,,|,j n,,|i pi, p , n 1, i, hi •. In- i 
Valley • U s i ,h mdi< , i. lr piff 

Central 
P. I Valley Changes After IFB 

lipon-IVIode 

Pipe, valves or fittings may be leaking or faulty requiring 
Central Unexpected Condition of Pipe, ' I, i, n a| ,,[! umi - - In i • 11 • c 111 -11 r • inn-,i 
Valley C w run indications on the pipe? 

Central 
Valley Material Delivery 

Central 
Valley Changes After IFB 

The delivery and availability of materials necessary to execute the 

changes to the project scope that wc 
jrred after IFB {e.g. additional sniff he 
uvation, added replacement/test leng 

-Modesto, 3V, Ph.l 
Central 
Valley Clearance 

Vtaterial Deiiv 
.. ..... , , . . . ,, ,, 
ark may result in schedule arid/or cost imp; 

nanges After 

Anv changes to the orolect scooe that were excluded from or 
curred after 
cavation, adc 

dditional sniff I 

T-21S-13 ,Line L-400,Antioch Bay Permitting 

Unplanned permitting conditions, requirements and delays from 
various permitting agencies {e.g. limited working hours, limited 
access, delays in issuance, etc.). 

A-11 

$12,566 

$8,765 

$7,302 

$9,346 

$72,000 

$40,000 

$7,839 

$40,000 

$9,890 

$2,912 

$329,000 

$15,818 

$27,004 

>10% Variance Comments 

I irtAibip try ran thp 1 7" bryttnm-ryi it Pf P ire niannpH rpnuirpri altprn^tp h\m~ 

Yes i v I ••••' 

Yes This abandoned line required removal due to close proximity of existing L-103, 

Yes Coating issues on existing piping required repair thus added to costs. 

Yes 

elded around the man hoi 

Construction complexity led to more work to replace the valves thus result 
17 Yes , 

Yes Actual material cost higher than initially estimated. 

Yes Additional labor costs for as-built survey for the cross tie-in and new valves. 

Yes Due to complex clearance some additional labor costs were incurred. 
The contractor received the incorrect material onsite resulting in a minor 

Yes ordered. 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

ap. I he 

The initial Calpine bypass design called for an 8" pipeline tapped from L-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 : 
order to meet the Calcine demands. Additional cost to remove the 8" oioe. ; 

provide additional excavation, test the new pipe, fabricate/weld and tie-in the : 

Yes i v •' " hn< 

antractor was not able to discharge until the permit 
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TABLE 19-1 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

COST IMPACTS BY PROJECT 
REPORTING PERIOD APRIL 1, 2014 - JUNE 30, 2014 

onditions Uir 
3d Condition: 

-built drawings a 
cording to recorc 
countered in the 

.-021K San R, 
Unplanned permitting conditions, requirements 
various permitting agencies (e.g. limited working 
access, delays in issuance, etc.). 

irs, limited 

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

35 
Any changes to the project scope that were excluded from or 
nrrnrrsd afwr IFR la a sHriidnnsI cniff hoics wnandpd 

excavation, added replacement length, etc.). 

Central Field Conditions Differ from 
Valley f • n i >11 " ,• ... 

37 
vine, valves oi uitmcs new ne leaiuns or uur.v reouinn:; 

Central Unexpected Condition of Pipe, L C i < I - o ' i e n . i n i i •- h i aeiiiiiin I" i 
Valley • i m i, i,, • n , i I,< | q 1 

Central Unexpected Condition of Pipe, , 
Valley ' • i , • . i . .a , . a • 

'•I • I • • • ' 
Central Unexpected Condition of Pipe, , duiim i d 
Valley i • •' i i in . in-in ii.nl 

nay be leaking or faulty requiring 
iir or replace them, including linear 

il work or resources may hi 
lustomer loads during ciear 
ranee windows. 

d to adequately 

• IN 

xiliary 

Pipe, valves or fittings may be leaking or faulty requirinj 
additional work to repair or replace them, including lint 

Leak indications on the pipe. 

, Line 

A-12 

>10% Variance Comments 

$14,433 - Yes .r- - it . . '< I r. Am; - v • . 

The work to remove the existing electric line in median 
$5,447 - No n Id, II rAnihvd 

$4,000 - No r » .L. - '* 11 ' ,,:1 i 

Agreement with the land owner, to fully 
$257,052 - No he! I „lo n n; 

$235,000 12 No 

113,942! No 

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 ease the lines were too close together to excavate 
mechanically. During construction it was determined the lines were not too 
close to allow for mechanical excavation so the vac truck was not used in as 

ss sho 

vd Mi 

$7,711 

$5,326 

$15,407 

$5,424 

$3,571 

$8,109 

$3,761 

$1,764 

$3,374 

1.5 No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

reppL.u vvnicn was pie 

;:d that tin 
arication 1 

above ground pipe was missing pipe supports tor 
antractor installed concrete supports for it. 

oject: 

.oritr 
urini 

.tor ini 
:he cie 

Tie waiting ti cleared lim 

No Replaced a failed link seal and conducted a casing air test. 

No Required extra water tank which added to the cost. 
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TABLE 19-1 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

COST IMPACTS BY PROJECT 
REPORTING PERIOD APRIL 1, 2014-JUNE 30, 2014 

Additional cleaning runs beyond what is planned may be required 
for cleaning memory from nininn nrinr to strength testine This 

Central 
Valley Opportunity: Mercury Cleaning in - • i im - J J" ~ w 

Central rain days. Potential rain interaction with species (e.g. CTS 
II- Opportunity: Weather Impacts Im hu ' i i i Hi I< I, , m 1 > -n III> mn mliii-u- n •>" 

Opportunity: Productivity Coordination/bundling of work can prove to be a cost savings 
I, i Impacts - Coordination of work n 

i T , Changes After IFB > (mi ti , | i , m n l-n • I -

Additional cleaning runs beyond what is planned may be require 
for cleaning mercury from piping prior to strength testing. This 

Central includes the requirement to meet drinking water standards of 
If - Mercury Cleaning hi1' mill"' i<b;di,. r i| , 

Pipe, valves or fittings may be leaking or faulty requiring 
Central Unexpected Condition of Pipe, additional work to repair or replace them, including linear 
Valley Valves or Fittings indications on the pipe. 

Central Opportunity: Productivity Coordination/bundling of work can prove to be a cost savings 
Valley • i 1,1 < ,' .,. opportunity. 

Potential impacts to contractor productivity caused by multiple 

North Productivity Impacts construction location on-site or other methods of mitigation. 

Central < . • , r c m- z' , • • ' . < d 1 • ' 
Valley Land Acquisition " 4 • i 1 . 

Pipe, valves or fittings may be leaking or faulty requiring 
Unexpected Condition of Pipe, -.-i.-ln. mi u .~r r*i I T«:I ' iiinu.-lii.-. |lt 

• a.11 Valves or Fittings n <<«', r.n on -|- | q 
A high water table is encountered resulting in unplanned 

i i 1 i., dewatering costs and delays in construction. 

Potential impacts to contractor productivity caused by multiple 
Opportunity: Productivity issues which may result in contractor moving to another 

!nrl i Impacts -on i u, u. .n p.. ow .-f, n .. . s o n,:i , , !i ,.'i , i i>.n 

Coast Valves or Httings indications on the pipe. 
' 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 
Coast Expected Conditions encountered in the fieid. 

A-13 

>10% Variance Comments 

($101),01)0! - No 

15200,0001 - No 

(5100,000) - No 

(5200,000) - No 

$900,000 - Yes 

$100,000 - Yes 

$125,000 - Yes 

$27,000 - No 

165 No 

(5120,00ft) 12 No 

36 No 

$120,000 0 No 

$50,000 40 No 

15100,000} - No 

($100,000) - No 

$50,000 0 No 

$110,000 0 No 

$130,000 1 No 

Mercury cleaning was planned but not required. 

Anticipated weather problems avoided due to good weather during rainy 
season. 

Added reg. station test to scope. 

Field conditions required alternate source for water acquisition and discharge. 

Unanticipated mercury cleaning. Adjacent line T-300 required no cleaning. 

Station conditions required paint and coat. 

Thus the job was split into two projects, T-3CBA and T-303B. T-303B was 
comtsioten in ...s. 

The project schedule was shifted prior to mobilization in order to avoid a 

Needed to acquire land and grade it for lay down area. 

Rotork actuators burned out and need replacement. 

Dewatering cost were less than anticipated. 

GC Distribution crews were working on HPR project in same area, so that 
project absorbed some of the traffic control and site restoration costs. 

Pipe jump required extra excavation to remediate. 

Cement (2 sack) around pipe required additional labor 

SB GT&S 0363486 



TABLE 19-1 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

COST IMPACTS BY PROJECT 
REPORTING PERIOD APRIL 1, 2014-JUNE 30, 2014 

69 Central 
Coast Productivity Impacts 

Potential Imparts in rnntrnrtnr nrndurfivitv caused bw mi iltinle 

issues which may result in contractor moving to another 

.-032-14, DREG 

ampkins Hill 

Central Unknown Obstructions During TC 
Coast i. • - -

Central Unexpected Condition of Pipe, a 
Coast t I < n rune i> 

P 
Central Unexpected Condition of Pipe, 
Coast •! -

Central 
Valley Changes after IFB 

Unknown Obstructions During 
Excavation 

ar fittings may be leaking or faulty requirinj 
ark to repair or replace them, including line 

" trmPfe"y - -yy , . -- , v 

the project scope that were excluded from or 
:B (e.g. additional sniff holes, expanded 
s;d replacement/test length, etc.). 

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

Nort 
Field Conditions Differ from 
Expected Conditions 

As-built drawings and/or GIS were belie 
according to records, but did not match 
encountered in the field. 

illy 

81 
Central 

Material Deliver 
The delivery and availability of materials necessary to execute the 
work may result in schedule and/or cost impacts 

83 

3REG3759-PN REPl PH 

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 

rauntered in the fiei 

85 

30979 TS-015-14, Line GCUST5765, Live Oak North Permitting 

Unplanned permitting conditions, requirements and delays front 
various permitting agencies {e.g. limited working hours, limited 
access, delays in issuance, etc.). 

A-14 

>10% Variance Comments 

$130,000 No ddition CNG support made the follow up more compter 

$50,000 

$450,000 

$60,000 

$17,000 

$25,000 

$42,000 

18 

Yes 

Yes 
inspection found pipe laminations which required replacemerr 

Yes After construction start, a valve needed replacement. 

No Added bellhole for clearance. 

No Ground grid needed to meet code. 

Yes Ground grid needed to meet code. 

$20,000 Yes 

$25,000 Yes Because of congestion in valve lot, the welding required extra footage. 

$15,000 Yes Mooney Slam Shut valve was required. 

$28,000 Yes 
Rill of materials in final estimate was missing some items from preliminary 
lists. Also a change for clearance and tie-in required extra materials. 

$100,000 Yes 

$15,000 Yes 
Difficulty locating stub from as-builts, required additional site visits and 
collaboration with corrosion mechanic. 

$0 12 Yes 

$0 10 No Delay in obtaining Caltrans Permit. 
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TABLE 19-1 
PACIFIC GAS A. JMPANY 

COST I Mi :CT 
REPORTING PERIOD JUNE 30, 2014 

I • " , , • I- ,;jr • , $0 

Potential interference with unmarked and unknown obstructions 
Unknown Obstructions During found during the construction excavation or incorrect drawings 

i'i[ I . U"U niJI F J. an 1 , -ir 111' in , n<: i - Min n . , An-h I .... $5,000 

Central The availability of labor or other resources necessary to execute 
Valley Productivity Impacts hi • i, " i m n ,I_-I ' c c $343,764 

As-built drawings and/or GIS were believed to be accurate 
Central Field Conditions Differ from --'Sdno > I'-m-i i n •[, -
Valley p. • - : • "rib. .w wvi n I.,- T |,| $29,625 

Central Unknown Obstructions During . • : • hi 1 i , i, •. , 1 v, .• , •. •. u.w •: , 
Valley u, n .mi, u .•- 1 w. , $34,560 

Central The delivery and availability of materials necessary to execute the 
Valley Material Delivery ml is. u chin . Ir del n q , . . $24,200 

Central • v p n, m; •, , A v v • r .. 
Valley Permitting s iv i • i $92,160 

A-15 

>10% Variance Comments 

2 No Customer requested weekend outage. 

AT&T vault found in alignment. Added time and materials to route around 
1 Yes vault. 

E 
6 No E 

3 No Pressure control fitting at Feldspar Ave was not at location on the drawings. 

3 No . iv 
Project required pipe be available for contingency purposes and that requir 

- No '.I, - f in i 1 id ; Miy 

25 No • v c 1 .cm- i " 
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TABLE 20" 1 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

PSEP COSTS. AUTHORIZED AND SHAREHOLDER-FUNDED AMOUNTS BY ACT Ml Y 

PSEP Actuals LTD Update Application Shareholder Funded per Update Application"5 

20J.1-2.014 
PSEP 

2011 2012 2013 2014 YTD 2014 JAN 2014 FEB 2014 MAR 2014 APR 2014 MAY 2014 JUN 2014 JAN 2014 FEB 2014 MAR 2014 APR 2014 MAY 2014 JUN 

0.0 0.0 0.1 0.6 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.1 

2481 

VNvn 6.7 0.0 G.i 3.0 5.6 6.7 0.0 O.i 3.0 5.6 (0.4) 0.0 0.4 (1.1) 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 
InieAiri SaNl, IVfejwes u.o A-; ; .3 u.5 03 u.O 0.7 e.o U.I e.i 5.7. 7 1 0.0 0.Q CO CO 7 1 0.0 0.0 171 CO 5 6 0.0 7 4 1 7 (0.0) (0.1) (0.0) 0.1 (0.1) 0.0 0.1 
PMO 5.0 6.5 33 35 15! 0.7 (0.4} 0.2 0.5 0.3 17.5 6.6 0.0 0.1 3.3 3.2 6.6 0.0 0.1 3.3 3.2 12.5 5.0 6.4 0.2 0.9 0.8 0.4 (0.6) (0.0) 0.2 0.1 
Other 6.8 6.3 53 3.7 03 1 .0 (13} 2.4 (03) 1.6 22.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.0 6.8 6.3 5.2 3.7 0.2 1.0 (13) 2.4 (03) 1.6 

PSEPExpense 331,7 270.4 205.4 70.3 3.5 6.6 3.3 1.3.7 1.4.2 1.7.6 878.4 1.64.3 0.0 2.5 73.3 83.1 1.33.7 0.0 2.5 69.7 61.4 776.5 331.7 267.9 1.35.7 41.2 (1.4) 1.6 4.4 14.8 9.0 12.8 

' PostKW Strength Tea CM JtJl 2.1 

Stieug!!) lYrut Leiait'd 

(0.0) (0.0) 0.0 0.0 (0.01 

| .Jit 

Pipeline M« Ionization Total 18 4 256.7 377.8 81 8 15.0 11 5 14 1 8 6 14 8 ION 

"."J: !,- 1.-, e~ 

? 71AOP 1.7 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
•1.9 79 3 37.1 17.6 7 0 1 8 7 9 1 6 1.6 7 7 8 1 9 

ri r c"~" t.i.a. 

0.8 03 QTi (1.8) (0.0) 
"TO 233 IO 20l 5T 

15.7 38.9 5 L6 7'1.8 13.7 S7 56:. 74.8 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 v.!' 0.0 
3.0 6.5 6.5 6.3 3.0 . ' : 7. 6.3 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

47.2 260.1 348.2 348.0 " re b.Z 42.0 ,.<M.O 354.1 176.1 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.6 

isT 
0.3 

13.6 
0.3 

IT 
0.8 

Ic5 
«... 

I'd Cosh, and Authuri/ed Recovery 

D-12.12.030 
includes October 2013 Updated Recovery to the Pipe Modernization Pro; 

n MAOP Validation 
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TABLE 22-2 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

TOTAL MILEAGE OF PIPE REPLACED - FORECASTED AND ACTUAL 
JANUARY 1, 2014 - JUNE 30, 2014 

A-17 
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TABLE 23-2 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

TOTAL MILEAGE OF PIPE STRENGTI I TESTED - FORECASTED AND ACTUAL 
JANUARY 1, 2014 - JUNE 30, 2014 

T-300-14, L-2, Test, Los Banos 0.88 L-002 75.60 76.46 

A-18 

Los Banos Yes 1 24-Feb-14 ll-Mar-14 
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TABLE 25-1 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

COMP ALVE AUTOMATION AND IN-LINE INSPECTION PROJECTS 
JANUARY 1, 2014 - JUNE 30, 2014 

Line MP1 MP2 City HCA 

A-19 

Class Code Clearance Date Tie-in Date 
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T7~' " " 1 
PACIFIC GAS Af> "RIC COMPANY 

FORECAST PROJECTS NOT COMPLETED I ACED BY HIGI IEIR PRIORITY PROJECTS 
REPORTING PERIOD APRIL 1, 2014 - JUNE 30, 2014 

2 PH1 2013 

A-20 
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