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TO:

FROM:

PUBLIC UTILITIES COM"HSSION

ST...,.;: OF C...._IFORN .....

505 V ....N N£.!;$ ....VE;NU£

S ....... c-~ ....NCISCO. C ....L'FORt.l' .... 9'''''0<'

MEMORANDUM

CI'UC EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR PAUL CI.ANON

CPUC PRESIDEl'rl MlCllAEL R. PEFVEY

TEL: .... 5· 703·3703

F,.,,,: '''15' 703·509'

SUB.IECT: SAN BRUNO I:.'<PI.OSION

DATE:

CC:

$EPTE:-.mER 1::.2010

COr-,'IMlSSIONEHS BOliN, GRUEl\EICH. RYAN, SI~ION
AND GENERAL COUNSI:.L FRANK l.INDH

Executive Director Clanon,

[ direct you to take the following steps in response to the San Bruno I::xplnsion and our
investigation.

I direct you to order PG&E to immediately undertake Ihe following actions:
I) Conducllcak surveys all all natural gas lines. giving priority to transmiSSIon

(higher pressure) pipelines, and to Class 3 and Class 4 segments of such lines (i.e..
those in areas of highest population densily), and kecp the affected segment of
Lmc 132 out of s~r\'ice until the CPUC directs otherwise.

2) Preserve <ill records and accident repons from the San Bruno incident, including
work at tht: Milpitas TCl1l1inaJ during the month of September 20 IO. and ensure
that all PG&E employees ;.md contractors arc available for interviews with federal
and slate investigators. including any request~d examinations under oatil. PG&E
should also rcwin all records ofwark perfonmxl by PG&E (II' its contractors on
Line 132 in the City of San Bruno.

3) Review and rC:p0l1 thc el~ssilica;ionoftbeir natural gas transmis:,;i\Hllines and
detcnninc if the classification has changed since the initial desig.nation.

4) Rcpon immediately to the CPUC all procedures lor responding to gas kak
rt:pons, and provide specific data on all leak reports and PG&E's response for a
recent period. system-wide, ~nd in the affected area.

5) Investigate and report to the CPUC on PG&E's authorized versus actuallcvcls of
spending on pipeline safcly and pIpeline replacements from 2005 to thc present.

I also direct you (0 take the following actions:
I) Ensure thaI we are utilizing appropriate staffing levels In our invcs!iga!ion.



2) Recommend any emergency orders needed for action at the CPUC's Sept 2J,
2010, business meeting.

3) Work closely with the U.S. Department of Transportation's Pipeline and
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration to determine if there are additionnl
immediate corrective actions that could be taken with PG&E.

4) Convene an independent expert panel to assist us in our investigation and ensure
CPUC staff coordination with the panel.

5) Provide confidential updates to the Commissioners on a regular basis on the
status and preliminary findings of our investigation, and on the directives
contained in this memo.

Sincerely.

Michael R. Peevey



STATE OF CALIFORNIA

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
~VANN(SSA,V(NU£

SAN fRANCISCO CoIro "'1D2-use

September 13,2010

Cluistopher Johns, President
Pacific Gas and Electric Company
P.O. Box 770000
Mail Code B32
San Francisco, California 94177

Re: Safety Response to the San Bruno Pipeline Explosion

Dear Mr. Johns:

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER Governor

Pursuant to the California Public Utilities Commission's safety oversight over Pacific Gas and
Electric Company's (PG&E's) natural gas pipelines, particularly line 132, I direct PG&E to do the
following:

1) Reduce the operating pressure on PG&E's Line 132 to a pressure Ic\cl of20% below the
operating pressure at the time of the failure and retain that lower pressure level until
such time as the Commission allows yOll to return to Line 132's nonnal operating
pressure;

2} Ensure that there are no additional risks to the residents of San Bruno by conducting an
integrity assessment of all gas facilities in the impacted area;

3) Conduct an accelerated leak survey of all transmission lines in your service territoI)'.
giving priority to segments in class 3 and class 41ocmions, within one month of the date
of this letter and take corrective action as required and report the results to me on or
before October 12, 2010;

4) Evaluate records of customer leak-complaint response times and response effectiveness
system-wide, take immediate mitigation measures if deficiencies are found, and report
the results to me;

5) Prepare a plan for a complete safery inspection of PG&E's entire natural gas
transmission pipeline system and provide the plan to me no later than September 23.
2010;

6) Make all employees and contractors available for interviews with federal and state
investigators. including if requested, examinations under oath;

7} Preserve all records related to the incident, including work at the Milpitas Ternlinal
during the month of September 2010;

8} Preserve all records related to the maintenance or modification of Line 132 by PG&E
and/or its contractors perfonned within the City of San Bruno over the past ten (10)
years;

9) Review the classification of natural gas transmission lines and determine if the
classification has changed since the initial designation and report the results to me;
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10) Investigate and report to me PG&E's forecasted versus actual levels of spending on
pipeline safety and pipeline replacements from 2005 to the present; and

II) Conduct a revic'\\' of aU gas transmission line valve locations in order to detemlinc
locations where it would be prudent to replace manually operated valves with automated
valves and report the results to me.

Sincerely,

Paul Clanon
Executive Direc!or



Pacific Gas iJnd
I, j Electric Companyht· ,

September 20. 20 I0

Paul Clanon. Executive Director
California Public Utilities Commission
50S Van Ness
San Francisco. CA 94102-3298

Rc: Safct)' Response to the San I3runo Pipeline Explosion

Dear Mr. Clanon:

Christopher P. Johns
Pn:sidcnl

11 8uale SlrCOI
Sar fl,nCJ$tu. C~ 9410~

MiI'ImQ Arldf~SS

Mil CQ~e Bn
f' 0 Bn> 710000
Sar rl~nCI5(11. CA 91,117

41!1,91J 1000

I 3m in receipt of YOllr lettcr dated September 13. 20 I0 directing PG&E to take several actions
with respect to ils ncll11ral gilS pipelines. This Ictlcr is inlended 10 confirm and cOllllllunicaic
PG&E's specific actions in response to your Icuer. Unless otherwise spccilicd inlhis
response. PG&E will apply its actions ,mel information provided to its gns Irnnsmission system
as deli ned by 49 erR 192.3.

I) Reduce Ihe opcruliltK pre,\','mre 01/ f1G&E's Lille 11110 a pressure lel'e/ of20% hdolll
Iht! operaling pressure allhe limt! of lI,e failure amI rellti" fhallolVer pressure I!tl'eI
tll/fil.melt I;,m' as fhe Commission (I/101t'.'i .1'01110 relum fO Lil/e 132 '.1' normal
operatillg preSJftl'e

PG&E"s Response

The operating pressure of Line 132 was r~dllccd by 10 perccllt (rolll thl.: IlIaXimUlll opcf;l(jng
pressure or 375 psig on September 10. 20 IO. PG&E further reUUC('d tht: openlting pressure by
another 10 perccllt on Septcmber 16, 20 IO. At this I(lwer pressure It.:vcl. IlOllcorc CUSIOllh.:rs
may be curtailed iraverage daily temperatures drop below about 53 degrees F in S<ln
Francisco. l3ascd on historical tcmperJture daw there is a low probability oftcmpcrawrcs
below 53 degrees F ulltillatc·Octobcr.

With the damaged section or Line 132 Ollt orscrvicc and lowered San Francisco Pcninsul:l
system operating pressures of either 10 percellt or 20 percent. there is risk Ihat the system has
insutTicil'llt capacity to meet the demands ofbolh con: and lIoncore customers during vcr)' cnld
weather. We arc currclllly performing detailed analysis oftllc impacts of these ch,lOges to the:
system and identifying possible strategies to reduce or avoid customer curtailments this winter.
We will share the results of our :lI1alysis with you and YOlil' stall



1) Ensure tltattliue (Ire 110 additiol/ul risks to tltt' rej'idellts ofS(m Bruno by
conducting all illiegrity asseSsme1l/ ofall gas facililies ill IIIf' impacted area

PG&E's Response

PG&E completed a leak survey of the gas transmission facilities in San Bruno and the
distribution system in and 200 f~c{ around the impacted Sun Bnmo neighborhood, In addition.
we inspected and repaired (where necesSl.lry) all risers and meters. conducted a full leak
investigation at cnch 11011ll' Ihnt was retuOied 10 service (including bolh;1ll inside and outside
swecp using a gas detection device). and performed safety checks on all gas appliances prior to
relighting pilots, 1\11 corrective action needed was Inkcll,

In addition. PG&E will conduct instrument surveys Lo provide a more detailed asscs:-,mcnt of
the pipe and pipe line coating for all transmission mains in San Bnlllo and rCIXlrt results on or
before October 12. 20 IO.

J) Comltlct all {tcct:leraled leak sur"!!y ofalltrtlnsmission linej' in your servia lerrilOry,
gil'illg priorily 10 se/:mellls ill c1nu J amI clf/,S.f 4 10CilI;OIlS. wilh ill om! month ofthe
dol/! ofrids leller ami ,ake correct;}'e (lctioll as required ami reporllht' UJutils 10 me
Oil or bl10re OClQber 12.1010

PG&E's Response

PG&E already complc:ted 3 leak sur\ey of the nccessibk areas on lour of its gas Ir311smission
lines emanating from PG&C's Milpitas Temlinal. specifically. Lines 100. 101. 109 llnd 132.
Onc Icak was found at a valve on one of the transmission lines and quickly repaired. I\n aerial
inspection lIsing laser detection technology or tile remuining segments orthcsC' lines was
starkd September 15,2010, PG&E will complelc all acrilllicak survey using In:-,crdctcctioll
technology of its entire gas tmnsrnissioll systelll hy October 12.2010. PG&E will also
complete leak surVl'YS lIsing traditional llll.:thods for all Class 3 and Class..J locations Oil ils
systc1ll3nd report the results by October 12.2010, Leak surveys using tradili('llmlmclhods IQr
Cluss I and Class 2 pipelines \\ill be completed by December 15.2010, PG&E \\ illllOlir~ the
Commission of any impacts the weat.her may have all iL~ planned surveys.

4) Emluoll! records ofCI15fOmer lc'ak-complniJlI response li"'l!j" {III/I rltjptmst!
t1feCliw!tJc'ss .fJ.flenH,'itle. lake immedial(! mili'gatioll /tIeW;lIfl'S ifdeficiencic's (lr/!
fOIlIl(I. aud reporl Ihl! rO'/llls 10 m~

PG&E's Response

During tht' period or July I lhrollgh September 15.2010. PG&E did not rl..·ceivc nn)
complaints relnted to our response to gas leak or gas odor calls, Howevl.:r. to assure Wl' arc
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fully responsive to this request. PG&E will evaluate all records of customer gas leak or gas
odor calls and response times ror gas leak or gas odor investigations completed between
July I. 20 I0 and September 15.20 IO. take appropriate mitigation measures (if deficiencies arc
found) and report to the Commission by October 12.2010.

5) Prep"re" plllll for (I complete .wifely i"SplXliofl ofPGif, E 's elllire 1WIII",1 !I".\"
Ir""smis.\·io" pliJelille ,\yslem "ml prtwitle I},,, pi"" 10 lilt! no laler /lum Sepll!lIIba 2J,
2010

PG&E's Response

PG&E will submit the safety in~pection plan <l:-i directed hy SepLemher 23.2010,

6) At/ake all employees (llId Cl)JIt",C/(Jrs (llwi/able for illterviews II'ilh fi..'tleml alit! Male
ill v~·lig,,'or.\', il/c/udillg if requened. e.nm,ill",hms muler (mIll

PG&E's R~sponse

PG&E willmukc employees and contractors a\'ailable as directed.

7) Preserve,,11 rl!cords re/aletlla Ihe iucidelll, im:ludillJ.: work III Ille Milpilas Termillal
durill/: lite mOlllh o/Seplember 2010

PG&E's Re:monse

PG&E will preserve <Ill records specified :15 din:cted.

8) Presefl!(J illl records relilledla Ille mili,,'eu(lIlCe or modijicaliol/ of !.ille UZ by
PG& E (fIul/fJr il.\' cnmraclOr." performed will,i" tile Ci(V ofSun IlrllJllJ OI'er tile 1)(1_\'1
Ie" (/O)yellfs

PG&E's RCSl>Ollse

PG&E will preserve all records specified as directed.

9) Rel/iew Ille clfI.uijicatiol! of IW/lIr:,! gas IriIl/StIli.\'.\'io" li"es lIud de/amin/! if Ille
c/auijiclllio11 lilts ('/uII/ged silll'e tile il/ilial tlesigl/uliou (l1If! refJorlllw. reslflls In me

PO&E"$ Resoollsr;

PG&.E interprets this directive 10 menn that it ",ill n::vic\\' its facilities and records 10 determine
if field conditions have changed to warran! n reclassification of" <lily segment of its pipelines.
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PG&E will complete the review. change its records and practices accordingly and report the
results as dirccted.

J0) lJlI'estigftle (lml report to me PG&. E 's forecasted l'erSIU actuallel'els (if spemHl/1: 011

pipelille safe~)I (md pipe/hIe replacemellts/rom 2005 (0 presellt

PG&E's Response

PG&E will complete u comparison of authorized versus actual levels or spending on pipeline
safely and pipeline replacements ns directed and include the results in PG&E's October 12.
2010 report to the Commission.

J I) Gmdlle( n review 0/all gus trtlJlsmissioll line IIfIlw! locntiolls ill order to determine
loell/iOfu' where it 1I'01lld be prudl'"tto repluce IIl(1l11u,(ly operated I'(lh'l'S lI'ith
lwtOltwtet! vlIlve... lIml report 'he re,.."I,... to me

PG&E's Response

PG&E will conduct the review requested. develop recommendations nnd report the results hy
Octoher 12.2010.

We recognize thai the results urthe NTSB and CPUC investigations regarding the root calise
oftlie pipeline rupture may lead the CPUC to redirect SUlllt' or the elTon:- desl.:ribed abovl;.', We
arc prepared to respond quickly to any r~Qllest that you may have 10 conduct a high~r-priority

activit)'.

Please conl;Jctl3rian Cherry or mc ifyoll have any questions regnrding thi:- letter.

Sincerely.

            
Christopher P. Johns

cc: Presidenl. Michael R. Pecn:y
Commissioner. Timothy A. Simon
COlllmissioner. Dian M. Gfliellcich
Commissioner. John A. Bolm
Commissioner. Nancy Ryan
Julie Fitch. Director. Energy Divisitlll
Richard Clark. COllStlll1Cr Protcction Sal,,:t)' DivisiOll



STATE OF CALIFORNIA

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 V~ NfSS AVENUE

SNHAAHCJSCO CA 1I0102-329l1

September 17, 2010

Christopher Johns, President
Pacific Gas and Electric Company
P.O. Box 770000
Mail Code B32
San Francisco, California 94177

Re: Questions Regarding the San Bruno Pipeline Explosion

Dear Mr. Johns:

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Go~emor

Pursuant to the California Public Utilities Commission's safety oversight over Pacific Gas and
Electric Company's (PG&E's) natural gas pipelines:

I) Please provide a list ofPG&E's top 100 list of high priority pipeline projects, by segment,
[rom 2007 to the present, that PG&E has identified as priority candidates for replacement or
upgrade for reasons of public safety, including the current version of such list. If it is not
possible to provide every iteration of such list immediately, then please at a minimum
immediately provide (i) the current version of such list, and (ii) the version of tile list relevant
to the workpapers submitted in the 2007 Gas Accord IV proceeding.

2) For each proposed project on the foregoing list, please describe the status of the replacement
or upgrade project (e.g., work completed, in construction, or work not yet commenced).

3) Please provide maps showing the location or each pipeline segment on the foregoing list of
projects thai has not yet been replaced or upgraded.

4) Please provide a detailed description of the criteria PG&E uses in deciding which pipeline
segments to characterize as high priority projects, including any mathematical fonnulas used
to rank such segments in tcnns ofprioriry. Please also provide any related workpapers in
PG&E's possession.

5) Please identify the cxact milepost at which the rupture occurred on September 9, 2010.

6) For any segment of Line 132 currently or previously listed on the high priorit)' projects list
described above, please provide a description of such scgment(s) (including location by
mileposts), a detailed explanation o[the factors PG&E took into account in deciding to
include such segment(s) all the list, and a detailed explanation as to why any replacements or
upgrades have not yet been completed. Please also provide a complete set ofPG&E's risk
analysis work papers in response to this question.



,

7) Please describe and provide justification for how long it will take PG&E 10 develop (i) a list
of locations on its gas transmission system at which manual valves could be replaced by
remotely-operated or automatic valves, giving priority to locations wilh highest population
density, and (ii) an estimate of the capital cost and any increased O&M costs of such
replacement valves. Please also include a description orIhe types of valves commercially
available, including an analysis of the advantages and disadvantages of" remotely~operated as
distinct from automatic valves.

Since

Paul Clanon
Executive Director



Pacific Gas lind
Electric Company

September 20. 2010

Paul Clanon. Executive Director
California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness
San Francisco, CA 94102-3298

Rc: Qucstions regarding San Bruno Pipeline Explosion

Denr Mr. Clanon:

Christopher P. Johns
President

17 Re~ e 5lJeei
SJllII~"'lSnl. t:A 9~Hl!I

MJ/h", Adl!U!!
MM Cl.de Rn
~O 6<u /10000
~n f';;,..IYo. CA 'If-In

This is a partial response to your information request of Friday. We want to be fully
responsive to your entire request however. somc of thc information wil1l<lke time to
assemble. We will provide the remaining information as soon as possiblc. You have my word
thm our tcam is moving as quickly as possible to provide the infonlmtion you havc requested.

I) Please provide a lisl of PG&E's top 100 list lif high priority pipeline projeds, hy
segmef/t,from 200710 the presl!lIt, Ihal PG&E has identified a.f priority calldidates
for replacemelll or upgmde for rell$tUlS ofpublic .wifely, im:lllIling Ihe L"llrrelll
versio1l ofsuch list.

PG&E's Response

At the outset, I want to point out that PG&E's "Top 100" lisl is not a list of projects PG&E has
identified as "priority candidates for rephlcemenl or upgrade for reasons of public safety."
Any issue identified flS a threat to public safclY is <llways nddrcsscd right away. W~ do not
delay or defer work that is necessary for public safety.

'111C "Top 100" list is part of our ongoing risk management program, and is one of the tools
used to prioritize our engineering analyses and future work on Ollr transmission pipelines. We
usc it to evaluatc potential future risks in the systcm so tllat we can assure t11:11 we have
adequate resources and can plan our activities several years in advance. In many cases this
results solely in monitoring: in other cases, it results in plnllllcd repair or replacement.

As part of our fcderally mandated integrity management program, we continually rccvalmuc
the risk factors applicablc to pipeline segments and alter priorities based on the most up-to
date infom13lion. PG&E updates its risk assessment at least annually ba.<;ed on engineering
evaluations. inspections and work performed. This updutt.: looks at all 20.000 Inlllsmission
pipeline segments nnd is continually re-evaluated.



There will always be a "Top 100"list because it is a relative ranking of our pipeline segments
compared to one another: the segments that score highest in each of the factors make up the
''Top I00.',1 As a result of our continual reevaluation of the applicable risk factors. the "Top
I00" list is never cast in concrete: while it is one tool used to help us plan our engineering
analyses and fulure work. il is nOi our only [001 or a complete list oflhe work \\e are
performing or inlend to do. Because we 3re conlinutlll)' collecling and assessing data on our
system, decisions about what work to perfonn when are made based on thc most up-to-date
infomlation available to our engineers.

The factors used in the risk management process for our pipeline segments include the
following: 2

o Potel1tinl for third panics to damage our pipelines through COllstmclion work.
TIlis is the mosl significant risk to our pipelines and the most heavily weighted
risk in the algorithm PG&E uses to mnk its pipeline segmellls.

o Potential for corrosion: ongoing l1lonilOring and assessment of the pme:ntial for
corrosion.

o Potential for ground 100\ ement: the: risks associated with ground movement.
such as landslides and canhquakes.

o I'h)sicnl design and characteristics such 3.<; ~lge. diameter, type ofl1J3lcrial and
depth of pipe.

These f<letors are overlaid with location-related informal ion Ihm assesses the potenlial impact
on the environment or reliability as well a<; the proximity of the pipeline to high density areas.

PG&E's ""Top 100"list is prepared each )'cnr. The currcntlisl, based on 2009 dattl, is
contained in the enclosure responsive 10 request number '2.3 We will provide the 2007 and
2008 "Top I00" lists as soon as possible.

I Bccause:1 segment sometimes ranks high in more Ihan one c:llegory or there- ma~ be til: scores in one
or motc cmcgories. the "Top 100"list al any lime ma) conlain more or less (han 100 scgl11Cnls. In fact.
the current "Top 100" lIst conlains ani) 9~ segments.

J There ate mllny more delailed factors ,hil( go into Ihc evaluation of Ollr pipeline -.egmenl$, il.$
described in the response (0 your request number 4.

J Becnuse the current list only contains 94 segments. "c arc also including Ihe ne;lo( sh highest scored
scgl11Cl1l.s. ror a 101.11 of 100.
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2) For each prapost!(1 praject all the foregoillC Jist, please describe (he sUlfIIS ofthe
replacement or upgrade project (e.g., work completed, ill construction, or work ltot
yet COllllllf!llCed).

PG&E's Re-soonse

>Jot every pipeline segment on the list is or results in a "projecl." Many enlail only monitoring
and engineering analysis that mayor may not lead to a projeci at a future date. The enclosed
table describes each segment on the Iisl and its current status.

3) Please prol1ide maps sllOwilrg the 10C(lfiOll ofet,,:h pipe/i"e segment Oil Ihe foregoing
li.\"1 ofprajects that has 1101 yel be:!1l replaced or f/pgrt,ded.

PG&E's Response

Later today. we will be posting maps of our current "Top 100'- segments as well as PG&E's
entire gas transmission system all our website and will provide you wilh a CD Ihis afternoon
that contains nil thai information.

4) Please pr0l1ide a delailed descriptioll ofIhe criteria PG&E liSej' ill deciding which
pipelilJe segments to characterize as /tigh priority projects, i"cllld;ng a"y
mathematicaljormlllt,s "sed to rallk sIIch segments in lams ofpriorily. Please al.\·o
provifle (111)1 relate,1 workp(lpers ill PG&E'.~ possessioll.

!lG&E's Response

The variables considcred under e<:lch of the four principal factors are as follows:

Potential for Third Party Damage (45% Weighting):
A) Potential Ground Break Frequency
B) 3'd Party Damage Prevention
C) Ground Cover Protection
0) Pipe Diameter
E) Wall Thickness
F) line Marking
G) Maximum Operating Pressure (MOP) vs. Pipe Strength
H) Third Party Leak Rate
I) Public Education Program Efforts

Potential for Corrosion (25% Weighting):
A) Soil Resistivity
B) Corrosion Survey Criteria
C) Coating Visual Inspection

3



D} Casing Survey
E} In-Une Inspection
F} External Corrosion leak Rate
G) Coa ng Design
H) OCIAC Interference
I) Coating Age
J) MOP vs Pipe Strength
K) Pipe Visual Inspecllon
L} Test Pressure
M} External Corrosion Direct Assessment (ECDA)

Potential for Ground Movement (20% Weighting):
A) Water/Earthquake fault crossings/Levee Crossings
B) Soil Slabil~y
B) Seismic Area
C} Erosion Area
0) Ground Movement Mitigation Efforts
E) Girth Weld ConSIderation

Physical Design and Characteristics (10% Weighting):
A) Pipe Seam Des'Sn
8} Girth Weld ConditIon
C} Matenal Flaws or UOlque Joints
0) Pipe Age
E) MOP vs. Pipe Strength
F) Design/Materials Leak Rate
G) Test Pressure vs Pipe Strength

In assessing potelltial consequences, the r,JlIowing arc Ihe princip:II faclOrs:

Impact on Population:
A) Population density in proximity 10 pipeline
B) Pipeline proximIty to a potential area of populahon concentration
C} Potentiallmpacl radius

Impact on Environment:
A) Presence of a water crOSSing
B) PasslIlg through or adjacent to an enwonmentaUy sensitive area

Impact on Reliability:
A) Rellabthty Impact on customers In the event of a pipe failure
B) Number of customers 10 experience a gas sefVJce outage
C) Proximity of critical faClhtles

Enclosed are PG&E's procedures for its gas transmission ris"," management program and the
algorithms for EXlernal Corrosion, Third Party, Ground Movement, and DesignIMalerials.
RMP-OI describes the process for de"e1oping the lotal score for a pipeline segment. RMP-O:!

4



to RMP-05 contain the process and algorithms for the COllr raclors making up the total risk
score transmission pipeline segmenls. The portions relating to distribution only have been
removed 10 avoid confusion.

5) Please it/elltif.r tlte exact milepost at which tlte rupture occurred 011 September 9,
IOfO.

PG&E's Responsc

Mile Post 39.28.

6) For allY segmellt of Lille JJ2 cUfrently or predotL\'ly listed olltlte hiXIt priori(r
projects list described obol'e, please prcn'ide a descriptiolt ofSIlCIt segmeltt(s)
(ill eluding location by mileposts), 0 detailed explanation oftltefm'wrs PG& E lOok
illto accollnt in deciding to incillde Jwcll segml'lIt(sj 011 the list, and II detailed
exploitation as to wily a"y replacemellts or IIpgrades IHlve not yet beell completed.
PleQ.se also prOl'ide (l completl' set of PG&£'s risk amllysis workp"pers ill response
to this questiml.

PG&E's Response

Line 1.12, M P 42.13 - 43.55: This segment is 2.8 miles from Ihe Line [32 segment thnl
nJplUred. II appeared on PG&E's "Top 100" list and was identified in a 2006 \\'ork p~pcr

submitted in connection with the pre· filing sdtlcmellt of PG&E's 2008 GT&S rate case, The
replacement or Ihis segment initially had heen planned for 2009. Rean:.llysis by PG&E's
pipeline engineers in cnrly 2008 showcd thnt the segment \vas in acccpl:1ble condition and did
not need replacement sooner than 2013.

Based on a preliminary review of the 2006 "Top IOO"list.I'G&E included the Line 132
segment project in its 2008 rate case forecast. The thought at the time was that PG&E's
engineers would do more research and analysis urthe condition of the pipe and l'i,,'ld
conditions before making a final decision which projects to proceed with.

In early 2008. the pipeline engineer responsible for Ihis an~a rC:lllillYlCd all available
infonnation on this segment. The infomlaiion he reviewed included all of the data from the
External Corrosion Direct Assessment (ECDA) conductcd on segments of Line 132.

4
As part

of the ECOA on this segment of Line 132. PG&E had excavated three IO-fOOI long Sl;,~tions 01
the pipe to physically inspect the quality and condition of the pipeline. depth arcover. coating

t ECDA is one ofthrce fcdcrall) appro\ cd methods to assess transmission pipeline integrity. ECDA
invohes a four·step process Ihat combines (I) pre-assessment. (2) indir«t inspection. (3) dirt'ct
examination. and (4) post assessllleni 10 e\'alu:ue the threat of eXlemal corrosion to Ihe integrit) of a
pipeline segment.

;



type and condition, pipe wall thickness. pipe type/grade. evidence ofintemal/exlcmal
corrosion, cathodic protection levels and other conditions. For each 1O·foot seclion. the
coating was removed and the condition of the pipe ilselfevaluated. The excavations showed
the coaling was in fair condition and the pipe in good condition.

In addition to reviewing the available data, the responsible engineer personally conducted a
field investigation of the segment. This i.wolved driving the entire section. observing that a
portion of it was contained within a well-marked right of war and a portion under a public cui·
dc-sue. After lhis. in consultation with other pipeline integrity engineers. the responsible
pipeline engineer detemlined that third party dig-in risk did not warrant immediate
replacement oflhe segment (a third-party dig bad caused a leak at MI) 43 in November 2001)
and the segment had not experienced any leaks due to corrosion. Based upon his revie\\' of
inronllation from the prior ECDI\. his own observations. and his enginccringjudgmcnt, nnd
knowing that PG&E was going to be pcrfomling another ECDA later that year or the next
year, he dctemlincd thnl the work did not need to be done as previollsly scheduled.

The 2006 work paper forecast 55 million for the replacement of Ihis segmelll of Line 132.
When the pipeline projects were reprioritized. that forecast money was spent 011 other priority
projects instead. In facl. in 2008 and 2009. PG&E spent a lOla I ofS254 million 011 gas
tmnsrnission capital projects. 10 million more than authorized.

Line 132, Mil 1.27 - 1.34: This segment ncar Milpitas was on the 20071isl due to the
potential for ground movement. PG&E added new seismic data to the system, re::iLllting in this
segment not being on the 2008 or 2009 "Top I00" list.

Line 132, MP 3.05 - 3.07 and MIJ 3.07 - 3.3: Both segments were 011 the 2007 and 2008 lists
for "overall" risk (i.e .. no single factor was high enough to put on the list). When PG&E
corrected a dnta input error, the segmenls dropped OUI of the "Top 100" for 2009.

Line 132, MIJ 1.350 - 1.870: TIlis project to replace approximately 2,138 reet of pipe and
install other facilities to internally inspect L132 between Milpitas and Crystal Springs
reservoir is 011 the current "Top I00" list beciluse of the IX1tenti,11 ror ground movemcnt.
Construction is currenlly scheduled for 20 12·13. The segment was also on the 2007 "Top
100"list. but was displaced by projects with higher scores in 200R
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7) Please describe (11/(1 provide justijictltioll!or how IOllg it will take PG& £ to delJelop
(i) (I list of locations Oil it.\· gas trtlllsmission j)'Slem (It which malllwi mh'es could be
replaced by rel1lotely~opertltedor automatic l'Uh'l!s. giving priority to locations with
highest pop"ltltioll del/sit)'. mltl (ii) WI estiwatl' of tltt! capital Cost (Illd tilly illcremied
O&M costs ojsuch replaceme"tl:alve~·.

PG&E's Response

We will provide the list and estimates on October 12.2010.
• • •

As I stated above. we will comply fully with your rcquest. We have teams working literally
day and nighllo gather the information you have requested.

I)lcase contact Brian Cherry or me ifyoll have any questions.

Sincerely,

~/J~
Christopher P. Johns

cc: President, Michael R. Peevey
COJ11missioner, TimOlhy A. Simon
Commissioner. Dian M. Grueneich
CommissionCf. John A. Uohn
Commissioner, Nancy Ryall
Julie Fitch. Director. Energy Division
Richard Clark, Consumcr Protection Safety Division
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