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STATE OF GALIFORNIA_

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govéinar

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS-AVENUE ‘
SANFRANCISCO, CA 94102-3208

August 1, 2008

Mr. Glen Carter, Director

Gas Engineering (GT&D)

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
375 N. Widget Lane .
Walnut Creek CA 94598

inspection of PGRE's Fresno...

SUBJECT: Notme of V‘c!a%sons of Generai- Order 112E - Cemp—haﬁ
" Division. e

Dear Mr. Garter: .

' The staff of the Utllities Safety and Relsabs tty B'ranch of the Ca&ifcmia Pﬂbﬁc'b‘ iities Ciirrifraééiéﬁ

During the inspection, staff identified one or more violations of GO 112-E. These violations are itemized
within the-Stmmary-of inspection Findings {Summary) enclosed with this.letter. Please’ nate that: the

violations included-within the.Summary:may. differ from. the potential viclations. discusset €
meating with Division representat;ves at the conclusm of our auéri Any dn‘ferences are generalfy
attributed to research, con It poter

being excluded and other
Suminary, .

Within 9@ cf' :

which thesé corrections’ Hre exp 1t OF ; eciéﬁ 1o extend
the corrections dates beyond those md* cated in the 90 day respense piease submtt additional
notification of such delays: (reasons for e detay new propesed cem;&iehan dates elc: } as’ far in

advance af the defay as pessnb[e

if you heive any quesﬁans please ccntact me at (415) 703-240? or by.e-mail at SKS@apuc ca gov. .

szcereiy,

SunitK. Short © -
Utilities Engineér -~ S
Utilities Safety and: Reilabifﬁy Bra ieh”
Ctmsumer Pretectien and Safety Blv:sm

Enciosure Summary 01‘ lnspechon Fndings'e;; e

C: Mr. Bob Howard — PG&E
Mr. Boris Andino — PG&E _
Mr. Jadwindar Sirigh — CPSD/USRB




AREAS OF VIOLATION: |

1) 48 CER;Part182, Section92:615 Emergency Plan 7 o

Seciscn 192.615(a){3) requires each operator's written procedures, &
minimize-hazards refated o gas pipelines, must:provide fo 1
, eﬁec&we respen3e te a nsﬁzse oi each éype oi emefgeﬁcy, mc%udm

reperts ef smei! ef gas ’PG&E’s UO Standard U&':x oqu i T 1 i
determine the-severityof-leaks:and make decisions about: actfons necess ry-to. -

matigate the ﬁndmgs on ihe scene. Thzs standard reqwres FSRs to decide if any
5 ;ei,;take z ctxen o

: -notnfy an an-caii sapemser from the ceas i ':
as“hazardous, B SRR

eventy af Ieaks 1n31de a dwe Emg and act:ons
this standardis:silent in regard to-assessing-or-gradingi ,uidaef leaks
Nonetheless, this standard requires FSRs fo make such deiermmattans relaied

' te outdeor Ieaks even ﬁwugh the s%andarci does NG Hacief inew

on the use: ef gas tfetect;en equment ané knawiedge necess 0
grading a leak found outdoors. The. resulf is:that:since FERs are. not: quaizfsed to
~ assess and grade outdoor leaks, they are left to make subjective decisions
- irregarding’ the seventy of: these %eaks and the: determmaﬁen of need fo. net:fy on-

?ﬁe pmcess m ﬁ@ Standard 00-6434 wherem event_m equmng tmmed_ ; ‘te-
tq&ahf ied to:make: h

F’G&E must review ;ts pracedares reia’fed to Secﬁoﬂ ?-92 615 and C
that all personnel who respond to reports of gas leaks are provided wﬁh:the :

- properequipment; which:allows them:fo:identify: and.classify. the-severity:of all

- leaks:that-can potentially:-be-encountered: : -Such-personnel mu be.qualified on
the Use of-this-equipment-and the: procedures that:enable themi .properly




determme the actlons necessary to protect peopfe and property by making safe
any actual or potential hazards. :

2) 48 CFR, Part 192, Sect;en 182. 491{3} and 1@2 :485({e} ~ Corresion conirci
- recerds

Seciien 192.491(c) states: “Each operator shall mamfam a record of ezich fest, survey,
or inspection required By this subpart in sufficient detail to demonstrate the adequacy of
corrosion conlrol megstires or that a corrosive condition does not exist. These records
must be retained for at least & vears, except that records related fo §§1 92.465 (a} and
(e} .and 192.475(b) must be retained for as long as the pipeline remains in service.”

Section 192.465(g) states: “After the initial evaluation required by §§1 92.455(b) and {c)
and 192.457(b), each operator must, -not less than every three years af intervals not
exceeding 39 months, reevalute jts unprotected pipelines and cafhedfcally protect them
in accordarnce withr this subpart in areas which active corrasion Is found...

a} Division Plat 3858—86 shows pipeline as unprotected, while the main is actually
tied into CPA 3868-12. CPA 3868-12 {AtL.3) has a date of 08/14/1998 when afl
unprotected steel was identified. The Division continues to be unable to
adequately confirm, and dosument, which facilities are unprotected steel within
its tetritory. We believe PG&E's cathodic protettion area re-surveys, conducted
during the lastfive years, should have, by now, corrected any existing
inaccUracies ?ffe_iaied to unprotected pipélines, or bonding ,!ocaﬁans.

Please review this matter furiher and report on what caused the inconsistericy
that we noted, what acfions the Division has undertakén, or intends to take, to
identify and correct other inconsistencies within ifs mapping records, and
iameframes for completing these actsens. :

b) Division documentation rélated fo the atmospheric corrosion menitering program
does not provide a "cradle to-grave” record that allows for confirmation that the
atmospheric corrosion menltering program is propetly understood by affected

_employees, being applied correctly, and is effective at-correcting all findings
neted by the monitoring being performed. Specifically, Division records do not
convay actions taken to correct findings, reasons for findings that are canceled .
without any action having been taken to correct findings, dates for actions taken,
names of those taking the-aglions, and the time-frames Inwhich activities are -
taking place, In effect, the atmosphene corresion eontrol mcvmtonng program is

not auditable,

This continues to be an issue related to a sxgmﬁcant {ack of quain&y control and
documentation related fo the Division's (and we suspect PG&E overall)
atimospherie corrosion menitoting program. Absenhce of adequate




Gien Carter 375 N. WigstLane, Sulte 170

Senior Director, Gas Englaeering Walnut Creek, CA 24598

Gas Transmisslon and Distibution
g 9259744231

Intomal: 5834231

Fax: §25-974-4220

Infemat GECK@pge.com

Novamber 5, 2008

Mr. Sunil K. Shori

Utilities Safety and Reliability Branch
Consumers Protection and Safety Division
California Public Utilities Commission

505 Van Ness Avenue, 2™ Floor

San Francisco, CA. 94102-3288

SUBJECT: State of California — Public Utilities Commission

General Order 112-E Inspection
Fresno Division

Dear Mr. Shori:
The following is our response to your letter dated August 1, 2008, which

transmitied the results of the April 28 through May 2, 2008 General Order 112-E
Inspection of Fresno Division. _ .

AREAS OF VIOLATIONS

The following are violations noted on the previous USRB audit of the Division conducted
on June 26-30, 2006. The results of that audit were communicated to PG&E on July 20,
2006. Based on PG&E’s response to that audit, the USRB expected that these
violations had been corrected; however, our 2008 audit found that not {o be the case.
As a result, the following violations are considered as second, consecutive, violations of
the noted code sections.

| 1} 49 CFR, Part 192, Section 192.353 — Customer meters and regulators:
Location. '

Section 192,353 (b} states: “Each meter and service regulator...must be installed in a readily
accessible location and be protected from corrosion and other damage...”

a) Our field inspection found that the meter installed at 2327 Knowles (Selma),
directly contacted the soil surface. Because contact with the soil surface
provides a continuous source of moisture that can accelerate corrosion of the
meter casing, all above-ground metaliic gas distribution facilities {which includes




monthly. All completed AC orders are stored within our FAS system —
orders will be randomly retrieved from the system for the review,

» Based on the findings of the review, service orders will be created to
correct any identified deficiencies within 10 working days. If appropriate,
additional inspections will be conducted to ensure overall work
compliance.

» Additionally, identified déficiencies will be discussed during routine
tailboards, and any necessary re-training of individual employees or work
groups will be provided and documented by the focal supervisor.

e Al findings of the Quality Review Process will be documented.

o If a GSR finds an AC problem that they cannot correct or the repair is
beyond the scope of the remediation actions for GSR’s (i.e., deep pitting
on service riser, etc.), PG&E's Case Mariagement System wilt be utilized
to document and refer to Maintenance and Censtruction personnel for
corrective action. The system will automatically forward the order to M&C
and track the order through completion.

2) The Customer Field Services Director will hold a conference call with all Field
Services Managers and Supervisors to review the AC Program and discuss
expectations for training, documentation and implementation of the Field Services
system-wide Quality Control Program. A record of attendance and content presented
will be developed to document this task by December 31, 2008

AREAS OF VIOLATION:

1) 49 CFR, Part 192, Section 192.615 Emergency Plan

Section 192.615(a)(3) requires each operator's written procedures, establishedto
minhimize hazards related to gas pipelines, must provide for: “...Prompt and effective

response to a notice of each type of emergency, including...Gas detected inside or near

a building. Section 192.615(a)(4) also requires: “The availability of personnel,
equipment, tools, and materials, as needed at the scene of an emergency.”

PGRE utilizes its Field Service Representatives (FSRs) to respond to cusiomer
reports of smell of gas. PG&E's UO Standard UQ-68434 requires FSRs 1o
determine the severity of leaks and make decisions about actions necessary to
mitigate the findings on the scene. This standard requires FSRs to decide if any
leaks they find outdoors are “hazardous” or "not hazardous” and take action fo




notify an on-call supervisor from the construction group if they consider the leak
as “hazardous.”

UO Standard UQ-6434 discusses processes for how FSRs are to determine the
severity of leaks inside a dwelling and actions to be taken in response. However,
this standard is silent in regard to assessing or grading oufdoor leaks.
Nonetheless, this standard requires FSRs to make such determinations related
1o outdoor leaks even though the standard does not define what constitutes a
*hazardous” leak. The standard alse does not provide, nor does it qualify FSRs
on the use of, gas detection equipment and knowledge necessary for properly
grading a leak found outdoors. The result is that since FSRs are not quaiified to
assess and grade outdoor leaks, they are left to make subjective decisions
regarding the severity of these leaks and the determination of need to notify on-
¢all construction personnel.

The process in UO Standard UO-6434, wherein events requiring immediate
attention are identified and classified by persons not qualified to make such
decisions, has the real potential to prevent or delay qualified personnel from
timely responding to, and correcting what can be, very hazardous conditions.
This is a violation of Sections 192.615 (a)(3) and (a){4).

PG&E must review its procedures related to Section 192.615 and make certain
that all personnel who respond to reports of gas leaks are provided with the
proper equipment, which aliows them to identify and classify the severity of all
leaks that can potentially be encountered. Such personnel must be qualified on
the use of this equipment and the procedures that enable them to properly
determine the actions necessary to protect people and property by making safe
any actual or potential hazards.

PG&E Response:

 PG&E agrees with this finding and will take the following System-wide Corrective Action
to prevent recurrence. '

System-wide Corrective Action:

UO-8434 is silent in regard to the assessment or grading of outdoor leaks. PG&E will
update UO-6434 to more effectively define “hazardous” outdoor leaks and will
communicate by 12/31/08 via a Gas Information Bulletin (GIB).

In addition, the current job classification for FSRs (actually titied Gas Service
Representatives or GSRs) does not provide for this classification to grade outdoor
leaks. However, PG&E is in current Union negotiations to add this job duty o a GSR. If
successful in its negotiations PG&E will ensure GSRs are properly trained, qualified and
provided with proper equipment to grade outdoor leaks. '

10




