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City urges PG&E gas line testing, upgrades in
tomorrow’s CPUC hearing on $3 million fine

‘The real outrage’ is lack of safety improvements to transmission
lines seven months after San Bruno tragedy, Herrera argues

SAN FRANCISCO (April 10, 2011)—At tomorrow’s full hearing of the California Public Utilities
Commission to decide on a proposed $3 million fine for PG&E’s willful failure to turn over gas line
safety records, San Francisco’s formal opposition urges a more immediate priority: requiring the utility
giant to test and replace gas transmission lines most similar to the one that cataclysmically failed in San
Bruno, Calif. last year. A massive explosion of a PG&E gas pipeline there on Sept. 9, 2010 killed eight
people and destroyed 38 homes.

Comments filed by City Attorney Dennis Herrera, which will be considered in Monday’s proceeding
before the five-member commission, urge regulators to require the company to immediately begin safety
testing and replacement work on some 152 miles of transmission lines running through densely populated
neighborhoods. PG&E has expressed its intent to do such work, but to date no regulatory order or
stipulation has required it, and no deadlines have been imposed for completion. Following the San Bruno
catastrophe, Herrera initiated efforts to independently assess the age, condition, and maintenance histories
of similar gas transmission lines running through San Francisco neighborhoods. At least one major
pipeline of particular concern to Herrera’s office was installed in 1932—predating the ruptured San Bruno
line by nearly 25 years. It was found to have used welds that regulators characterize as brittle and likely
to fail under sufficiently high stress.

“The real outrage is that seven months after the San Bruno tragedy, not a single PG&E gas transmission
line prone to similar ruptures has been replaced,” Herrera said. “Yes, | think a $3 million fine for a utility
giant that flouts regulatory orders is too lenient. But the imperatives of human life and safety ought to
take precedence over punishing PG&E for slipshod recordkeeping. We public officials have a duty to
protect the people we serve, and that goes for the CPUC, too. This commission has three new members,
appointed by a new governor, and | am optimistic that they will bring a new attitude to safety and
enforcement, especially where the risks are so high. That’s why I’m urging the CPUC to order PG&E to
immediately start making the safety improvements the company identified as necessary. We can’t take
PG&E at its word. And we can’t postpone real safety improvements while PG&E goes off on another
paper chase for records.”

In January, the National Transportation Safety Board, which was investigating the San Bruno blast, issued
urgent safety recommendations that in turn led the CPUC to order PG&E to locate records of pressure
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tests for its gas pipeline system. If it could not locate evidence of pressure testing, PG&E was ordered to
provide regulators with records documenting the structural integrity of its pipeline system and to use
those records to determine maximum allowable operating pressures for its gas pipelines. PG&E was
initially given until Feb. 1 to comply with the order, but the commission extended that deadline until
March 15. Yet the report PG&E ultimately provided in response to the order was inadequate. On March
16, CPUC Executive Director Paul Clanon upbraided the utility giant in a letter that read, in part: “By its
action, PG&E not only is refusing to comply with the plain terms of the commission’s order and the
NTSB’s urgent safety recommendations, but worse, may be placing public safety in jeopardy. This is
particularly inexcusable in the wake of the tragedy at San Bruno.” The commission then issued a draft
Order to Show Cause, or OSC, which set the stage for the CPUC’s full hearing tomorrow.

The controversial $3 million penalty PG&E negotiated sought to replace a far tougher $1-million-per-day
fine that the CPUC threatened immediately after the company provided inadequate safety records in
March. Under terms of the current proposed deal, the utility giant would pay an immediate fine of $3
million and receive a five-month extension to produce records. PG&E would be required to pay another
$3 million fine only if it again failed to comply with its new agreement.

Herrera strongly criticized the proposed fine after it became public last month. “A $3 million fine for a
company with $13.8 billion in annual revenues is barely a slap on the wrist,” he said. “That’s about what
PG&E takes in every two hours.”

Hearing and proceeding information

The California Public Utilities Commission hearing will take place at 10 a.m. on Monday, April 11, 2011,
in the Commission Auditorium at 505 Van Ness Avenue (corner of Van Ness Avenue and McAllister
Street) in San Francisco. According to the CPUC’s public calendar, questions about the hearing date,
time, or place should be directed to the CPUC’s Calendar Clerk, Ann Hoang, at (415) 703-1203 or via
email to ahg@cpuc.ca.govahg@cpuc.ca.gov. The proceeding is on the “Order Instituting Rulemaking on
the Commission’s Own Motion to Adopt New Safety and Reliability Regulations for Natural Gas
Transmission and Distribution Pipelines and Related Ratemaking Mechanisms, California Public Utilities
Commission, R.11-02-019, filed February 24, 2011. The City and County of San Francisco’s comments,
which Herrera submitted to the CPUC late Friday, are available on the City Attorney’s Web site at:
http://www.sfcityattorney.org/

HHE#



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking on the R.11-02-019
Commission’s Own Motion to Adopt New (Filed February 24, 2011)
Safety and Reliability Regulations for Natural
Gas Transmission and Distribution Pipelines
and Related Ratcmaking Mechanisms

COMMENTS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
IN RESPONSE TO THE MOTIONS TO APPROVE THE
"STIPULATION RE ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE"

Pursuant to the Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling dated March 30, 2011, and the direction
of the Administrative Law Judge at the March 28, 201 1, hearing, the City and County of San
Francisco (San Francisco) submits these comments on the March 30, 2011 motions of Pacilic
Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) and the Consumer Protection and Safety Division (CPSD)
seeking Coinmission approval of the Stipulation Re Order to Show Cause, which was filed on

March 24, 2011,

The Commission should madify the Stipulation proposed by PG&E and CPSD to
facilitate PG&E’s timely compliance with Commission and National Transportation Safety
Board (NTSB) orders addressing urgent public safety issues. The Stipulation adopts an
msignificant penalty and grants a substantial extension of time for PG&E to comply with urgent
recommendations issued in January. If the Stipulation is adopted, PG&E will not even complete

its records search for another five months.

Further, and most importantly, the Commission, either in the Stipulation or by separate
order, should require PG&E to undertake immediately the testing and replacement work on the
152 miles of transmission lines in high consequence areas (HCA) that may be most similar to the
line that failed in San Bruno. PG&E has stated it intends to do this work. If the Commission
believes that this work is not appropriate, it should work with PG&E and industry experts to
immediately determine what steps are appropriate and order those steps. Even though more than

seven months have passed since the San Bruno explosion, no actual safety improvements have
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been made to PG&E’s gas pipeline system. The Commission should ensure that such steps are

taken immediately.

1. The Commission’s Resolution of the Order to Show Cause is Important.

PG&E and CPSD note the narrow scope of the Stipulation urging the Commission to
adopt it, resolve the OSC and move on.' It is true that resolution of the OSC is only onie small
part of the Commission's work in this proceeding—it does not resolve, for instance, the
investigation into whether PG&E's record-keeping practices were adequate to protect public
safety. Nor does it even begin to address the causes of the San Bruno explosion and PG&E's
responsibility for that cvent. 1t seems likely that the Commission will consider other, and much
larger, penalties and disallowances in the course of investigating the San Bruno explosion. The
Commission's resolution of the OSC is still important, however, for several reasons. Onc
obvious reason is that having accurate records is important to safety, as is clear from the NTSB
and Commission orders and as both CPSD and PG&E acknowledged in the hearing. Without
such records, the Commission and the public lack essential information to assess the reliability -

- and potential danger-—posed by PG&E’s gas lines.

Another reason is that the public needs to see that the Commission will aggressively
cnforce its orders. The public must rely on the Commission to ensure safe and reliable gas
service. The OSC is the first public testing of the Commission’s resoive to follow through on its
promises and obligations. The Commission’s initial actions in response to PG&E’s March 15
filing (the Executive Director's letter of March 16, 2011 and the draft OSC) were strong and
appropriate to the gravity of the issues in this proceeding and the Commission’s role as an
independent agency established by the California Constitution. But before the ink was dry on the
Commission’s adoption of the OSC, the Commission announced that it was entertaining this
Stipulation, a Stipulation that would undermine the Commission’s efforts to bolster its regulatory
credibility because it reflects neither the seriousness of this proceeding nor the Commission’s
obligations. The Commission should not be deterred by PG&E's suggestions that.it will drag out

this proéeeding uniess the Commission approves the stipulation.? It is not appropriate for PG&E

I'See, e.g., CPSD Motion at pp. 6-7.
: See, e.g., PG&E's Motion at page 8.



to dictate to the Commission the terms it will accept. The Commission should adopte terms that
provide for compliance with urgent recommendations, impose an appropriate penalty, and ensure
that PG&E takes iminediate steps to improve pipeline safety. Faced with such an appropriate
order, PG&E would need to decide whether to spend its resources litigating this issue with the

Commission rather than improving its gas safety and service.

2, The Stipulation does not Require Timely Compliance.

The Commission required PG&E’s March 15 report in order to comply with “urgent”
recommendations issued by the NTSB on January 3, 201 1. The Commission already grantcd
PG&E one extension from February 1 to March 15. The Stipulation would grant another, more
lengthy extension. The Stipulation treats PG&E's submission of a "Compliance Plan" as actual
compliance. Both CPSD and PG&E note that PG&E "complied" with the order by filing the
plan— which is simply not true.

In addition to granting a lengthy extension of time for compliance, the Compliance Plan
grants PG&E too much discretion to determine how it will comply with the Commission’s
orders, particularly in view of the substantial body of public information that raises serious

questions about how PG&E has used its discretion in the past.

3. The Penalty Adopted by the Stipulation Is Not Appropriate

Neither CPSD nor PG&E attenpts to justify the penalty of $3 million, with a potential for
another $3 million if PG&E does not comply with the extended deadline, as consistent with the
gudelines established by the Coinmission for assessing penalties. The parties to the Stipulation
provide little rationale beyond the broad discretion granted to the Commission by Public Utilities
Code Sections 2107 and 2108. Nor do they explain how it is reasonable to assess a $3 million
penalty for the failure to comply on March 15 and then assess only another $3 miilion if PG&E
fails to comply with the five-month extension granted by the Compliance Plan. Assuming the
first $3 million was a reasonable penalty (which, as discussed below, it is not), in a rational
scheme the failure to comply after a five-month extension should be met with a much larger
penalty,

In a number of cases, the Commission has set forth factors that should be considered in

determining the size of a penaity. The Commission considers the number of violations as well as



the magnitude of the offense, including whether it has caused physical harm, economic harm, or
harm to the regulatory process. The Commission has noted that a high level of severity will be °
accorded to violations of statutory or Coinmission directives, including violations of reporting or
compliance requirements. The Commission also considers the conduct of the utility, including
actions taken by the utility to prevent, detect, and disclose violations. The Commission also
considers the financial resources of the utility, including the need for deterrence and the
constitutional limits on excessive fines. In all cases, the Comunission also considers the totality
of the circuinstances, which includes the degree of wrongdoing and facts that tend to mitigate or
exacerbate the degree of wrongdoing. Finally, the Commission will evaluate the harm from the
perspective of the public interest. (See, c.g., D. 04-09-005, D. 98-12-075, pp. 51-61, D. 97-12-
115.)

While the Commission threatencd significant penalties when it issued the OSC?, the
stipulation adopts penalties that are too small to provide an appropriate incentive for a company
with PG&E’s [inancial assets. PG&E’s financial resources are vast. The Company's 2010
annual report states that it earned $1.3 billion from its operations, a $100 million increase from
the previous year. A $3 million penalty, even with the threat of another $3 million in five
months, cannot reasonably be considered a significant penalty to PG&E.

The Commission should also note that PG&E’s willful non-compliance further
undermines public confidence in the regulatory process. The March 15 report relied extensively
upon historical MAOP despite the Commission’s clear directives.* Despite the fact that PG&E
claims to have submitted this information to “provide added assurance that these MAOP had
been properly set” PG&E’s maps group pipelines with adequate records and historical MAOP
together. If PG&E truly wanted to comply with the NTSB recommendations, then it should have
separated these two categories. PG&E’s March 15 filing was a clear violation of a Commission
directive and should be met with a severe punishment.

PG&E's conduct in this instance does not mitigate its violation. In January, PG&E asked
for an extension of time to February 1. The Commission granted the extension that PG&E
requested. PG&E certainly knew before March 15 that it would have difficulty complying with

the Commuission order. At any time prior to March 15, it could have sought an additional

? In its press announcement on March 16, 2011, the Commission stated that "multiple instances
ofwrongdomg could result in fines of $1 million a day or more."
* The March 16, 2011 letter from Paul Clanon makes this clear.
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extension or explained these difficulties to the Commission. Instead, PG&E waited until March
15 to submit a document that failed to comply with the Commission’s order. PG&E took no
action to prevent this violation, detect this violation, or disclose and rectify the violation until
after the Commission responded sternly to the March 15 report.

Given the context in which the Commission ordered the March 15 report—the tragic
consequences of the San Bruno explosion and PG&E's inability to provide accurate records
following that event—the Commission should find that PG&E's failure to comply on March 15
was a serious threat to public safety. Moreover, the Commission must take steps to ensure public

confidence that the gas system is being operated safely.
4. The Stipulation Does Not Require Any Actual Safety Improvements

The hearing on March 28, 2011, made clear that PG&E has not completed any actual
safety improvements in its gas pipeline systemn in the 7 months since the San Bruno explosion.
(Reporter's Transcript (RT), p. 70, line 21- p.71 and pp. 112-114.) PG&E has also made clear
that it is almost ready to begin testing and replacement of 152 miles of transmission pipelines in
HCAs that may be most similar to the line that failed in San Bruno. In both its March 15 report
and March 21 supplemental report and at the hearing, PG&E has stated it intends to take those
actions. (See, e.g., RT p. 9, lines 11-22 and pp. 163-164.)

If PG&E believes this testing and replacement program is the best way to ensure public
safety, then it should take those steps now, unless there is some countervailing safety concern.
Testunony at the hearing also suggested that there may be some disagreement between PG&E,
the NTSB, and CPSD about the appropriateness of this work. (RT pp. 156-157 and p. 170, line
21 —p. 172.) The Commission and PG&E, in consultation with the appropriate federal
authorities, should determine what steps are necessary and the Commission should require
PG&E to implement now safety improvements it has admitted are necessary, rather than putting

those off while it continues to search for records that it has already said it may not have.

5. Conclusion

The OSC noted that the most disturbing shortcoming of PG&E’s March 15 report is that
it did not respond to the NTSB’s public safety concerns. While the OSC appropriately responds
to this failing, the Stipulation and Compliance Plan do not. Rather than facilitating the

expeditious completion of the “urgent” measures identified by the NTSB and the CPUC in



January, the Stipulation would provide PG&E another, even longer extension of tiine. In
addition, the Stipulation adopts a penalty amount that seems to bear no relationship to the
circumstances of this case. Most importantly, the Stipulation and Compliance Plan do not ensure

the timely completion of any actual improvements to PG&E's gas pipelines.

The Commission should not approve the Stipulation unless it (i) requires PG&E to
immediately take steps to protect public safety, (ii) adopts a schedule that ensures timely
complction of urgent recommendations, and (iii) imposes a penalty structure that incentivizes
PG&E’s timely compliance.

Respectfully submitted,

Dated: April 8, 2011 DENNIS J. HERRERA
City Attorney
THERESA L. MUELLER
AUSTIN YANG
Deputy City Attorncys

By: /S/
Thercsa L. Mueller

Attorneys for
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
City Hall Room 234
| Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, California 94102-4682
Telephone:(415) 554-464()
Facsimile: (415) 554-4757
E-Mail:  thercsa.mueller@sfgov.org
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Richard Daniel

Gill Ranch Storage, LLC
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Portland, OR 97209
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1516 Ninth Street, MS-46
Sacramento, CA 95814-3512

Rochelle Alexander
445 Valverde Drive
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STEPHANTE C. CHEN WILLIAM H. SCHMIDT, JR
ATTORNEY LODI GAS STORAGE, LLC
THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE FIVE TEK PARK
EMATI, ONLY 9999 HAMILTON BOULEVARD
EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000 BREINIGSVILLE, PA 18031
FOR: THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE FOR: LODI GAS STORAGE, LLC
STEPHEN CITTADINE JUSTIN LEE BROWN
CENTRAI, VALLEY GAS STORAGE, LLC ASSIST COUNSEL - LEGAL
3333 WARRENVILLE ROAD, STE. 630 SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION
LISLE, IL 60532 5241 SPRING MOUNTAIN ROAD
FOR: CENTRAL VALLEY GAS STORAGE, LLC LAS VEGAS, NV 89150-0002
FOR: SOUTHEWEST GAS CORPORATION
SHARON L. TOMKINS NORMAN A. PEDERSEN
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY ATTORNEY AT LAW
555 WEST FIFTH STREET, SUITE 1400 HANNA & MORTON
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013-1034 444 S. FLOWER STREET, SUITE 1500
FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC LOS ANGELES, CA 90071
COMPANY /SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY  FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNTA GENERATTON
CORLITION
30B GORHAM DOUGLAS PORTER
JIVISION CHIEF -PIPELINE SAFETY DIVISION SQUTHERN CALTFORNIA EDTSON COMPANY
JALIFORNIA STATE FIRE MARSHALIL 2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE
3950 PARAMOUNT BLVD., NO. 210 ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
LAKEWOOD, CA 50712 FOR: 80. CALIF. EDISON CO. {CATALINA
FOR: CALIFORNIA STATE FIRE MARSHALL - ISLAND)
SAFETY DIVISION
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CONNIE JACKSON

CITY MANAGER

CITY OF SAN BRUNO

567 EL CAMINO REAL

SAN BRUNO, CA 94066-4299
FOR: CITY OF SAN BRUNO

GREGORY HEIDEN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 503%

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
FOR: CPSD

AUSTIN M. YANG

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY, RM. 234
1 DR. CARLTON B. GODDLETT PLACE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-4682

FOR: CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

CHRISTOPHER P. JOHNS

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 354105

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

JOSEPH M. MALKIN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ORRICK, HERRINGTON & SUTCLIFFE LLP
405 HOWARD STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 194105

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

WILLIAM V. MANHEIM

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACTFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE ST., MC B30A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 324105

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

STEVEN R. MEYERS

PRINCIPAL

MEYERS NAVE

555 12TH STREET, STE. 1500
DAKLAND, CA 94607

*OR: CITY OF SAN BRUNO

3ARRY F. MCCARTHY

ATTORNEY

ACCARTEY & BERLIN, LLP

LO0 W. SAN FERNANDO ST., SUITE 501
3AN JOSE, CA 95113

'OR: NORTHERN CALIFORNIA GENERATICN
JOALITION (NCGC)

RACHAEL E. XOSS

ADAMS BROADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO

601 GATEWAY BOULEVARD, SUITE 1000
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94080

FOR: COALITION OF CALIFORNIA UTILITY
EMPLOYEES

MARION PELEQO

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROCM 4107

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
FOR: DRA

MARCEL HAWIGER

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

115 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

FOR: THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

JONATHAN D. PENDLETON

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE STREET, B30A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 954105

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

STEVEN GARBER

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE STREET, B30A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 34105

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

BERIAN K. CHERRY

VP - REGULATORY RELATIONS

PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE ST., MC B10C, PO BOX 770000
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 54177

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

MELISSA A. KASNITZ

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DISABILITY RIGHTS ADVOCATES

2001 CENTER STREET, FOURTH FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 24704-1204

FOR: {DISABRA} DISABILITY RIGHTS
ADVOCATES

MIKE LAMOND

CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

ALPINE NATURAL GAS OQPERATING CO. #1 LLC
PG BOX 550, 15 ST. ANDREWS ROAD

VALLEY SPRINGS, CA 95252

FOR: ALPINE NATURAL GAS
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DAN L. CARRQOLL

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DOWNEY BRAND, LLP

621 CAPITOL MALL, 18TH FLOCR
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: LODI GAS STORAGE, LLC

RAYMOND J. CZAHAR
CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

WEST COAST GAS CO., INC.
5203 BEATTY DR.
SACRAMENTO, CA 95826-9702

FOR: WEST COAST GAS COMPANY, INC.

ALFRED F. JAHNS

LAW OFFICE ALFRED F. JAHNS

3620 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE, SUITE 105
SACRAMENTO, CA 95864

FOR: SACRAMENTO NATURAL GAS STORAGE, LLC

JASON A. DUBCHAK

WILD GOOSE STORAGE LIC

607 8TH AVENUE S.W., SUITE 400
CALGARY, ABE T2P QA7

CANADA

FOR: WILD GOOSE STORAGE, LLC

Information Only
ANTHEA LEE
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
EMAIL ONLY

EMATL ONLY, CA QQ000

ENRIQUE GALLARDO
THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE
EMAIL ONLY

EMATL ONLY, CA 00000

3REG CLARK

ZOMPLIANCE MGR.

40DI GAS STORAGE, LIC
sMAIL ONLY

IMATL ONLY, CA 00000

{ARLA DAILEY
JITY OF PALO ALTO
IMATL ONLY

IMATL: ONLY, CA 000Q0Q

OBERT RUSSELL
QDT GAS STORAGE, LLC
MATL ONLY

MATL ONLY, CA

00000
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TRANSMISSION EVALUATION UNIT
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

1516 NINTH STREET, MS-4¢
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-5512

FOR: CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSTON

WILLIAM W. WESTERFIELD ITI

SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT
6201 S5 ST., MS B406 / PO BOX 15830
SACRAMENTO, CA  95852-1830

FOR: SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY
DISTRICT

RICHARD DANIEL

GILL RANCH STORAGE, LLC

220 NW SECOND AVENUE
PORTLAND, OR 97209

FOR: GILL RANCH STORAGE, LLC

CLEC ZAGREAN
MACQUARIE CAPITAL {USA)
EMATIL ONLY

EMATL ONLY, NY 00000
GRANT KOLLING

CITY OF PALO ALTO
EMAIL ONLY

EMATL ONLY, CA 00000

JAMES J. HECKLER
LEVIN CAPITAL STRATEGIES
EMAIL ONLY

EMATL ONLY, NY 000Q0

RAY WELCH
ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR
NAVIGANT CONSULTING,
EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA

INC.

00000

SCOTT COLLIER
LOCT GAS STORAGE, LLC
EMATL ONLY

EMATL ONLY, CA 00000
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
EMATL ONLY
EMATL ONLY, CA 00000

ANDREW CAY

ARC ASSET MANAGEMENT, LTD
237 PARK AVENUE, STH FLOOR
NEW YORK, NY 10017

KRISTINA M. CASTRENCE

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE ST., MC Bl0A

SAN FRANCISOC, CA 84105

JIM MATHEWS

ADMIN - COMPLIANCE - ENGINEERING
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION

5241 SPRING MOUNTAIN ROAD

LAS VEGAS, NV 89150-0002

ROBERT L. PETTINATO

LOE ANGELES DEPT. OF WATER & POWER
111 NORTH HOPE ST., RM. 1150

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

JEFFREY L. SALAZAR

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
555 WEST FIFTH STREET, GT14Dé
LOS ANCELES, CA 90013

RONALD S. CAVALLERT

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
555 W. FIFTH STREET, GT14Ds

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013-1011

RASHA PRINCE

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
555 WEST 5TH STREET, (GT14Ds

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013-1034

3REGORY KLATT

JOUGLASS & LIDDELL

411 E, HUNTINGTON DR., NO. 107-356
ARCADIA, CA 351006

TASE ADMINISTRATION

30UTHERN CALIFORNTA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE, PO BOX 800
ROSEMEAD, CA 31770

MRW & ASSOCIATES, LLC
EMATIL ONLY
EMATL ONLY, CA 00000

DANIEL J. BRINK

COUNSEL

EXXON MOBIL CORP.

800 BELL ST., RM. 3497-0
HOUSTON, TX 77002

CHRISTY BERGER

MGR - STATE REG AFFAIRS
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION
5241 SPRING MOUNTAIN ROAD
LAS VEGAS, NV 89150-0002

PRISCILLA CASTILLO

LOS ANGELES DEPT OF WATER & POWER
111 NORTH HOPE ST., RM. 340

LOS ANGELES, CA 50012

GREG HEALY

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA CAS COMPANY
555 W. FIFTH ST., (GT14Dé

LO5 ANGELES, CA 350013

NADIA AFTAB
SOCALGAS/SDGE&E

555 W. FIFTH STREET (GT14D6}
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

DEANA NG

SOUTHERN CALIFORNTIA GAS COMPANY
555 WEST FIFTH STREET, SUITE 1400
LOS5 ANGLELES, CA 950012-1034

JORGE CORRALEJO

CHATIRMAN / PRESIDENT

LAT. BUS. CHAMBER OF GREATER L.A.

€324 5. SPRING STREET, STE 600

LOS ANGELES, CA 90014

FOR: LATINO BUSINESS CHAMBER OF GREATER
LOS ANGELES

DANIEL W. DOUGLASS

DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

21700 OXNARD ST., STE. 1030
WOODLAND HILLS, CA 91387

FOR: TRANSWESTERN PIPELINE COMPANY

GLORIA ING

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 391770
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JANET COMES

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE
ROSEMEAD, CA 391770

JOHN W. LESLIE

LUCE FORWARD HAMILTON & SCRIPPS LLP
600 WEST BROADWAY, SUITE 2600

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

CENTRAL FILES

SDG&E AND SOCALGAS

8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP31-E
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-15%50

FATTH BAUTISTA

PRESIDENT

NATIONAL ASTAN AMERICAN COALITION

1758 EL CAMINO REAL

SAN BRUNO, CA 94066

FOR: NATIONAL ASIAN AMERICAN COALITICON

KLARA A. FABRY

DIR. - DEPT. OF PURLIC SERVICES
CITY OF SAN BRUNO

567 EL CAMINO REAL

S5AN BRUNO, CA 94066-4299

FOR: CITY OF SAN RBRUNO

MARC D. JOSEPH

ADAMS BROADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO
601 GATEWAY BLVD., STE. 1000

SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94080-7037

ROBERT FINKELSTEIN

LEGAL DIRECTOR

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
115 SANSOME STREET, SUITE %00
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

KAREN TERRANQVA

ALCANTAR & KAHL

33 NEW MONTGOMERY ST., STE. 1850
S5AN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

SEEMA SRINIVASAN

ALCANTAR & KAHL

33 NEW MONTGOMERY ST., SUITE 18350
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

JEANNE B. ARMSTRONG
J00DIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY LLP

ROBERT F. LEMOINE

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE. SUITE 346L
ROSEMEAD, CA 391770

MARCIE A. MILNER

SHELL ENERGY NORTH AMERICA {US), L.P.
4445 EASTGATE MALL, STE. 100

SAN DIEGO, CA 32121

LAURA SEMIK
PO BOX 1107
BELMONT, CA 94002

GEOFF CALDWELL

POLICE SERGEANT - POLICE DEPT.
CITY OF SAN EBRUNO

567 EL CAMINO REAL

SAN BRUNO, CA 94066-4299

ROCHELLE ALEXANDER
445 VALVERDE DRIVE
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA  S4080

JOE COMO

CALTF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DRA - ADMINISTRATIVE BRANCH

ROOM 4101

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
FOR: DRA

DAREN CHAN

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPBANY
77 BEALE ST., MC B10C

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

KERRY C. KLEIN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE ST., MC B20A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

BRIAN T. CRAGG

GOODIN, MACBRIDE, SQUERI, DAY & LAMPREY
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE %00

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

MARTIN A. MATTES
COUNSEL
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505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
FOR: WILD GOOSE STORAGE,, LLC

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS
425 DIVISADERO ST. STE 203
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94117-2242

JANET LIU

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000; MC B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

MICHAEL ROCHMAN

MANAGING DIRECTOR

SPURR

1850 GATEWAY BLVD., SUITE 235
CONCORD, CA 94520

BRITT STROTTMAN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MEYERS NAVE

555 12TH STREET, STE. 1500
OAKLAND, CA 354607

FOR: CITY OF SAN BRUNOC

DAVID MARCUS

ADAMS BROADWELL & JOSEPH
PO BOX 1287

BERKELEY, CA 94701-1287

MICHAEL E. BOYD

CALIFORNIANS FOR RENEWARLE ENERGCY, INC.

5439 SOQUEL DRIVE

SOQUEL, CA 595073

FOR: CALTFORNIANS FOR RENEWABLE ENERCY
INC.

CATHERINE M. ELDER

ASPEN ENVIRONMENT GROUP

8801 FOLSOM BLVD., SUITE 29¢
SACRAMENTO, CA 935826

DIANA 5. GENASCT

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DAY CARTER & MURPHY LLP

3620 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE, STE. 20%
SACRAMENTO, CA 95864

State Service ’ N
AIMEE CAUGUIRAN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
SAFETY & RELIABRILITY RBRANCH

NOSSAMAN, LLP
50 CALIFORNIA STREET, 34TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-4739

ROBERT GNAIZDA

OF COUNSEL

200 295TH STREET, NO. 1
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 5354131

SUSAN DURBIN

CALIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
1300 I STREET, PO BOX 944255
SACRAMENTO, CA 54244-2550

LAURENCE 1.. GEORGE
1573 ROSELLI GRIVE
LIVERMORE, CA 94550

LEN CANTY

CHAIRMAN

BLACK ECONOMIC COUNCIL

484 LAKEPARK AVE. SUITE 2238
OAKLAND, CA 94610

FOR: BLACK ECONOMIC COUNCIL

THOMAS BEACH

CROSSEORDER ENERGY

2560 9TH ST., SUITE 213A
BERKELEY, CA 94710-25%7

TIMOTHY TUTT

SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT
6201 S STREET, MS B404 / PO BOX 15830
SACRAMENTO, CA 95817

ANN L. TROWBRIDGE

DAY CARTER & MURPHY LLP

3620 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE, SUITE 205
SACRAMENTO, CA S5864

MIKE CADE

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

1200 SW STH AVE, SUITE 1750
PORTLAND, OR 97201

ANGELA K. MINKIN
CALTF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
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AREA ROOM 5017

505 VAN NESS AVENUE 505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214 SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-2214
ELIZABETH M. MCOUILLAN EUGENE CADENASE0

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION ENERGY DIVISION

ROOM 4107 AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE 505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 54102-3214 AN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
JONATHAN J. REICER JOYCE ALFTON

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CALT¥ PUBLIC UTTILITIES CCMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION ENERGY DIVISION

ROCOM 5035 AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE 505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JULTE HALLIGAN KELLY C. LEE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
CONSUMER PROTECTION AND SAFETY DIVISION  ENERGY COST OF SERVICE & NATURAL CAS BRA
ROOM 22072 ROOM 41032

505 VAN NESS AVENUE 505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214
MARIRETH A. BUSHEY MATTHEW TISDALE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CALTIF PUBLIC UTILITIEE COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES EXECUTIVE DIVISION

ROOM 5018 ROOM 52073

505 VAN NESS AVENUE 505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-2214

PAUL A. PENNEY PEARLIE SARTNO

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSTON
SAFETY & RELIABILITY BRANCH ENERGY COST OF SERVICE & NATURAL GAS BRA
AREA 2-D ROOM 4209

505 VAN NESS AVENUE 505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

ROBRERT M. POCTA JANTLL RICHARDS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION DEPUTY ATTORNEY CGENERAL

ENERGY COST OF SERVICE & NATURAL GAS BRA CALIFORNIA ATTORNEY CGENERAL'S OFFICE
ROCM 4205 1515 CLAY STREET, 20TH FLOOR

505 VAN NESS AVENUE QAKLAND, CA 94702

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 FOR: DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

SEOFFREY LESH ROBERT KENNEDY

CALIFORNIA ENERGCY COMMISSION CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

1516 9TH STREET, MS-45 1516 9TH STREET, MS-20

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
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