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September 2, 2009    
 
 
Advice 3043-G\3520-E 
(Pacific Gas and Electric Company ID U 39 M) 
 
 
Public Utilities Commission of the State of California 
 
Subject:   Grant of Easement to 360networks (USA), Inc., to Use and Maintain an 

Easement Across PG&E Property in Shasta County - Request for 
Approval Under Section 851 

 
 
Purpose 
 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”) submits this Advice Letter to respectfully 
request an order from the California Public Utilities Commission (“Commission”) 
authorizing PG&E under Public Utilities Code Section 8511 to grant a permanent, non-
exclusive easement to 360networks (USA), Inc. (“360networks”), on PG&E-owned land 
located in Shasta County, California.  This easement covers 360networks’ use and 
maintenance of optical fiber cable that it has already installed in an underground conduit 
in the proposed easement pursuant to a January 31, 2000, license entered under 
General Order (“G.O.”) 69-C.  The grant of this easement is not adverse to the public 
interest and will not interfere in any way with PG&E’s provision of utility service. 
 
PG&E also respectfully requests that the Commission find that this transfer of easement 
rights between PG&E and 360networks does not constitute a project under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) because this request does not authorize 
and will not result in any construction activities; the previous conduit installation for an 
Oregon-to-California Project performed by 360networks’ predecessor was already 
reviewed by the CPUC as lead agency under CEQA, and approved under D.00-01-022.  

                                            
1   Unless otherwise noted, all statutory references are to the Public Utilities Code.   
 

 
 

 
Brian K. Cherry 
Vice President 
Regulatory Relations 

77 Beale Street, Room 1087             
San Francisco, CA  94105 
 
Mailing Address 
Mail Code B10C 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
P.O. Box 770000 
San Francisco, CA  94177 
 
Fax:  415.973.7226 



Advice 3043-G\3520-E - 2 - September 2, 2009
 
 
Background 
 
PG&E requests authority to grant 360networks a permanent, non-exclusive easement, 
approximately 10 feet wide and 9,3232 feet long, to use and maintain an existing 
underground conduit currently installed on land owned in fee by PG&E.  360networks 
will use the easement to inspect, replace, remove, maintain, and use a single bundle, 
seventeen-duct fiber optic conduit system.  The land encompassing the proposed 
easement is part of PG&E’s non-nuclear, hydroelectric watershed property and PG&E’s 
gas transmission corridor, and consists largely of rural open space in Shasta County, 
California.  A copy of the proposed easement agreement is attached hereto as 
Attachment 1. 
 
360networks is the successor-in-interest of Worldwide Fiber Networks, Inc. (“WFN”), 
which was the successor-in-interest of Pacific Fiber Link, L.L.C. (“PFL”).  As part of its 
early planning in the late 1990’s project to install fiber optic cable from Oregon to 
California, PFL sought a communications easement adjacent to PG&E’s natural gas 
transmission Line-400/401 and at Lake Britton, near the community of Fall River Mills, in 
eastern Shasta County.  At the time, PG&E was preparing to divest its hydroelectric 
generation facilities and related properties in accordance with California Assembly Bill 
1890, signed into law in 1996.   At that time, PG&E responded to PFL indicating PG&E 
was unable to convey the communications easement due to PG&E's efforts to comply 
with the deregulation and restructuring of the California electric industry.  However, in 
order to avoid the threat of eminent domain and the delay of the Oregon-to-California 
project once it was approved by the CPUC on January 6, 20003/, PG&E and WFN 
entered into a Right-of-Entry (“ROE”) license agreement on January 31, 2000, including 
a provision allowing PG&E to terminate the ROE agreement pursuant to General Order 
(“G.O.”) 69-C.  (General Order 69-C, adopted by Res. No. L-230, July 10, 1985.)4/  A 
copy of the ROE agreement is attached hereto as Attachment 2. 
 
                                            
2 The original survey on which the Easement Agreement was based found the installation to be 9,374 

feet long, but a more recent survey concluded it was 9,323 feet long. (See Section 9, infra.) 
 
3 See CPUC D.00-01-022, issued on January 6, 2000, granting a modification of WFN’s operating 

certificate in order to obtain environmental approval of this Oregon-to-California fiber optic conduit and 
cable project, as discussed further below in Section 13. 

 
4 The CPUC has found such G.O. 69-C license agreements for conduit installation to be valid if entered 

before December 2000, as was the case here.  (See D.05-09-030, 2005 Cal. CPUC LEXIS 431, 
involving 94 miles of fiber optic installation by Broadwing, performed without prior CEQA review.  
There, the CPUC granted Section 851 approval for the Broadwing fiber optic installation on a 
prospective basis, noting that its December 2000 decision in D.00-12-005 [disfavoring G.O. 69-C 
licenses for construction without benefit of prior CEQA review] had been adopted after Broadwing had 
commenced and almost completed construction in 2000.)  Here, not only was the license with 
360networks’ predecessor entered in January 2000 but its work to install this less than a 2-mile 
segment of conduit had been fully performed many months prior to the CPUC’s issuance of D.00-12-
006, and such installation did not take place until after the CPUC had performed its own full CEQA 
review, finding that the Oregon-to-California project, as mitigated, “will not have significant effects on 
the environment,” and ordered that mitigation monitoring be overseen by CPUC staff. (See D.00-01-
022, mimeo, p. 8, as discussed in detail in Section 13 below.)  
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360networks’ immediate predecessor, WFN, installed the underground conduit and 
optical fiber facilities pursuant the ROE license agreement and construction was 
completed by mid-2000.  The ROE license agreement has since expired and the 
conduit and optical fiber facilities remain on PG&E’s property under the ROE license 
agreement in a holdover status.  360networks now seeks to secure its rights by 
obtaining the proposed easement from PG&E.  PG&E unavoidably experienced 
significant delays in receiving the necessary finalized transactional documents from 
360networks due to its predecessor’s bankruptcy and subsequent merger with other 
companies during its emergence from bankruptcy, which resulted in downsizing and 
numerous personnel changes due to reorganizations.  As a result, PG&E did not 
receive approval for the easement agreement from 360networks until July 2009.  In 
addition, for the same bankruptcy-related reasons, PG&E experienced difficulties in 
obtaining other original supporting documents related to this filing, including the original 
survey, resulting in PG&E having to re-survey the land to support the easement. 
 
The proposed easement satisfies Section 851 as it is not “adverse to the public 
interest.” (D.03-01-084, 2003 Cal. PUC LEXIS 73, *10.)   Applying Section 851 to 
transactions similar to the proposed easement, the Commission has found that “[t]he 
public interest is served when utility property is used for other productive purposes 
without interfering with the utility’s operation or affecting service to utility customers.”  
(D.02-01-058, 2002 Cal. PUC LEXIS 11, *9-*10, citing D.00-07-010, 2000 Cal. PUC 
LEXIS 576.)  “It is reasonable for California’s energy utilities, with their extensive 
easements, rights of way, and cable facilities, to cooperate in this manner with 
telecommunications utilities that seek to build an updated [fiber optic] network.”  (D.02-
12-023, 2002 Cal. PUC LEXIS 902, *11.)  The Commission has also found that “[j]oint 
use of utility facilities has obvious economic and environmental benefits” (Id.) including 
to “facilitate…[telecommunications] service to its customers, while avoiding installation 
of duplicative infrastructure by making use of existing PG&E plant.”  (D.05-09-030, 
mimeo, p. 9, 2005 Cal. PUC LEXIS 431.)  Furthermore, 360networks is a competitor in 
the telecommunications market and the fiber optic facilities to which this easement 
relates “contribute to the development of competition”-- a reason the CPUC has cited in 
approving similar arrangements. (Id.)  Finally, the existing facilities have not interfered 
with, and the proposed easement will not interfere in any way with, PG&E’s utility 
operations or with PG&E’s provision of service to its customers.  However, 
360networks’ provision of service to telecommunications customers would be impaired 
and the public interest would not be served if this Section 851 request for approval of 
this easement were not granted on a prospective basis. That would require 
360networks to remove the existing conduit, which would deprive the public of needed 
facilities to provide telecommunications service in California. 
 
The requested prospective transfer of easement rights between PG&E and 
360networks under Section 851 does not constitute a “project” under CEQA as there is 
no foreseeable activity that may cause direct or indirect physical change to the 
environment.  This approval does not authorize and will not result in any construction 
activities, only the transfer of an easement for existing underground conduit.  (See 
Resolution E-4211, p.2 and Finding of Fact 5 issued December 4, 2008, approving 
easements for existing sidewalk-segments in the City of Fresno that had received 
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CEQA approval many years before.  There, the CPUC also found the easement 
transaction not to be a project under CEQA as there was no foreseeable activity that 
may cause direct or indirect physical change to the environment.)  In addition, the 
CPUC itself has already performed CEQA lead agency review of these facilities as a 
lead agency, and found that the entire Oregon-to-California project, as mitigated, would 
not have a significant effect on the environment. (See D.00-01-022, mimeo, p. 8.) 
 
In accordance with the format of advice letter directed in Resolution ALJ-202 (Appendix 
A, Section IV.), PG&E provides the following information related to the proposed 
transaction: 
 

(1) Identity and Addresses of All Parties to the Proposed Transaction:  
 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Andrew L. Niven 
Gail L. Slocum 
Law Department 
P.O. Box 7442 
San Francisco, CA 94120 
Telephone: (415) 973-6583 
Facsimile: (415) 973-0516 

  Email: GLSG@pge.com 

360networks (USA) Inc. 
Mitchell Merryman 
867 Coal Creek Circle, Suite 160 
Louisville, CO 80027 
Telephone: (303) 854-5271 
Mitchell.Merryman@360.net 

 
(2) Complete Description of the Property Including Present Location, 

Condition and Use: 
 
The requested easement consists of a ten-foot-wide and 9,323 foot-long-strip 
within an approximately 507 acre parcel of PG&E-owned real property within the 
County of Shasta, State of California, commonly known as the Lines 400 and 401 
Corridor, (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 016-570-005 & 020, 023-250-008, 036 & 
037, 023-080-007, 009, 012 & 013, State Board of Equalization Nos. 135-45-
55F-1 through 4, 135-45-19-4, 135-45-12B-4 through 6, 135-45-56B-1, 3 & 4, 
135-45-18E-6) and more particularly described in Exhibit A, Attachment 1, 
attached hereto and made a part hereof (hereinafter, the “Property”).  
 

(3) Intended Use of the Property: 
 
As stated earlier, after receiving CPUC approval of its modified CPCN for the 
project in early 2000, 360networks’ predecessor installed the small segment of its 
Oregon-to-California project’s underground conduit and optical fiber facilities to 
which this easement relates pursuant its ROE agreement with PG&E dated 
January 31, 2000.  All construction activities were complete by mid-2000.  The 
ROE agreement has since expired and the conduit and optical fiber facilities 
remain on PG&E’s property under the ROE Agreement in a holdover status.  
360networks now seeks to secure its rights by obtaining the proposed easement 
from PG&E.  360networks will use the easement to inspect, replace, remove, 
maintain, and use a single bundle, seventeen-duct fiber optic conduit system. 



Advice 3043-G\3520-E - 5 - September 2, 2009
 

This easement authorization request does not result in any construction or 
expand the CPCN authorization previously granted by the CPUC for 
360networks’ overall Oregon-to-California conduit project, and does not impair 
PG&E’s ability to provide utility service to its customers and the public. 
 

(4) Complete Description of Financial Terms of the Proposed Transaction: 
 
In consideration for this grant of easement, 360networks will pay PG&E a one-
time easement fee of $9,323 as the fair market value for the proposed easement 
(see Section 9 infra).5   
 

(5) Description of How Financial Proceeds of the Transaction Will Be 
Distributed: 
 
The easement described in this advice letter is associated with PG&E’s non-
nuclear, hydroelectric watershed property and PG&E’s gas transmission system.   
 
PG&E proposes that the portion of the easement fee attributed to PG&E’s 
hydroelectric generation facilities be credited to Other Operating Revenue to 
reduce the generation revenue requirement in future general rate cases, 
consistent with conventional cost-of service ratemaking.   
 
Proceeds from the easement fees associated with PG&E’s natural gas 
transmission and storage property are subject to the Gas Accord, 6 and all costs 
associated with gas transmission property are subject to Gas Accord ratemaking 
for gas transmission service in PG&E’s gas transmission and storage rate 
cases.7  PG&E will account for site license fees as Gas Other Operating 
Revenue and will be used to reduce PG&E’s revenue requirement consistent with 
conventional cost-of-service ratemaking. 

 
(6) Statement on the Impact of the Transaction on Ratebase and Any Effect on 

the Ability of the Utility to Serve Customers and the Public: 
 
No PG&E property is being sold or disposed of in concerning the proposed 
easement. Therefore, there are no changes to PG&E’s ratebase.  

                                            
5  Due to 360network’s inability to produce the original survey, PG&E caused a new survey to be 

conducted which found that the easement area is 9,323 long, rather than the 9,374 feet apparently 
represented in the original survey used in developing the Easement Agreement. The final agreed 
easement fee to be approved herein is based on $1 per linear foot times the final surveyed easement 
length of 9,323. 

 
6  The term “Gas Accord” generally refers to the original settlement of the issues pertaining to Pacific 

Gas and Electric gas transmission and storage (GT&S) system in the Gas Accord Settlement 
Agreement that was adopted in D.97-08-055 [73 CPUC2d 754]. The Commission has twice modified 
D.97-08-055 and has since also adopted D.03-12-061 (Gas Accord II Settlement Agreement), D.04-
12-050, (Gas Accord III Settlement Agreement), and D.07-09-045 (Gas Accord IV Settlement 
Agreement). 

 
7  Id. 
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The granting of this easement (and the continued existence of the already-
installed underground conduit) will not interfere with or in any way impact the 
operations of the PG&E’s facilities or PG&E’s ability to provide utility service to its 
customers and the public. 
 
This transaction does not involve the transfer or change of ownership of facilities 
currently used in utility operations.  PG&E will retain full access rights and 
ownership of its facilities on the Property to support its utility operations.  As 
discussed above, the proposed easement is not adverse to the public interest but 
rather serves 360networks’ desire to secure its rights by obtaining the proposed 
easement from PG&E to support 360networks’ provision of continued service to 
telecommunications customers using these existing underground conduit 
facilities. 

 
(7) The Original Cost, Present Book Value, and Present Fair Market Value for 

Sales of Real Property and Depreciable Assets, and a Detailed Description 
of How the Fair Market Value Was Determined (e.g., Appraisal): 
 
Not applicable. 

 
(8) The Fair Market Rental Value for Leases of Real Property, and a Detailed 

Description of How the Fair Market Rental Value Was Determined: 
 
Not applicable. 
 

(9) For Fair Market Rental Value of the Easement or Right-of-Way and a 
Detailed Description of How the Fair Market Rental Value Was Determined: 
 
The fair market value for the easement was initially determined on October 21, 
1999, by a valid independent appraisal that was approved by 360networks and 
its predecessor, and found acceptable to PG&E.8  More recently PG&E 
conducted an internal appraisal of the easement area, based on research 
evaluating similar rural property in Shasta County, in an effort to determine 
whether there might need to be an update to the prior appraisal value for the 
easement area.  Through this analysis, PG&E determined that the typical rural 
land value in Shasta County is estimated to be approximately $4,500 per acre.  
The dimensions of the proposed easement area are 10 feet by 9,323 feet, or 
2.14 acres.  Multiplying the per/acre cost by the total acreage of 2.14 acres, 
PG&E arrived at an appraised value of approximately one dollar per linear foot 
which confirms the initial appraisal as falling within the acceptable market range, 
for an easement in rural Shasta County, and no change to the previously-agreed 
considerations was needed.  PG&E has shared this internal analysis with 
360Networks and both parties agree that appraisal and the previously-agreed $1 

                                            
8  Unfortunately, since the bankruptcy of 360networks’ predecessors, the original October 21, 1999 

appraisal can no longer be found. 



Advice 3043-G\3520-E - 7 - September 2, 2009
 

per linear foot consideration reflects the fair market value for the easement.  For 
all of these reasons, PG&E believes that the Commission should find the $9,323 
easement payment (at $1 per linear foot times the newly surveyed easement 
length of 9,323 linear feet) to be reasonable. 
 

(10) A Complete Description of any Recent Past (Within the Prior Two Years) or 
Anticipated Future Transactions that May Appear To Be Related to the 
Present Transaction9: 

 
To PG&E’s knowledge, there are no recent past or anticipated future transactions 
that appear to be related to the present transaction. 

 
(11) Sufficient Information and Documentation (Including Environmental Review 

Information) to Indicate that All Criteria Set Forth in Section II(A) of 
Resolution ALJ-202 Are Satisfied: 
 
Sufficient information and documentation has been included with this advice 
letter to show that all of the eligibility criteria stated in Section II of Resolution 
ALJ-202 have been met. The proposed transaction is “not a project” under the 
CEQA requirements provided in ALJ-202, and will not require additional CEQA 
review by the Commission (See Section 13 below).  Approval of the proposed 
easement does not authorize and will not result in any construction activities, 
only the transfer of an easement for existing underground conduit. The proposed 
transaction will not have an adverse impact on the public interest or on the ability 
of the utility to provide safe and reliable service to customers at reasonable rates.  
The compensation for the proposed easement is well below the $5 million 
threshold set forth for fee property and lease equivalents.  Finally, the transaction 
does not involve the transfer or change in ownership of facilities currently used in 
utility operations. 
 

(12) Additional Information to Assist in the Review of the Advice Letter: 
 
PG&E is not aware of any additional relevant information other than what is 
included with this advice letter. 

 
(13) Environmental Information 

 
a. Exemption 
 

i. Has the proposed transaction been found exempt from CEQA by a 
government agency? 

 
                                            
9   During adoption of the Advice Letter pilot program in ALJ-186 (later followed by ALJ-202), this 

category of information was included to enable the CPUC to ensure that utilities were not seeking to 
circumvent the $5 million Advice Letter threshold by dividing what is a single asset with a value of 
more than $5 million into component parts each valued at less than $5 million, which is clearly not the 
case here. (See CPUC Resolution ALJ-186, issued August 25, 2005, mimeo, p.5.) 
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1. If yes, please attach notice of exemption.  Please provide 
name of agency, date of Notice of Exemption, and State 
Clearinghouse number. 

 
Not applicable. 

 
2. If no, does the applicant contend that the project is exempt 

from CEQA?  If yes, please identity the specific CEQA 
exemption or exemptions that apply to the transaction, citing 
to the applicable State CEQA Guideline(s) and/or Statute(s). 

 
Not applicable. 

 
b. Not a “Project” Under CEQA 

 
i. If the transaction is not a “project” under CEQA, please explain 

why. 
 

The proposed transfer of easement rights between PG&E and 
360networks does not constitute a project under CEQA.  The 
approval of this easement does not authorize and will not result in 
any construction activities, only the transfer of an easement for 
existing underground conduit.  This conduit was installed as part of 
an overall project which was already approved by the CPUC. 
Specifically, this small underground installation within the easement 
was approved by the CPUC as part of 360networks’ predecessor’s 
California-to-Oregon Project.  In that proceeding, the CPUC made 
CEQA lead agency findings that the prior project, as mitigated, 
would not have a significant effect on the environment.10   There is 

                                            
10 The objective of the Oregon-to-California project was to build a fiber optic cable and conduit system.  

In Northern California, the system consists of the underground installation of approximately 15 plastic 
conduits of 1½- and 2-inch diameter, and access hatches or hand holes approximately every 3,600 
feet.  On January 6, 2000, the Commission granted 360networks’ predecessor’s request to modify its 
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (“CPCN”) to include the Commission’s Final 
Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study (“Final Mitigated Negative Declaration”) and 
authorized the construction of the Project as set forth in A.99-08-021.  (D.00-01-022, mimeo, p.8, 
2000 Cal. PUC LEXIS 24 (“360networks’ CEQA Decision”)  A copy of the Final Mitigated Negative 
Declaration and the Commission’s Notice of Determination related to the Project are attached hereto 
as Exhibit C.   

 
In addition, construction of this project was supervised and overseen by the Environmental Projects 
Unit of the CPUC’s Energy Division, for purposes of monitoring and enforcement of mitigation 
measures.  (Id., mimeo, p. 15.)  Accordingly, on January 19, 2000, the CPUC’s Environmental 
Projects Unit issued a Notice to Proceed with the Oregon-to-California fiber optic conduit project.  
The work on the small portion of PG&E’s lands began in February 2000, after all of these CPUC 
approvals.  Included within the scope of the Oregon-to-California project was the underground 
installation on PG&E property related to the proposed easement here.  360network’s existing 
underground conduit and optical fiber within the proposed easement has already been built pursuant 
to the CPUC’s January 6, 2000 CEQA approval.  Specifically, the Commission concluded in D.00-01-
022 that, subject to 360networks’ predecessor’s compliance with the mitigation measures set forth in 
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no foreseeable activity as a result of this easement transaction that 
may cause a direct or indirect physical change to the environment. 
(See Resolution E-4211, p. 2 and Finding of Fact 5.)   
 
CEQA requires any California governmental agency approving a 
discretionary project to consider the environmental impacts of its 
decisions.  (Cal. Pub. Res. Code, § 21080.)  A project is an activity 
that “may cause either a direct physical change in the environment, 
or a reasonable foreseeable indirect physical change in the 
environment” and either (a) is directly undertaken by any public 
agency, (b) is supported by contracts, grants, subsidies, loans, or 
other forms of assistance from a public agency, or (c) involves the 
issuance of a lease, permit, license, certificate, or other entitlement 
for use by one or more public agencies.  (Cal. Pub. Res. Code, § 
21065.)  Here, the discretionary Section 851 decision is whether or 
not to authorize the requested easement relating to underground 
conduit which has already been built.   
 
In conclusion, because granting the easement will cause no 
physical change to the environment, this request for 851 
authorization is not a “project” under CEQA.  Furthermore, the 
easement relates to an existing conduit constructed pursuant to 
CPUC Decision D.00-01-022, in which the CPUC found that 
Oregon-to-California fiber optic project, as mitigated, would not 
have significant effects on the environment.   
 

Protests 
 
Anyone wishing to protest this filing may do so by letter sent via U.S. mail by facsimile or 
electronically, any of which must be received no later than September 22, 2009, which is 
20 days after the date of this filing.  Protests should be mailed to: 
 

CPUC Energy Division 
Attention: Tariff Unit, 4th Floor 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
Facsimile:  (415) 703-2200 

           E-mail: mas@cpuc.ca.gov and jnj@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Copies of protests also should be mailed to the attention of the Director, Energy 
Division, Room 4004, at the address shown above. 
 
                                                                                                                                             

the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, the Project – including the existing underground installation 
of conduit and optical fiber on PG&E land – would not have a significant impact on the environment.  
The CPUC staff oversaw the necessary mitigation monitoring.  (Id., mimeo, pp. 8, 15.)   
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The protest also should be sent via U.S. mail (and by facsimile and electronically, if 
possible) to PG&E at the address shown below on the same date it is mailed or 
delivered to the Commission. 
 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Attention: Brian Cherry 
Vice President, Regulatory Relations 
77 Beale Street, Mail Code B10C 
P.O. Box 770000 
San Francisco, CA  94177 
 
Facsimile: (415) 973-7226 
E-mail: PGETariffs@pge.com 
 

Effective Date  
 
Pursuant to the review process outlined in Resolution ALJ-202, PG&E requests that this 
advice filing become effective by Commission resolution as soon as possible.  PG&E 
submits this filing as a Tier 3. 
 
Notice  
 
In accordance with General Order 96-B, Section IV, a copy of this advice letter is being 
served on the Energy Division and the Division of Ratepayer Advocates. In addition, in 
accordance with General Order 96-B, Section IV, a copy of this advice letter is being 
sent electronically and via U.S. mail to parties shown on the attached list. Address 
change requests should be directed to San Heng at (415) 973-2640. Advice letter filings 
can also be accessed electronically at http://www.pge.com/tariffs. 

 
Vice President, Regulatory Relations  
 
Attachments  
 
cc:  Service List - Advice Letter 3043-G\3520-E 
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************ SERVICE LIST Advice 3043-G/3520-E *********** 

APPENDIX A 
 

Karen Clopton 
Administrative Law Judge Division 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 703-2008 
kvc@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Myra J. Prestidge 
Administrative Law Judge Division 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 703-2629 
tom@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Jonathan Reiger 
Legal Division  
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 355-5596 
jzr@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Chloe Lukins 
Energy Division  
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 703- 1637 
clu@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Julie Fitch 
Energy Division 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 355-5552 
jf2@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Kenneth Lewis 
Energy Division 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 703-1090 
kl1@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Brewster Fong 
Division of Ratepayer Advocates 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 703- 2187 
bfs@cpuc.ca.gov      
 

********** AGENCIES *********** 
 

Patrick J. Minturn, Director 
Shasta County Department of Public Works 
1855 Placer St. 
Redding, CA 96001-1759 
Phone: (530) 225-5661 
Fax: (530) 225-5667 
 
 

********** 3rd Party ***********  
 

360networks (USA) Inc. 
Mitchell Merryman 
867 Coal Creek Circle, Suite 160 
Louisville, CO 80027 
Telephone: (303) 854-5271 
Mitchell.Merryman@360.net  
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Property in Shasta County - Request for Approval Under Section 851 
Keywords (choose from CPUC listing): Section 851 
AL filing type:  Monthly  Quarterly   Annual   One-Time   Other _____________________________ 
If AL filed in compliance with a Commission order, indicate relevant Decision/Resolution #:   
Does AL replace a withdrawn or rejected AL?  If so, identify the prior AL: No 
Summarize differences between the AL and the prior withdrawn or rejected AL1: ____________________ 
Is AL requesting confidential treatment?  If so, what information is the utility seeking confidential treatment for: 
Confidential information will be made available to those who have executed a nondisclosure agreement:  Yes    No 
Name(s) and contact information of the person(s) who will provide the nondisclosure agreement and access to the confidential 
information: __________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Resolution Required?   Yes  No   
Requested effective date: Upon Commission Approval No. of tariff sheets:  N/A 
Estimated system annual revenue effect (%):  N/A 
Estimated system average rate effect (%): N/A 
When rates are affected by AL, include attachment in AL showing average rate effects on customer classes (residential, small 
commercial, large C/I, agricultural, lighting). 
Tariff schedules affected:  N/A 
Service affected and changes proposed1: N/A 
Pending advice letters that revise the same tariff sheets: N/A 

Protests, dispositions,  and all other correspondence regarding this AL are due no later than 20 days after the date of this filing, unless 
otherwise authorized by the Commission, and shall be sent to: 
CPUC, Energy Division  Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Tariff Files, Room 4005 
DMS Branch 
505 Van Ness Ave.,  
San Francisco, CA 94102 
jnj@cpuc.ca.gov and mas@cpuc.ca.gov 

Attn: Brian K. Cherry 
         Vice President, Regulatory Relations 
77 Beale Street, Mail Code B10C 
P.O. Box 770000 
San Francisco, CA 94177 
E-mail: PGETariffs@pge.com 
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Attachment 1 
Easement Agreement 

 
 

















































 
 
 

 
Advice 3043-G/3520-E 

 
Attachment 2 

Right-of-Entry License Agreement 
 

























PG&E Gas and Electric 
Advice Filing List 
General Order 96-B, Section IV 
 

 

 Day Carter Murphy North Coast SolarResources 
Aglet  Defense Energy Support Center Occidental Energy Marketing, Inc. 
Alcantar & Kahl Department of Water Resources OnGrid Solar 
Ameresco Department of the Army  Praxair 
Anderson & Poole Dept of General Services R. W. Beck & Associates  
Arizona Public Service Company Division of Business Advisory Services RCS, Inc. 
BART Douglas & Liddell Recon Research 
BP Energy Company Douglass & Liddell SCD Energy Solutions 
Barkovich & Yap, Inc. Downey & Brand SCE 
Bartle Wells Associates Duke Energy SMUD 
C & H Sugar Co. Dutcher, John SPURR 
CA Bldg Industry Association Ellison Schneider & Harris LLP Santa Fe Jets 
CAISO FPL Energy Project Management, Inc. Seattle City Light  
CLECA Law Office Foster Farms Sempra Utilities 
CSC Energy Services G. A. Krause & Assoc. Sierra Pacific Power Company 
California Cotton Ginners & Growers Assn GLJ Publications Silicon Valley Power 
California Energy Commission Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Schlotz & 

Ritchie 
Southern California Edison Company 

California League of Food Processors Green Power Institute Sunshine Design 
California Public Utilities Commission Hanna & Morton Sutherland, Asbill & Brennan 
Calpine International Power Technology Tabors Caramanis & Associates 
Cameron McKenna Intestate Gas Services, Inc. Tecogen, Inc. 
Casner, Steve Los Angeles Dept of Water & Power Tiger Natural Gas, Inc. 
Chamberlain, Eric Luce, Forward, Hamilton & Scripps LLP Tioga Energy 
Chevron Company MBMC, Inc. TransCanada 
Chris, King MRW & Associates Turlock Irrigation District 
City of Glendale Manatt Phelps Phillips U S Borax, Inc. 
City of Palo Alto Matthew V. Brady & Associates  United Cogen 
City of San Jose McKenzie & Associates Utility Cost Management 
Clean Energy Fuels Merced Irrigation District Utility Specialists 
Coast Economic Consulting Mirant Verizon 
Commerce Energy Modesto Irrigation District Wellhead Electric Company 
Commercial Energy Morgan Stanley Western Manufactured Housing 

Communities Association (WMA) 
Consumer Federation of California Morrison & Foerster eMeter Corporation 
Crossborder Energy New United Motor Mfg., Inc.  
Davis Wright Tremaine LLP Norris & Wong Associates   

 




