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7th Annual Consultants Survey 

Surveyed consultants still selected labor costs as the top site selection factor. 

Geraldine Gambale, Editor, Area Development Magazine (Winter 2011) 

In order to gain a broader perspective of industry executives’ facility plans and priorities, we 

once again asked the consultants who serve industry to tell us about their clients’ site selection 

needs and what the future holds for these clients. As previously stated, only half of the 

respondents to our 2010 Corporate Survey claim to use outside consultants when site selecting. 

Therefore, we would expect the results of our 2010 Consultants Survey to differ somewhat from 

the results of our 2010 Corporate Survey. The following analysis points to the differences and 

similarities in the responses of the two groups. 

 

Consultants’ Clients 
Although many of the 110 individuals responding to our Consultants Survey say they have 

worked with clients in varied manufacturing sectors, no more than 30 percent of the respondents 

have worked with any one particular industry. However, nearly half of the respondents have 

worked on projects in the logistics and distribution/warehouse sector, nearly a fifth with clients 

in the financial services industries, and 11 percent with those in the renewable energy sector 

(Slideshow, Chart A), so we could expect their responses to be skewed to the needs of those 

particular facility clients. Of note, the financial services sector is only represented by 3 percent of 

the Corporate Survey respondents and the renewable energy sector by a mere 1 percent of the 

corporate respondents. 

 

Nearly 40 percent of those responding to our Consultants Survey say they work primarily with 

mid-size (100–499 employees) firms (Slideshow, Chart B). A third of our Corporate Survey 

respondents say their firms employ 100 to 499 workers; therefore, once again, we note that this 

will come to bear on the similarities and differences in the results of our two surveys. 

 

The responding consultants claim they primarily perform location studies/comparative analyses 

(30 percent) and incentives comparisons and negotiations (25 percent) for their clients. 

Interestingly, more than a quarter also say they make the final site selection decision (Slideshow, 

Chart C). Nevertheless, about a quarter also say that most of the clients who ask them to perform 

a location search have already gathered preliminary site data, and nearly 40 percent have 

narrowed down the geographic area in which they wish to locate before calling in the consultants 

(Slideshow, Chart D). 

 

Although those responding to our Corporate Survey note the effects of the Great Recession on 

their plans, the responding consultants appear to feel even more strongly about the recession’s 

effects on their clients’ plans: 40 percent or more say their clients have put new facility plans on 

hold, closed or consolidated facilities, deferred capital spending, and are seeking ways to 

optimize current facilities and layouts (Slideshow, Chart E).  

 

The respondents to our Consultants Survey did tend to agree with those responding to our 



place spot, with an 86.4 percent importance rating. The respondents to our Corporate Survey 

ranked these factors slightly higher. 

 

Although the respondents to our Corporate Survey ranked highway accessibility as the most 

important site selection factor, it is ranked third by the responding consultants, considered ―very 

important‖ or ―important‖ by 95.8 percent of the respondents. Once again, a site needs good 

infrastructure access in order to make a client’s short list of potential locations.  

 

Fourth on the consultants’ list of priorities is availability of skilled labor, with a 92.6 percent 

importance rating. This factor was in seventh position on the corporate respondents’ list. Having 

a work force with the required skill sets is always important. But, interestingly, the availability of 

unskilled labor factor showed the greatest change since 2009 in the consultants’ ratings — 

dropping 14 percentage points in importance to 47.9 percent and ranking 24th this year among 

the factors. The same reasons accounting for its drop in importance in the Corporate Survey 

(down 10.1 percentage points) can be blamed here, i.e., high unemployment rates have made a 

large pool of unskilled workers readily available and, therefore, not as much of a site selection 

concern for consultants and their clients. This reasoning — as well as the industry mix of the 

responding consultants’ clients — might also be behind the second-largest drop in importance 

among the factors: the right-to-work state factor dropped 9.9 percentage points to a 71.3 percent 

importance rating, and fell from 13th position in 2009 to 20th in the 2010 Consultants Survey — 

the greatest drop in the rankings among the site selection factors.  

 

The responding consultants ranked energy availability and costs fifth among the factors with a 

91.5 percent importance rating. Consultants appear to be more keenly aware of the volatility of 

energy costs than their corporate counterparts, who only gave this factor an 82.1 percent 

importance rating. Also, nearly half of the responding consultants say rising energy costs are 

impacting their clients’ facility plans (Slideshow, Chart Q). In fact, nearly four-fifths say 

sustainable development is more important to their clients now than in the past (Slideshow, Chart 

R). When it comes to measures to reduce a company’s carbon footprint, 80 percent of the 

respondents to the Consultants Survey say their clients are making energy-saving modifications 

to their facilities, and more than 40 percent say their clients are seeking LEED certification for 

facilities, as well as recycling or re-using waste products (Slideshow, Chart S). Nearly 60 percent 

claim that the communities they are working with are offering their clients specific incentives for 

―green‖ initiatives (Slideshow, Chart T). Only 40 percent of the Corporate Survey respondents 

found this to be true.  

Along with their awareness of the importance of energy costs, the consultants have placed 

proximity to major markets in the sixth spot, with 90.5 percent of the responding consultants 

considering this factor as ―very important‖ or ―important.‖ And proximity to suppliers, although 

ranked just 15th, showed the largest percentage increase among the site selection factors — 

jumping 8.9 percentage points to a 79.8 percent importance rating. Additionally, the consultants 

agree with the corporate respondents regarding the increasing importance of railroad service, 

which showed the second-largest increase in importance — 8.7 percentage points — and is 

considered ―very important‖ or ―important‖ by 46.8 percent of the responding consultants.  

 

Occupancy and construction costs is ranked eighth by the consultants, considered ―very 
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T h e  B r o o k i n g s  I n s t i t u t i o n
METROPOLITAN POLICY PROGRAM

Katrina’s Window: 
Confronting Concentrated Poverty Across America
Alan Berube and Bruce Katz

Executive Summary
Hurricane Katrina’s assault on New Orleans’ most vulnerable residents and neighborhoods has reinvigorated a 
dialogue on race and class in America.  This paper argues that the conversation should focus special attention on 
alleviating concentrated urban poverty—the segregation of poor families into extremely distressed neighbor-
hoods.

Overall, nearly 50,000 poor New Orleanians lived in neighborhoods where the poverty rate exceeded 
40 percent.  New Orleans ranked second among the nation’s 50 largest cities on the degree to which its poor 
families, mostly African American, were clustered in extremely poor neighborhoods like the Lower Ninth 
Ward.  In these places, the average household earned barely more than $20,000 annually, only one in twelve 
adults held a college degree, four in five children were raised in single-parent families, and four in ten work-
ing-age adults—many of them disabled—were not connected to the labor force.

Areas of concentrated poverty are not confined to New Orleans.  Despite improvements in the 1990s, 
nearly every major American city still contains a collection of extremely poor, racially segregated neighbor-
hoods.  In cities as diverse as Cleveland, New York, Atlanta, and Los Angeles, more than 30 percent of poor 
blacks live in areas of severe social and economic distress.

These neighborhoods did not appear by accident.  They emerged in part due to decades of policies that 
confined poor households, especially poor black ones, to these economically isolated areas.  The federal 
government concentrated public housing in segregated inner-city neighborhoods, subsidized metropolitan 
sprawl, and failed to create affordable housing for low-income families and minorities in rapidly developing 
suburbs, cutting them off from decent housing, educational, and economic opportunities.

A large body of research has demonstrated that concentrated poverty exacts multiple costs on in-
dividuals and society.  These costs come in the form of: reduced private-sector investment and local job 
opportunities; increased prices for the poor; higher levels of crime; negative impacts on mental and physical 
health; low-quality neighborhood schools; and heavy burdens on local governments that induce out-migra-
tion of middle-class households.  Together, these factors combine to limit the life chances and quality of life 
available to residents of high-poverty neighborhoods.

With a set of smart policy tools and a booming economy, progress was made in the 1990s towards 
reducing concentrated poverty in America.  Yet recent federal actions, such as the gutting of the highly 
successful HOPE VI program, reductions in funding and flexibility for the Housing Choice Voucher program, 
and proposed cuts to the Earned Income Tax Credit, threaten to reduce mobility for low-income families and 
erase the advances made in the 1990s.

Congress should consider several policy options to put the nation back on track towards alleviating 
concentrated poverty, by supporting choice and opportunity for lower-income residents in distressed 
neighborhoods.  Options include: restoring funding to the HOPE VI program; increasing support for housing 
vouchers; piloting a “housing-to-school” voucher initiative; adopting President Bush’s proposed homeown-
ership tax credit; targeting affordable housing to low-poverty areas with the assistance of regional housing 
corporations; and expanding the EITC to help working families afford housing in better neighborhoods.

Though these policies alone cannot erase the gaps between rich and poor in America, creating more neighbor-
hoods of choice and connection would offer millions of low-income Americans—especially children—a true 
chance at social and economic mobility. 

■

■

■

■

■

■



�October 2005    The Brookings Institution    Special Analysis in Metropolitan Policy

income one-half that of the typical white household.  
Troublingly, among out-of-school, out-of-work young 
men and women in New Orleans, Census 2000 counted 
just 133 whites, but more than 3,700 blacks.5

The most visible divide between blacks and whites in 
New Orleans, however, concerned the neighborhoods in 
which they lived.  Between 1980 and 2000, segregation 
between blacks and whites in the city grew, bucking the 
national trend.  By 2000, the average African American 
resident of New Orleans lived in a neighborhood where 
82 percent of fellow residents were black.6

Given the high rate of black poverty in the city, it comes 
as no surprise that the physical separation of the races in 
New Orleans accompanied the isolation of poor house-
holds in poor neighborhoods.  Over the past ten years, 
a growing number of poverty researchers have defined 
“extreme-poverty” neighborhoods as those in which at 
least 40 percent of residents have family incomes below 
the federal poverty threshold.7  By this measure, New 
Orleans alone had 47 extreme-poverty communities in 
2000, representing one out of every four neighborhoods 
in the city, and home to nearly 100,000 residents.

Poor black households in New Orleans were highly con-
centrated in these high-poverty zones.  Of the 131,000 
poor people in the city in 2000, nearly 50,000 (38 percent) 
lived in these neighborhoods.  This ranked New Orleans 
second among large U.S. cities in 2000, and far above the 

national average (Table 1).  For blacks, this “concentrated 
poverty rate” was even higher, at 43 percent.  Moreover, 
these distressed neighborhoods were not islands scat-
tered about the city, close to more prosperous sections, 
but clustered around the downtown and in the city’s eco-
nomically struggling eastern half.8  New Orleans’ many 
visitors rarely saw such neighborhoods, or even knew 
they existed.

On nearly every social and economic indicator, New Or-
leans’ neighborhoods of high poverty lagged far behind 
the rest of the city and the region as a whole (Table 2).  
Four in five children were raised in single-parent families.  
Only 60 percent of working-age residents were attached 
to the labor market.  And only one in 12 adults held a col-
lege degree.  

Concentrated Poverty Exists Beyond New Orleans

Though concentrated poverty had spread more widely 
throughout New Orleans than many other American 
cities, similar pockets of urban distress can be found 
nationwide.  

Cities continue to bear the brunt of the nation’s concen-
trated poverty.  Of the nearly 8 million people living in 
extreme-poverty neighborhoods in 2000, roughly 6 mil-
lion (75 percent) inhabited big cities.9

Table 1.  New Orleans Ranked Second Among Large U.S. Cities on Concentrated Poverty

City Concentrated Poverty 
Rate*—Total

Concentrated Poverty 
Rate—Blacks

Extreme-Poverty 
Neighborhoods**

Fresno, CA 4�.5 44.9 22
New Orleans, LA 37.7 42.6 47
Louisville, KY*** �6.7 5�.2 ��
Miami, FL �6.4 67.6 2�
Atlanta, GA �5.8 4�.0 28
Long Beach, CA �0.7 26.8 �7
Cleveland, OH 29.8 �5.6 52
Philadelphia, PA 27.9 27.� 54
Milwaukee, WI 27.0 �9.� 42
New York, NY 25.9 ��.7 248

U.S. Total 10.3 18.6 2,510

* The concentrated poverty rate reflects the proportion of all poor people citywide who lived in extreme-poverty neighborhoods.
** Extreme-poverty neighborhoods had more than 40 percent of their residents living below the federal poverty threshold in 2000.
*** Louisville, KY defined as of Census 2000, prior to its merger with surrounding Jefferson County, KY.
Source: Census 2000



October 2005    The Brookings Institution     Special Analysis in Metropolitan Policy�0

Appendix A. Extreme-Poverty Neighborhoodsa, and Percentage of Poor People Living in those Neighbor-
hoods, by Race/Ethnicity, 50 Largest Cities in the U.S., 2000

City Concentrated Poverty Rate (%) Extreme-Poverty 
NeighborhoodsTotal Blacks Whites Hispanics

Fresno, CA 4�.5 44.9 �7.9 49.6 22
New Orleans, LA 37.7 42.6 10.9 18.0 47
Louisvilleb, KY �6.7 5�.2 �4.� 24.� ��
Miami, FL �6.4 67.6 ��.5 �8.0 2�
Atlanta, GA �5.8 4�.0 9.0 �4.2 28
Long Beach, CA �0.7 26.8 ��.4 �6.8 �7
Cleveland, OH 29.8 �5.6 �6.� 24.6 52
Philadelphia, PA 27.9 27.� �0.7 6�.6 54
Milwaukee, WI 27.0 �9.� �0.4 5.9 42
New York, NY 25.9 ��.7 ��.4 ��.5 248
Washington, DC 2�.8 29.2 6.4 �.7 2�
Memphis, TN 2�.7 28.8 4.2 2.7 �4
Baltimore, MD 22.7 27.� 7.4 8.5 �0
Los Angeles, CA 22.4 29.7 8.8 25.0 �0�
Minneapolis, MN 20.6 20.� �9.8 �2.6 �2
El Paso, TX 20.5 9.2 9.8 2�.5 �4
Chicago, IL �9.9 �2.0 2.5 6.8 ��0
Detroit, MI �7.5 �7.8 �5.4 �0.4 47
Columbusc, OH �6.8 �6.9 �6.9 �2.6 ��
San Diego, CA �6.4 �8.� 5.7 2�.6 �7
Oklahoma Cityc, OK �4.� ��.� ��.2 22.9 �6
Phoenix, AZ ��.6 �9.8 �.7 �7.2 22
Nashville, TN ��.4 24.6 �.4 �.7 7
Austin, TX �2.0 9.5 �7.2 7.0 5
Boston, MA �0.8 8.� 9.7 �4.8 �2
Tulsa, OK �0.6 20.6 6.0 4.9 6
Fort Worth, TX 9.7 �9.9 4.� 4.� 8
Oakland, CA 9.5 �4.6 6.6 4.6 7
Honolulu, HI 9.4 �9.7 2.6 6.8 5
Kansas City, MO 9.2 ��.2 �.0 7.2 ��
Dallas, TX 9.� �8.� 2.6 5.� �7
San Antonio, TX 8.9 �5.� 2.9 9.6 �7
Jacksonville, FL 8.8 �4.4 2.6 �.4 7
Sacramento, CA 8.� 8.5 4.4 �0.9 4
Houstonc, TX 8.� �9.5 �.6 �.5 2�
Seattle, WA 7.0 6.� 5.9 4.2 4
Omaha, NE 5.7 ��.� �.8 0.8 �
Charlotte, NC 4.7 9.0 0.5 0.� 4
Albuquerque, NM 4.5 6.9 2.9 5.6 2
Portland, OR �.6 2.� 4.2 �.8 �
Denver, CO �.� �.� �.5 4.2 2
San Francisco, CA 2.8 �2.6 0.0 0.2 �
Tucson, AZ 2.7 2.8 �.8 �.� �
Las Vegas, NV 2.4 7.6 �.0 �.2 �
Indianapolis, IN 2.� 4.5 0.5 0.� �
Colorado Springs, CO 2.� �.4 �.9 2.5 �
Arlington, TX 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Mesa, AZ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
San Jose, CA 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Virginia Beach, VA 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0

UNITED STATES 10.3 18.6 5.9 13.8 2,510

a Extreme-poverty neighborhoods are census tracts in which at least 40 percent of the population lives in families with incomes below the federal poverty threshold.  Be-
cause census tracts, our proxy for neighborhoods, do not align exactly with city boundaries in all cases, these figures represent our best estimates of the true concentrated 
poverty rates in these cities in 2000.  In most cases, the census tracts analyzed slightly over-bound the city borders, so that the rates are estimated conservatively (since 
neighborhoods outside the city may contain more people but are not likely to exhibit extreme poverty). 
b  Louisville as of 2000, prior to the central city’s merger with Jefferson County, KY, in 2003.
c Discrepancy between city population and census-tract aggregate population exceeds 20 percent.  These cities have annexed significant suburban territory and thus their 
borders do not align well with census tracts.
Source: Census 2000
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The Utility’s failure to recover any material amount of its costs through its rates in a timely manner would have a material effect on 
PG&E Corporation’s and the Utility’s financial condition, results of operations, and cash flows.  

The Utility’s ability to procure electricity to meet customer demand at reasonable prices and recover procurement costs timely may be 
affected by increasing renewable energy requirements, new state cap-and trade regulations, and the continuing functioning of the 
wholesale electricity market in California.  

The Utility meets customer demand for electricity from a variety of sources, including electricity generated from the Utility’s 
own generation facilities, electricity provided by third parties under power purchase contracts, and purchases on the wholesale electricity 
market. The Utility must manage these sources using the principles of “least cost dispatch.” If the CPUC found that the Utility did not 
act prudently in following the principles of least cost dispatch, the CPUC could disallow costs that the CPUC determined the Utility 
incurred as a result of the imprudent action.  

The Utility enters into power purchase agreements, including contracts to purchase renewable energy, following competitive 
requests for offers. The Utility submits the winning contracts to the CPUC for approval and authorization to recover contract costs 
through rates. There is a risk that the contractual prices the Utility is required to pay will become uneconomic in the future for a variety 
of reasons, including developments in alternative energy technology, increased self-generation by customers, an increase in distributed 
generation, and lower customer demand due to economic conditions or the loss of the Utility’s customers to other generation providers. 
In particular, as the market for renewable energy develops in response to California’s new renewable energy requirements, there is a risk 
that the Utility’s contractual commitments could result in procurement costs that are higher than the market price of renewable energy in 
the future. This could create a further risk that the CPUC would disallow contract costs in the future if the CPUC determines that the 
costs are unreasonably above market. The Utility also may incur costs in connection with GHG cap-and-trade regulations adopted by the 
CARB pursuant to AB 32. The CARB will issue a fixed number of free emission allowances (i.e., the rights to emit GHGs), to the Utility 
that will be sold through the CARB-managed auction for the benefit of the Utility’s customers. The ultimate costs that the Utility incurs 
to purchase emission allowances and offsets on behalf of its customers may exceed the value of the auction revenues. It is uncertain how 
the Utility’s costs would be affected if federal or regional cap and trade programs are adopted.  

The Utility also purchases energy through the day-ahead wholesale electricity market operated by the CAISO. The amount of 
electricity the Utility purchases on the wholesale market fluctuates due to a variety of factors, including, the level of electricity generated 
by the Utility’s own generation facilities, changes in customer demand, periodic expirations or terminations of power purchase contracts, 
the execution of new power purchase contracts, fluctuation in the output of hydroelectric and other renewable power facilities owned or 
under contract by the Utility, and the implementation of new energy efficiency and demand response programs. The market prices of 
electricity also fluctuate. Although market mechanisms are designed to limit excessive prices, these market mechanisms could fail, or the 
related systems and software on which the market mechanisms rely may not perform as intended, which could result in excessive market 
prices. In addition, the Utility may incur costs to implement systems and software needed to adapt to new market features.  

Although procurement costs and costs to adapt to new market features are expected to be passed through to customers, there 
is a risk that, as rates rise to reflect these costs, increasing public pressure to reduce rates could cause the CPUC to disallow some of 
these costs and PG&E Corporation’s and the Utility’s financial condition, results of operations, and cash flows could be materially 
adversely affected.  

PG&E Corporation’s and the Utility’s financial results can be affected by the loss of Utility customers and decreased new customer 
growth due to municipalization, an increase in the number of community choice aggregators, increasing levels of “direct access,” 
and the development and integration of self-generation technologies.  

The Utility’s customers could bypass its distribution and transmission system by obtaining such services from other providers. 
This may result in stranded investment capital, loss of customer growth, and additional barriers to cost recovery. Forms of bypass of the 
Utility’s electricity distribution system include construction of duplicate distribution facilities to serve specific existing or new 
customers. In addition, municipalities could exercise their power of eminent domain to acquire the Utility’s facilities and use the 
facilities to provide utility service to the municipalities’ residents. The Utility may be unable to recover its investment in the distribution 
assets that it no longer owns. The Utility’s natural gas transmission facilities could risk being bypassed by interstate pipeline companies 
that construct facilities in the Utility’s markets, by customers who build pipeline connections that bypass the Utility’s natural gas 
transmission and distribution system, or by customers who use and transport liquefied natural gas.  
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  •   the ability of PG&E Corporation, the Utility, and their counterparties to access capital markets and other sources of credit in a timely manner on 

acceptable terms; 
  
  •   the amount of equity issued by PG&E Corporation in the future to fund equity contributions to the Utility to enable the Utility to maintain its authorized capital 

structure that will primarily depend on the timing and amount of charges and costs the Utility incurs that will not be recoverable through rates or insurance; and 

the ability of PG&E Corporation, the Utility, and other counterparties to access capital markets and other sources of credit in a timely manner on acceptable 

terms; 
  
  •   the impact of environmental remediation laws, regulations, and orders; the extent to which the Utility is able to recover compliance and remediation costs from 

third parties or through rates or insurance; and the ultimate amount of costs the Utility incurs in connection with the Hinkley natural gas compressor site, which 

are not recoverable through rates or insurance; 
  
  •   the loss of customers due to various forms of bypass and competition, including municipalization of the Utility's electric distribution facilities, 

increasing levels of "direct access," by which consumers procure electricity from alternative energy providers, and implementation of 

"community choice aggregation," which permits certain types of governmental bodies to purchase and sell electricity for their local residents 

and businesses; and 

  
  •   the outcome of federal or state tax audits and the impact of any changes in federal or state tax laws, policies, or regulations. 

For more information about the significant risks that could affect the outcome of these forward-looking statements and PG&E Corporation's and the Utility's future 

financial condition, results of operations, and cash flows, see the discussion in the section entitled "Risk Factors" in the 2011 Annual Report. PG&E Corporation and 

the Utility do not undertake an obligation to update forward-looking statements, whether in response to new information, future events, or otherwise. 
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  •   the outcome of future investigations or proceedings that may be commenced by the CPUC or other regulatory authorities relating to the Utility's compliance 

with laws, rules, regulations, or orders applicable to the operation, inspection, and maintenance of its electric and gas facilities (in addition to investigations 

or proceedings related to the San Bruno accident and natural gas matters); 
  
  •   the ultimate amount of additional costs the Utility incurs in 2012 and 2013, for incremental work to improve the safety and reliability of its electric and 

natural gas operations, that are not recovered through rates; 
  
  •   whether PG&E Corporation and the Utility are able to repair the reputational harm that they have suffered, and may suffer in the future, due to the San 

Bruno accident and the related civil litigation, the occurrence of adverse developments in the CPUC investigations or the criminal investigation, including 

any finding of criminal liability; 
  
  •   the level of equity contributions that PG&E Corporation must make to the Utility to enable the Utility to maintain its authorized capital structure as the 

Utility incurs charges and costs, including costs associated with natural gas matters and penalties imposed in connection with the pending investigations, that 

are not recoverable through rates or insurance; 
  
  •   the impact of environmental remediation laws, regulations, and orders; the ultimate amount of costs incurred to discharge the Utility's known and unknown 

remediation obligations; the extent to which the Utility is able to recover compliance and remediation costs from third parties or through rates or insurance; 

and the ultimate amount of costs the Utility incurs in connection with environmental remediation liabilities that are not recoverable through rates or 

insurance, such as the remediation costs associated with the Utility's natural gas compressor station site located near Hinkley, California; 
  
  •   the results of seismic studies the Utility is conducting that could affect the Utility's ability to continue operating its Diablo Canyon nuclear power plant 

("Diablo Canyon") or renew the operating licenses for Diablo Canyon, and the impact of new legislation, regulations, recommendations or policies 

applicable to the operations, security, safety, or decommissioning of nuclear facilities, the storage of spent nuclear fuel, seismic design, cooling water intake, 

or other issues; 
  
  •   the impact of weather-related conditions or events (such as storms, tornadoes, floods, drought, solar or electromagnetic events, and wildland and other fires), 

natural disasters (such as earthquakes, tsunamis, and pandemics), and other events (such as explosions, fires, accidents, mechanical breakdowns, equipment 

failures, human errors, and labor disruptions), as well as acts of terrorism, war, or vandalism, including cyber-attacks, that can cause unplanned outages, 

reduce generating output, disrupt the Utility's service to customers, or damage or disrupt the facilities, operations, or information technology and systems 

owned by the Utility, its customers, or third parties on which the Utility relies; and subject the Utility to third-party liability for property damage or personal 

injury, or result in the imposition of civil, criminal, or regulatory penalties on the Utility; 
  
  •   the impact of environmental laws and regulations aimed at the reduction of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases ("GHG"s), and whether the Utility is 

able to recover associated compliance costs, including the cost of emission allowances and offsets, that the Utility may incur under cap-and-trade 

regulations; 
  
  •   changes in customer demand for electricity ("load") and natural gas resulting from unanticipated population growth or decline in the Utility's service area, 

general and regional economic and financial market conditions, the extent of municipalization of the Utility's electric distribution facilities, changing levels 

of "direct access" customers who procure electricity from alternative energy providers, changing levels of customers who purchase electricity from 

governmental bodies that act as "community choice aggregators," and the development of alternative energy technologies including self-generation and 

distributed generation technologies; 
  
  •   the adequacy and price of electricity, natural gas, and nuclear fuel supplies; the extent to which the Utility can manage and respond to the volatility of energy 

commodity prices; the ability of the Utility and its counterparties to post or return collateral in connection with price risk management activities; and 

whether the Utility is able to recover timely its energy commodity costs through rates; 
  
  •   whether the Utility's information technology, operating systems and networks, including the newly installed advanced metering system infrastructure, 

customer billing, financial, and other systems, continue to function accurately; whether the Utility can modify its operating systems and networks as needed 

to timely implement "dynamic pricing" retail electric rates and comply with other requirements established by the CPUC; whether the Utility is able to 

protect its operating systems and networks from damage, disruption, or failure caused by cyber-attacks, computer viruses, or other hazards; whether the 

Utility's security measures are sufficient to protect confidential customer, vendor, and financial data 
  

45 
























	Appendix F PGECorporation_10K_2012.pdf
	0001193125-12-065537_cover.pdf
	 Cover Page 
	 FORM 10-K 
	Units of Measurement
	Business
	General
	Corporate Structure and Business
	Corporate and Other Information
	Employees

	Natural Gas Matters
	Cautionary Language Regarding Forward-Looking Statements
	PG&E Corporation's Regulatory Environment
	Federal Regulation
	State Regulation

	The Utility's Regulatory Environment
	Federal Regulation
	State Regulation
	Other Regulation
	Competition in the Electricity Industry
	Competition in the Natural Gas Industry

	Ratemaking Mechanisms
	Overview
	Electricity and Natural Gas Distribution and Electricity Generation Operations
	General Rate Cases
	Attrition Rate Adjustments
	Cost of Capital Proceedings

	Rate Recovery of Costs of New Electricity Generation Resources
	Overview
	Costs Incurred Under New Power Purchase Agreements
	Costs of Utility-Owned Generation Resource Projects

	DWR Electricity and DWR Revenue Requirements
	Electricity Transmission
	Transmission Owner Rate Cases

	Natural Gas
	Natural Gas Transmission and Storage Rate Cases
	Biennial Cost Allocation Proceeding
	Natural Gas Procurement
	Interstate and Canadian Natural Gas Transportation
	Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan


	Electric Utility Operations
	 Electricity Resources
	Owned Generation Facilities
	DWR Power Purchases
	Third-Party Power Purchase Agreements
	Renewable Generation Resources

	 Electricity Transmission
	 Electricity Distribution Operations
	2011 Electricity Deliveries
	Electricity Distribution Operating Statistics


	Natural Gas Utility Operations
	Natural Gas System
	2011 Natural Gas Deliveries



	 DESCRIPTION OF SHORT-TERM INCENTIVE PLAN FOR OFFICERS 
	 COMPUTATION OF RATIO OF EARNINGS TO FIXED CHARGES FOR PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC 
	 COMPUTATION OF RATIOS OF EARNINGS TO COMBINED FIXED CHARGES AND PREFERRED STOCK 
	 COMPUTATION OF RATIOS OF EARNINGS TO FIXED CHARGES FOR PG&E CORPORATION 
	 ANNUAL REPORT 
	 SUBSIDIARIES OF THE REGISTRANT 
	 CONSENT OF INDENDENT REGISTERED PUBLIC ACCOUNTING FIRM 
	 RESOLUTIONS OF THE BOARDS OF DIRECTORS AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF THE FORM 10K 
	 POWERS OF ATTORNEY 
	 CERTIFICATIONS OF THE CEO AND CFO OF PG&E CORPORATION 
	 CERTIFICATIONS OF THE CEO AND CFO OF THE PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
	 CERTIFICATIONS OF THE CEO AND CFO OF THE PG&E CORPORATION 
	 CERTIFICATIONS OF THE CEO AND CFO OF THE PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 





