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Re: Requestfor Review oflndustry Division Disposition of Waymo LLC Advice
Letter 0002 (Tier 2)

Dear Consumer Protection & Enforcement Division,

In accordance with General Order 96-B Rule 7.6.3, the County of San Mateo hereby
requests that the California Public Utilities Commission (“CPUC”) review the Consumer
Protection & Enforcement Division’s (“CPED”) Disposition of Waymo LLC’s Advice Letter
0002, dated March l, 2024. San Mateo County Supervisor, David Canepa, has expressed

particular interest in and seeks this review. San Mateo County filed a protest to Waymo’s Advice
Letter on February 8, 2024.

San Mateo County contends that the CPED’S disposition is unlawful or erroneous for at
least the following reasons:

o The “quick and simplified” advice letter review process, which is intended for “requests

that are expected neither to be controversial nor raise important policy questions,” is
insufficient to develop the evidence necessary to fully understand the potential public
safety and environmental impacts and issues Waymo’s expansion into San Mateo
County will create, including accounting for the differing needs and hurdles Waymo
will face operating in San Mateo County as compared to the City and County of San
Francisco (“CCSF”).1

l General Order 96-B Rule 5,1, 7.4.2(5).
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An evidentiary hearing is necessary before the Commission finally approves Waymo’s
Advice Letter because material disputed facts exist about the safety of Waymo’s
autonomous vehicles (“AVS”) and the potential environmental impacts of expansion?

Approval of Waymo’s Advice Letter without environmental review violates the
California Environmental Quality Act, Pub. Res. Code, § 21000, et seq.3

Approval of Waymo’s Advice Letter without the Commission adopting additional

public safety protections is an abuse of discretion and violates the legal mandate that
CPUC “promote carrier and public safety through its safety enforcement regulations.”

(Pub. Util. Code, § 5352, subd. (a).)

Approval ofthe Advice Letter is unjust and unreasonable because it is premised on the
Commission’s prior approval of Waymo’s Advice Letter 0001, which decision is now
being appealed by the City and County of San Francisco in the California Supreme
Court and Court of Appeal.4 Resolution of Waymo’s Advice Letter 0002 should not

proceed until the legal issues raised by that appeal are resolved.

CPED’s disposition of the Advice Letter was not a ministerial act.5

The protests ofthe Advice Letter, including San Mateo County’s, were made on proper
grounds, cannot be rejected on a technical basis, and are not clearly erroneous. 6

For these reasons, the County of San Mateo requests full Commission review of Waymo’s
Advice Letter.

Very truly yours,

General Order 96-B Rules 5.3, 7.4.1, 7.4.2(5), 7.6.1.
3 General Order 96-B Rule 7.4.2(2).

(See City and County ofSan Francisco, et al. v. Public Utilities Commission ofthe State of
California, Case No. 3283446 (Cal. S. Ct.); City and Counzy ofSan Francisco, et al. v. Public Utilities
Commission oftlze State ofCalifornia, Case No. A169262 (Cal. Ct. App.).)

4

5 General Order 96—B Rule 7.6. 1.
6 General Order 96-B Rule 7.6. 1.

By:
John D. Nibbelin, County Attorney

cc: San Mateo County Supervisors
Michael Callagy, County Executive
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