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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Consider 
Strategies and Guidance for Climate 
Change Adaptation. 

Rulemaking 18-04-019 

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S RULING REGARDING JANUARY 15, 2020, 
WORKING GROUP REPORT ON TOPIC 5 

This ruling seeks comments on the attached Working Group Report on 

Topic 5, Climate Change Adaptation Data Decision-Making Framework 

(Attachment A), filed by Southern California Gas Company, with input from 

parties, in Rulemaking 18-04-019.  Parties are asked to review the information 

provided in the attached report and to provide comments no later than 

February 18, 2020, and reply comments no later than March 3, 2020.   

If you have already commented on any of the issues below in prior filings 

within this proceeding, please indicate if your position has changed on any of the 

issues in this round of comments. 

1. What is the purpose of the vulnerability assessment in the energy
utility context?

A. Should vulnerability assessments primarily be for the purpose
of avoiding building new assets in a potentially vulnerable
location, mitigating effects on existing assets, or both?  Should
they address utility operations and services as well as
infrastructure?
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B. Should the vulnerability assessment serve as a base from
which to build an adaptation plan?  If yes, how so?  If not,
state why not, and what else could be used as a basis to craft
an adaptation plan.

C. May the assessment be used to determine which climate
resilience effort(s) (such as infrastructure improvement) to
carry out?

2. Should the Department of Water Resources’ (DWR’s)
methodology for assessing vulnerability be adopted here for
energy utilities?  The strategy provides a two-step methodology
that 1) combines exposure and sensitivity to determine risk, and
2) combines risk and adaptive capacity to determine
vulnerability.

3. Should off-ramps be included – e.g., if exposure is deemed low
for a particular facility, should utilities end the analysis?

4. If DWR’s methodology is applicable for energy utilities, what
criteria should be used to consider and apply climate risks to key
utility functions (generation, transmission, distribution and
storage) and to major investments in long useful-life, climate
vulnerable assets?  How should those criteria be evaluated
against key utility functions?

5. How should scope for the vulnerability assessments be defined?

A. If operations and services are included in scope, what
operations and services should be identified and analyzed?

B. Should the utilities include within scope facilities that they do
not own but which utilities have some ability to influence
(e.g., long-term contracts for energy, capacity, reliability)?

6. Should a flexible adaptation pathway approach as ICF discussed
at the Topic 5 workshop be adopted to facilitate long-term
planning?  Explain how.

7. Does the vulnerability assessment facilitate a flexible adaptation
pathway approach?  Give examples if yes.
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8. What should the Commission adopt for purposes of vulnerability 
assessments as definitions for exposure, sensitivity, risk and 
adaption.  Should it adopt such definitions?  Why/why not?

9. Vulnerability assessments - mechanics

A. Is the staff proposal to update the vulnerability assessments 
every three years appropriate?  DWR plans to update every 
five years.

B. Should utilities that have undertaken United States 
Department of Energy vulnerability assessments be allowed to 
update those assessments as their first submissions to the 
Commission in lieu of entirely new vulnerability assessments?

C. Should updates to the vulnerability assessments align with the 
general rate case (GRC) cycle?  If so, should they be due at the 
same time, or should they be staggered so the vulnerability 
assessments may be used to inform the utilities’ GRC requests?

D. What should be the intermediate and long-term time horizons 
for vulnerability assessments?  30 years?  50 years?  Should 
there be multiple time frames for different climate change 
adaptation objectives?

E. What assets should be included in energy utility vulnerability 
assessments?

F. Should vulnerability assessments include operations and 
services as well as infrastructure?

G. How can IOUs best incorporate community feedback into 
their vulnerability assessments and future climate adaptation 
plans?

H. How can the utilities best work with local governments and 
planning departments to ensure mutually supportive work?

I. Should the Commission identify the universe of climate 
variables analyzed in the vulnerability assessments, or should 
it identify a minimum set of variables to analyze?  (E.g., DWR 
analyzed changes in wildfires, extreme heat, sea level rise, 
long-term persistent hydrological changes, short-term extreme
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hydrological changes, and habitat and ecosystems, but did not 
analyze precipitation directly.) 

10. Alignment of vulnerability assessments with annual
infrastructure and capacity planning efforts

A. Should energy utilities have “climate change teams” with
representatives across departments?

B. How can the Commission best ensure that climate planning
and adaptation functions within the utilities are prioritized at
the most senior executive or board levels?

C. Should the Commission require the utilities add climate
planning and adaptation related positions at the most senior
executive or board levels?

D. How should the Commission require utilities to incorporate
vulnerability assessments into annual capacity planning?

E. Should the vulnerability assessments include review of effects
of climate change on consumer demand for energy?

F. How should the Commission analyze green and sustainable
infrastructure alternatives to utility infrastructure investments
(using natural systems to achieve infrastructure goals.
E.g., protecting coastal infrastructure by enhancing or
rehabilitating coastal wetlands in lieu of seawalls)?  Should
the Commission require utilities to analyze green
infrastructure alternatives when proposing climate adaptation
measures?

G. Should the vulnerability assessment process be viewed as a
complement to the Risk Assessment Mitigation Phase process
as proposed by Pacific Gas and Electric Company?  Should it
be an independent planning process?

H. How should the results or insights of vulnerability
assessments be systematically incorporated into the utility
planning process?

I. Should vulnerability assessments look at the long term
(10 years to 50 years) separately from annual capacity
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planning and climate risks in the short term (10 years and 
under)? 

J. As part of the vulnerability assessment, should the
Commission order a system-wide review to determine which
areas/assets/operations are low or high risk, or allow the
utilities to limit the scope of their analysis to
areas/assets/operations which are in their view high risk?

11. Review the IOU vulnerability assessments submitted in response
to the Administrative Law Judge’s November 14, 2019 ruling and
discuss whether and how such assessments may be used in this
proceeding.  May any submitted vulnerability assessment form
the basis of vulnerability assessments to be carried out as a result
of this proceeding?  If so, how?

12. There will be no working group for Topic 3, as it appears to be
other topics for which working groups have already met.  Topic 3
as outlined in the scoping memo is attached as Attachment B.

With your Topic 5 comments, submit any Topic 3 comments you
believe are not covered by your Topic 5 comments.

13. Discuss any other matter raised in Topic 5 not covered above.

IT IS RULED that: 

1. Comments on the attached Working Group Report on Topic 5, Climate

Change Adaptation Data Decision-Making Framework are to be filed with the 

Commission by February 18, 2020, and reply comments are to be filed by 

March 3, 2020.   

2. All parties shall indicate in their opening comments whether they have 

changed any of the positions they took earlier in the proceeding if covered in the 

questions in this ruling, and if so, how. 
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3. Since Topic 3 appears to be covered by other topics in Phase 1 of this 

proceeding, parties shall include in their comments a discussion of any Topic 3 

matters not raised in their Topic 5 (or earlier) comments.  A summary of Topic 3 

appears as Attachment B. 

Dated January 29, 2020, at San Francisco, California.   
 

  /s/  SARAH R. THOMAS  
  Sarah R. Thomas  

Administrative Law Judge 
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3. Guidelines for Utility Climate Adaptation Assessment and Planning 

Purpose:  Develop recommendations as to how the CPUC and IOUs should 

select climate-related inputs for their planning and operations. 

Questions that could be addressed in this working group session: 

 Should key climate-related inputs be developed for use by proceedings 
and IOUs? If so,  

o Which inputs should be developed? 

 E.g., sample temperatures for selected future years, to 
be used to calculate anything from cooling degree days 
to transmission line losses. 

o Who should develop them? 

o What assumptions should go into these inputs? 

 Can such assumptions be universal, or do they need to 
vary depending on application type? 

o How would inputs and assumptions be updated 
over time? 

o How would this approach leave room for other 
Commission proceedings and for the IOUs to 
make appropriate decisions and proposals in 
other long-term planning and investment 
contexts? 

 Should the CPUC (instead of the above) develop criteria for IOUs (and 
CPUC staff) to determine their own inputs as needed for climate-impacted 
planning and operations? 
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o If so, what should these criteria be?

E.g., use Cal-Adapt where possible, use weather-related
data from the last x years only, extrapolate out to
2050 using methodology x, consider the xth percentile
worst case climate-dependent inputs for all safety
issues, appropriate use of (or limits on) averages.

o How would criteria be updated over time?

o How would this approach leave room for other
Commission proceedings and for the IOUs to
make appropriate decisions and proposals in
other long-term planning and investment
contexts?

(End of Attachment B)
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