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DECISION ON ENERGY UTILITY CLIMATE CHANGE VULNERABILITY
ASSESSMENTS AND CLIMATE ADAPTATION IN DISADVANTAGED
COMMUNITIES (PHASE 1, TOPICS 4 AND 5)
Summary

This decision takes steps to ensure the energy utilities we regulate are
prepared to upgrade their infrastructure, operations and services to adapt to
climate change, and to ensure safe and reliable energy service to all Californians
- including those most vulnerable and disadvantaged.

At its essence, climate change adaptation for California’s investor-owned
energy utilities (IOUs or energy utilities) focuses on incorporating the best
available climate science into utility infrastructure, operations and eperational
planningservices for the long -term to help ensure provision of resilient and
reliable service to all customers. The purpose of this Rulemaking and the
guidance adopted herein is to provide a forum for addressing how energy
utilities should plan and prepare for increased operational risks due to changing
climate conditions and heightened risks from wildfires, extreme heat, extreme
storms, drought, subsidence and sea level rise, among other climate change
phenomena. Energy utilities need this guidance to plan to continue to fulfill
their mission to provide safe, reliable, and affordable service in the future’s more
difficult operating environment.

This decision weaves together two questions: (1) how should the energy
utilities we regulate assess and adapt to California’s vulnerabilities caused by
climate change, and (2) how should the utilities engage with the most vulnerable
and disadvantaged communities on climate adaptation se-therelated to the u
tilities”_infrastructure, operations and services so these communities are not left

behind the rest of the state.
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We reach the following conclusions in this decision:

1. Topic 4: Disadvantaged Vulnerable Communities
a. The communities most vulnerable to climate change
will be referred to as Disadvantaged Vulnerable
Communities (DVCs).

b. DVCs, which require special attention for climate
adaptation purposes when utilities begin making
infrastructure, eperationaloperations and
servieeservices changes as part of their climate
adaptation efforts, will consist of: The 25% highest
scoring census tracts according to the California
Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool
(CalEnviroScreen);! all California tribal lands; census
tracts with median household incomes less than 60% of
state median income; and census tracts that score in the
highest 5% of Pollution Burden within CalEnviroScreen;
but do not receive an overall CalEnviroScreen score due
to unreliable public health and socioeconomic data.

d. The largeenergy-investorowneedwtilities ({OUs)-the-
Commissienregulates] OUs will be required to lead a

process of community engagement with all DVCs as
they develop vulnerability assessments due to climate
change impacts. FThelOUsEach IOU will describe such

engagement in a Community Engagement Plan dueno-

laterthan 90-daysfrom-theeffective date-of this-
Locision. Sl - o T D]

will-be-filed every four years, 380-eaysone year before

theirt he filing date of the vulnerability assessment.

e. The Community Engagement Plan will include, among
other things, an-analysisa discussion of how IOUs

promote equity related to the [OUs’ climate adaptations

in DVCs based on the communities” adaptive capacity.
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f. The IOUs will survey DVCs and community-based
organizations (CBOs) to assess the effectiveness of-
thetheir community outreach and engagement. The

IOUs will file the results of the surveys everyfouryears
in a survey report—Fhe first surveyreportis-due-on
Jane30,2021-Surveyresults due, every four vears, one
year after the filing date of the vulnerability a

ssessments. Survey reports will be used to improve
thef uture Community Engagement Plans.

2. Topic 5: Vulnerability Assessments

a. The IOUs’ vulnerability assessments will be-
submittedf iled every four years aecordingtoin a
lignment with the timing of each IOU’s General Rate
Case eyelescycle as detailed in this decision. The IOUs”_

Inerabili ments will be fil Tier2 A

Letter by the same day as the filing of the IOU’s Risk
A ment Mitigation Ph RAMP lication.

b. Vulnerability assessments will focus on climate risks to
operations and serviceservices as well as to utility assets
over which IOUs have direct control; options for
dealing with vulnerabilities, ranging from easy fixes, w
here applicable, to more complicated, longer term
mitigation; exposure to climate risk of facilities IOUs
have third-party contracts with for power, capacity, or
reliability; green and sustainable remedies for the
vulnerable infrastructure; and how to promote equity in
DVCs.

c. Vulnerability assessments will focus on the following
climate impacts: temperature, sea level, variations in
precipitation (snowpack, extreme precipitation events,
long-term precipitation trends, drought, subsidence),
wildfire, and cascading impacts/compounding
incidents.

d. The key time frame to be considered by the
vulnerability assessment will be the next 20-30 years.
Vulnerability assessments will also include an

-4 -
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intermediate time frame of the next 10-20 years and a
long-term time frame of the next 30-50 years.

e. Funding will be part of a separate ratesetting process.
IOUs will set up memorandum accounts, the “Climate
Adaptation Vulnerability Assessment Memorandum
Account - CAVAMA?” for the purpose of tracking costs
directly related to the vulnerability assessments erdered-
in-this-deeisionand the related community engagement.

f. 10Us will ereatedesignate “climate change teams”
across departments, with cross-departmental
responsibilities and that will report directly-and-

independently to an executive at thea senior vice

president level or above. In addition, all board

members will takerespensibilityforoversee climate

adaptation planning for infrastructure, operations; and
services.

This proceeding remains open.

1. Procedural Background

The Commission opened this climate adaptation rulemaking on April 26,
2018.2 The proceeding was motivated by statewide policy directives, recent
climate events, as well as advancements in - and availability of —climate science
data and tools for evaluating-the-datamaking informed decisions. Climate
change adaptation planning in a time of worsening climate impacts is a prudent
step to ensure the safety and reliability of the investments and operations of all C
alifornia investor-owned utilities.

This is the second of two decisions issued in Phase 1 of thethis

Rulemaking. As outlined in thet his Rulemaking, Phase 1 of this proceeding
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considers the following five topics; Decision (D.) 19-10-054° addressed Topics 1
and 2, and this decision addresses Topics 4 and 5: *

1. Definition of climate adaptation for utilities;

2. Appropriate data sources, models, and tools for climate
adaptation decision-making;

3. Guidelines for utility climate adaptation assessment and
planning;*

4. Identification and prioritization of actions to address theclimate
change related needs of vulnerable and disadvantaged
communities; and

5. Framework for climate-related decision-making and
accountability.

Further, one issue from Topic 2 - a January 2019 Staff Proposal to establish

a “Technical Advisory Group” - was also moved to Topic 5 and changed to a

proposal for the utilities to rely on expertsexpert input to determine which
studies can be used to examine climate impacts on utility infrastructure,

operations and services in their vulnerability assessments. D.19-10-054 at 4749,
Hence, this decision completes Phase 1 of the proceeding.

The following California investor-owned electric and natural gas utilities_
(IOUs or energy utilities) are respondents to this Rulemaking: Pacific Gas and
Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Edison Company (SCE), San
Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E), Southern California Gas Company
(SoCalGas), PacifiCorp, Liberty Utilities (CalPeco Electric) LLC, Bear Valley

3 D.19-10-054, Decision on Phase 1 Topics 1 and 2 (October 24, 2019) is available on the
C Y bsi )
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Electric Service, Southwest Gas, Alpine Natural Gas Operating Company, Lodi
Gas Storage, Wild Goose Storage, Central Valley Storage, and Gill Ranch Storage.
According to the Scoping Memo, the entities filing as the California Association
of Small and Multi-Jurisdictional Utilities and Independent Storage Providers are
not required to participate in Phase 1. California investor-owned
telecommunications and water utilities were invited but not required to
participate in Phase 1, and they did not participate. The Scoping Memo adopted
a working group process for developing the issues under five topics, including
Topics 4 and 5.

On Topic 4, staff issued a proposal (attached to the June 25, 2019 ruling
described below).? The Topic 4 working group met twice, on March 25, 2019
and May 21, 2019. Following the two meetings, a working group report on
“Climate Vulnerable and Disadvantaged Communities” (Topic 4 Report) was
prepared and served on parties by ruling Administrative Law Judge (AL]) Ruling
dated June 25, 2019. ¢

Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), California Environmental
Justice Alliance (CEJA) and Leadership Counsel jointly (CEJA/LC), California
Public Advocates Office (CalPA), Green Power Institute (GPI), PG&E, SCE,
SDG&E, SoCalGas (with the 4 utilities also filing jointly as Joint Utilities) filed
Opening Comments on the Topic 4 Report on July 12, 2019. Small Business
Utility Advocates (SBUA), CalPA/NRDC (jointly), CEJA/LC, GRID Alternatives

% The Topic 4 staff proposal appears as Appendix A te-this-decisionhereto.

% For both Topic 4 and 5, a utility prepared the report at the direction of the assigned AL]J, but
the report summarizes the working group discussions and was edited by Commission staff.
Parties were allowed to review the report before it was submitted to the Commission, and
AL]J rulings on June 25, 2019 (Topic 4) and January 29, 2020 (Topic 4) gave parties an
opportunity to comment on the reports.

_7-
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(GRID), PG&E, SCE, SDG&E and SoCalGas filed Reply Comments on the Topic 4
Report on July 26, 2019.

On Topic 5, an initial staff proposal was sent to the service list on October
22,2019.” The parties attended a working group session addressing these topics
and proposals on November 15, 2019. On January 16, 26202020, SoCalGas

submitted its summary of the working group discussion in a staff-reviewed

Topic 5 Report. An Administrative bLawJadge’s{ALJs)rulingAl] Ruling on
January 29, 20202020, issued the Topic 5 Report for comment and asked

questions that form the basis for the Topic 5 discussion in this decision. PG&E,
SoCalGas, SCE, SDG&E, CEJA/LC, CalPA, GPI, NRDC and SBUA filed Opening
Comments on February 18, 2020. With the exception of NRDC and SBUA, the
same parties filed Reply Comments on March 3, 2020.

2. Topic 4 - Identification and Prioritization of Actions
to Address the Climate Change Related Needs of
Vulnerable and Disadvantaged Communities

Topic 4 focuses on three questions:

1. What is an appropriate definition of vulnerable and
disadvantaged communities in the context of climate
adaptation? What are the special needs of these
communities that should be addressed?

2. How should utilities and the Commission include these
communities in their efforts to identify and prioritize
climate adaptation investments?

3. How should investments and other activities benefitting
these communities in the context of climate change impacts
be identified and prioritized?

The Topic 4 staff report proposes the following definition of vulnerable

and disadvantaged communities:

7 The Topic 5 staff proposal is Appendix B te-this-decisionhereto.
-8-
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Vulnerable communities experience heightened risk and
increased sensitivity to climate change and have less capacity
and fewer resources to cope with, adapt to, or recover from
climate impacts. These disproportionate effects are caused by
physical (built and environmental), social, political, and/or
economic factor(s), which are exacerbated by climate impacts.

Staff proposes that the definition include the 25% highest scoring census

tracts according to CalEnviroScreen, along with tribal lands and census tracts

with median household incomes less than 80% of area or state median income.

With regard to reaching out to and collaborating with such vulnerable and

disadvantaged communities (community engagement), staff proposes the

following:*®

Build enough time into the vulnerability assessment
process to allow for community engagement and
partnership.

Develop and maintain partnerships with DVCs and their

representatives across the investor-ewned-utilities(IOUs"}

service territory.

The Commission and IOUs should work with the
community to build capacity to participate in Commission
processes and create long-term relationships with
community groups.

The Commission and IOUs should work with communities
to maximize community member participation through
meeting logistics and planning.

The Commission and IOUs should build on the best
practices for community engagement that they and other
organizations have identified and implemented, and
collaborate, when appropriate, with existing efforts at the
cPUCcCommission and in Statestate government.

IOUs can consider how best to connect community
members with appropriate agencies to address requests for

8 The Topic 4 staff proposal is Appendix A te-this-deeisionhereto.

-9.
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adaptation investments/activities that are not within the
IOU’s jurisdiction.

We discuss each of the Topic 4 questions below.

2.1. Question 1: What is an Appropriate
Definition of Vulnerable and
Disadvantaged Communities in the
Context of Climate Adaptation; What are
the Special Needs of These Communities
That Should Be Addressed?

2.1.1. Definition
2.1.1.1. Party Comments — Definition

Question 1 of Topic 4 focuses on the definition of vulnerable and
disadvantaged communities for climate adaptation purposes and identification
of the special needs of such communities. The parties addressing the definition
make the following arguments:

e The Commission should not use the term “disadvantaged
communities” for purposes of climate adaptation since it is
a term used in statute and applied in many contexts and it
may be confusing to use the same term for climate
adaptation purposes.

e Traditional definitions of disadvantaged communities are
too limiting in the context of climate adaptation, arguing
that the climate vulnerability of a community may only be
loosely tied to its socioeconomic status.

e Defining climate vulnerability requires considering both
the socioeconomic characteristics of a community and that
community's exposure to climate-driven impacts.

e The Commission should use the term “climate vulnerable”
communities and not the proposed “disadvantaged
communities” designation when identifying communities
most at risk of suffering from the impacts of climate
change on utility infrastructure and the utility’s ability to
reliably provide energy service.

-10 -
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e The definition of vulnerable and disadvantaged
communities should focus on their risk of having energy
service affected by impacts to infrastructure from climate
change-driven hazards. The ability of such communities to
withstand and adapt to loss of energy services from utility

infrastructure impacts, such as a power outage, should also
be included.

e The definition for climate adaptation purposes should rely
on the staff proposals regarding CalEnviroScreen, tribal
lands and income levels.

e The Commission should rely on California Department of
Public Health’s CalBRACE Climate Change & Health
Vulnerability Indicators for California (CCHVIz) or
Cal-Adapt, or the Healthy Places Index discussed during
the second Working Group, instead of CalEnviroScreen.

e The Commission should change the income levels staff
suggests.

e All disadvantaged communities should be categorized as
vulnerable to climate change and therefore assessed for
vulnerability, rather than creating a binary choice of either
assessing a community or not. Others oppose this
approach.

e Some discuss whether other community characteristics,
such as “risk sensitivity;” and “adaptive capacity,” should
be criteria for including a community.

¢ One party suggests including small businesses in the
definition on the assertion that 40-50 percent of businesses
that shut down during a disaster do not reopen.

2.1.1.2. Discussion — Definition

We adopt the staff definition of communities that are the most vulnerable
to climate change; and call such communities “Disadvantaged Vulnerable
Communities;” or DVCs. As discussed in the “Median Income” Section below,
we modify the staff proposal to include state median income and not area
median income:

-11 -
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A DVC for purposes of this proceeding consists of
communities in the 25% highest scoring census tracts
according to the most current versions of the California
Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool
(CalEnviroScreen), as well as all California tribal lands, census
tracts that score in the highest 5% of Pollution Burden within
CalEnviroScreen, but do not receive an overall
CalEnviroScreen score due to unreliable public health and
socioeconomic data, and census tracts with median household
incomes less than 60% of state median income.

We include the term “disadvantaged” because the Commission has
applied the term to include communities that require extra funding, outreach
and attention due to socioeconomic factors, pollution burden, and adaptive
capacity.®’ To ensure that it is clear that the reference is to disadvantaged
communities that are also exceptionally vulnerable to climate change because of

their disadvantage, we add the term “vulnerable” to the description.

DVCs will require extra attention in order to easurepromote equity when

the IOUs begin making infrastructure, eperationaloperations and serviceservices

changes as part of their climate adaptation efforts. As the Commission found in

© Parties-seeking information? Information on the Commission’s work on behalf of
disadvantaged communities sheuld-eonsulican be found on the Commission’s webpage at

https:/fwww-epueca-gov/discomthttps:/ /www.cpuc.ca.gov/discom/._The term
z iv ity” i r ion 2.1.2., herein. The term ” iv ity” i

further addressed below.
10 . .

data sources used to identify and determine DVCs in the territory, for example - tribal lands a
s identified by the U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs, accessed and obtained August 2020. IOUs should
| il lable for d load bv il bli

-12 -
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D.19-10-054 (the first decision on Phase 1 of this proceeding), DVCs may need
additional resources over other communities in order to ensure that they are
treated equitably in response to climate change:

Certain groups [are] likely to require additional prioritization
for protections in the adaptation context (e.g., vulnerable and
disadvantaged communities, and low-income customers.)
This should be considered in detail in Working Group Topic 4
and 5.711

The term “prioritization” does not mean that DVCs will necessarily be
treated first. It may be, for example, that a highly populated area near the ocean
requires attention before a rural inland community due to the potential for sea
level rise. Similarly, a very hot inland community may require adaptation
measures before a cooler coastal community due to temperature changes caused
by climate change. “Prioritization” in this context means that a community that
is a DVC may require extra resources, and more engagement and attention,
because it is less able to fund or organize adaptation efforts on its own.

The key is to ensure equity - recognition that some communities may need
extra financial, educational, supportive service and other assistance due to their
characterization as DVCs. Such communities are vulnerable socioeconomically
and therefore will have difficulty adapting to climate change due to their
inability to afford resiliency measures that other; wealthier communities may be
able to afford. They also are communities at specific danger of climate change
impacts of various types. Hence, a DVC has both high socioeconomic burden
and high exposure to one or more adverse climate impacts. Such communities

will require specific attention and extra resources to adapt to climate change.

“11D.19-10-054 at 25 (citations omitted; emphasis in original). This decision is available on the_
- ‘ssion’s website at:
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2.1.2. Adaptive Capacity
2.1.2.1. Party Comments — Adaptive Capacity

The staff report points out that adaptive capacity contributes to
communities” vulnerability in the context of climate adaptation. Thus, when a
community’s adaptive capacity is low, relative to exposure and sensitivity, a
community is more vulnerable. In comparison _the staff report notes that, a
community with higher adaptive capacity, relative to exposure and sensitivity, is

less vulnerable. Vulnerability The staff report further point out that, v

ulnerability occurs on a spectrum, and this spectrum should be considered in
definingr esponding to DVCs.

CEJA/LC ask the Commission to adopt the following definition of
adaptive capacity:

The broad range of responses and adjustments to daily and
extreme climate change-related events available to
communities. This includes the ability and resources
communities have to moderate potential damages, take
advantage of opportunities, and cope with consequences.
CEJA/LC Topic 4 Opening Comments at 13.

SCE also suggests that the determination of communities” climate
vulnerability include an initial understanding of the communities” adaptive
capacity. The Joint Utilities likewise state that “’[c]limate vulnerability’-in the
context of utility adaptation should consider adaptive capacity to climate-driven
impacts to utility infrastructure.”2 Joint Utilities” Topic 4- Opening Comments-at
5-

2.1.2.2. Discussion — Adaptive Capacity
We agree with CEJA /LC that vulnerability assessments by IOUs for DVCs

on utility infrastructure, operations and services shall include an analysis of their

1270int Utilities” Topic 4 Opening Comments (July 12, 029) at 5.

-14 -
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adaptive capacity, and we define the term as CEJA/LC propose. When IOUs
begin to seek funding to adapt their infrastructure, operations and services to
DVCs, such requests shallmay include extra treatment, including funding,
outreach and education, to promote equity between communities with low
adaptive capacity and those outside of DVCs with highhigher incomes or ether-
indicia-of strong-ability to-adapt-to-climate-changewith higher adaptive capacity.

The Commission and IOUs will have to identify resources to
ensurepromote equity. Hence, the IOUs” vulnerability assessments should
identify areas in need of extra funding, outreach, and education, and parties may
weigh in on such areas_pertainin ility infrastr r rations and s
ervices. However, requests for funding equity needs should be included either in
the IOUs” General Rate Cases (GRCs),-aseparateratesetting proceeding orin
applications filed by the IOUs, or other separate proceedings.

Nonetheless, in preparing their vulnerability assessments (and
Community Engagement Plans discussed later in this decision), IOUs shall
include in the vulnerability assessments an analysis of (and in the Community E
ngagement Plans a discussion of) how they promote equity in DVCs based on
their adaptive capacity. In determining levels of adaptive capacity, IOUs shall
consult with and rely-enconsider advice from DVCs and the other parties to this
proceeding that submitted comments on the issue.

In eiseussingaddressing adaptive capacity in both the vulnerability
assessment and Community Engagement Plan, the IOUs should include a
discussion of whether extra funding will be sought in the future, along with a_

discussion of any extra outreach and education that IOUs will need to conduct in

order to achievepromote equity.Sinee-vulnerability®-assessments-themselves-will-
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teractual-adaptation-measures: Vulnerability assessments shall also discuss

equity considerations so DVCs are not left behind due to their inability to garner

their own resources to fund climate adaptation measures_pertaining to utility i
nfrastructure, operations and services.

2.1.3. Tools to Identify DVCs
2.1.3.1. Party Comments — Tools to Identify DVCs

Staff proposes that the Commission use CalEnviroScreen to determine
which communities are DVCs. PG&E and SCE recommend reliance instead on
the California Department of Public Health’s California Building Resilience
Against Climate Effects (CalBRACE),? Climate Change & Health Vulnerability
Indicators-Feel (CCHVIz).”4 The CCHVIz teelconsiders indicators in three
domains:*

e Environmental exposures - the magnitude, frequency, and
duration of an environmental exposure or disease risk.

e Population sensitivity - the physiological and
socioeconomic factors which directly or indirectly affect
the degree to which a population is impacted by
climate-related changes.

e Adaptive capacity - the broad range of responses and
adjustments to the impact of climate change, including the

Healthl the Offlce of Health Egulty_SJALP_bSJie_a.t._ -
https: / /www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/OHE/Pages/CC- Health Vulnerab1htv Indlcators aspx.
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capacity to moderate potential damages, take advantage of
opportunities, and cope with the consequences.

CEJA/LC advocate using Cal-Adapt®as a primary data tool for
adaptation planning given its ability to overlay the CalEnviroScreen data. This
data includes evaluation of pollution sources and community vulnerability given
socioeconomic criteria, and scores census tracts in California based on their
combined pollution burden and population characteristics. Users of Cal-Adapt
are able to view and compare predicted climate changes within and between
disadvantaged communities.**!® CEJA /LC also state that community-based
organizations (CBOs) can provide more specific information about differences in
community vulnerabilities and adaptation needs than provided by
CalEnviroScreen, and that utilities should use such information in their climate
adaptation planning when considering community vulnerabilities and
prioritization of disadvantaged and vulnerable communities.

2.1.3.2. Discussion — Tools to Identify DVCs

Staff’s reliance on CalEnviroScreen with modifications is appropriate for
definitional purposes in this proceeding. To the extent the CCHVIz/CalBRACE
tool that SCE and PG&E rely upon in their comments assist in determining
DVCs, the IOUs may use that tool as well. Similarly, Cal-Adapt tools may be
used, as CEJA /LC suggest.

However, ether-tools such as CCHVIz or Cal-Adapt should not be used to

exclude communities from BVCstatus-ifusing CalEnvireSereen-or-theruraland-

Cmmlssmn and Callforma Strateglc Growth Council. Cal -Adapt is avallable at: h
ttps:/ / cal- adapt org/.e

and “Tools at 41112, These Comments are available on the Commission’s websﬁe at:
https: / /docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=AL1 &DoclD=287361776.
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triballands-werefer-to-inthe definition of DVCs weuld-inclade-themadopted by

this decision.

2.1.4. Tribal and Rural Communities
2.1.4.1. Party Comments — Tribal and Rural Communities

Most parties agree with staff that CalEnviroScreen alone is insufficient to
identify all DVCs for purposes of climate adaptation. CEJA/LC state that many
communities - especially disadvantaged unincorporated communities (DUCs) in
rural areas - are too small to be identified by the census-level data relied on in
CalEnviroScreen. CEJA/LC assert that DUCs are some of the most vulnerable
communities in the state and therefore request that they be included in any
definition the Commission establishes here. CEJA/LC point to tools to aid in
this identification in their comments.*?!”

2.1.4.2. Discussion — Tribal and Rural Communities

We agree with staff’s proposal to expand on the output of CalEnviroScreen
in order to capture tribal lands and the low or sparsely populated census tracts
that score in the highest 5% of Pollution Burden within CalEnviroScreen; but do
not receive an overall CalEnviroScreen score due to unreliable public health and
socioeconomic data, including all California tribal lands. While the populations
of these communities may be small, certain rural and tribal communities may be
equally in need of climate adaptation regarding the utility infrastructure, o
perations and services as larger communities in appropriate situations. To__

identify California tribal lands, for purposes of the definition of DVCs, IOUs

should use data from the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian

217 Senate Bill 244 Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities Assessment, October 2015, analysis
completed for Tulare County, provided as an example of the kind of local data that is
available to identify disadvantaged unincorporated communities, available at
https:/ /tularecounty.ca.gov/rma/index.cfm/rmadocuments/
planning-documents/senate-bill-244-disadvantaged-communities-gpa-15-010/.
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heir lands in California are not identified in th 11 h

Department of the Interior, Bur f Indian Affairs, an h will n.

included in the Bureau of Indian Affairs” data. As progress is made by the
Commission on identifying those tribal communities and their lands in

California, the IOUs are directed to work with Commission Staff to include those

lands in the definition of tribal lands under DVCs.

2.1.5. Median Income Requirement
2.1.5.1. Party Comments — Median Income Requirement

The staff report proposes that DVCs include census tracts with median
household incomes less than 80% of area or state median income. CEJA/LC
recommend that in evaluating low-income communities, the Commission should
use statewide median household income only, rather than area and state median
household income as staff proposes. CEJA/LC also recommend changing the
percentage to 60% rather than using the 80% figure staff proposes.

CEJA/LC reason that including area median income causes 48% of census
tracts to be eligible for DVC status, and that nearly half of the state’s census
tracts is too large of a proportion to allow for meaningful prioritization of utility
climate adaptation actions and investments. CEJA /LC claims this proportion
should be closer to 20% to create meaningful prioritization of utility climate
adaptation actions and investments. Removing area median household income
and identifying low-income census tracts by statewide median household
income, CEJA/LC state, reduces the number of identified census tracts

substantially.

Nne reievant aaila OMm the bureau o I..qlAq dvdlidl
https:/ /biamaps.doi.gov/bogs/datadownload.html,
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CEJA/LC provide the following table for comparison purposes. Because
changing the staff proposal to use statewide median incomes and 60% rather
than 80% as the percentage brings the percentage of DVCs closer to 20% of the
state’s total communities, CEJA /LC supports the third option in Table 1.

Table 1: Breakdown of Census Tracts Identified as Low-Income

Definition Percentage of Census
Tracts Identified
Census Tracts with Median Household Incomes Less than 80% of 48%

Statewide and Area Median Household Income

Census Tracts with Median Household Incomes Less than 80% of 339%
Statewide Median Household Income only

Census Tracts with Median Household Incomes Below 60% of 17%
Statewide Median Household Income

By contrast, GRID disagrees with CEJA/LC’s proposal to modify staff’s
definition to low-income census tracts and communities with a median
household income less than 60% of statewide median income. GRID states that
while it understands CEJA’s intention to prioritize investments in communities
most at-risk to the impacts of climate change, a 60% of statewide median income
threshold would exclude a significant number of individual low-income
households that will also be negatively affected by daily and longer-term climate
change impacts.

2.1.5.2. Discussion — Medium Income Requirement
Despite the disagreement between CEJA /LC and GRID, both strong

advocates for disadvantaged communities, we opt for CEJA/LC’s proposal,
removing the requirement of using area incomes and retain only statewide
incomes. We do this to ensure that resources are concentrated in communities
most at need. Hence, the definition of DVCs conforms to the third row in Table 1

above, which is reproduced below:

Census Tracts with Median Household Incomes Less than 60% of Statewide Median Ho{ sehold 179
Income only
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from the U.S. Census Bureau data portal.”

2.1.6. Should the Definition of DVCs
Include Small Businesses?

2.1.6.1. Party Comments — Small Businesses

SBUA asks the Commission to include small business in its definition of
disadvantaged or vulnerable communities in this proceeding. While SBUA
agrees that a geographic frame of reference is helpful for identifying locations
where climate-related phenomena (e.g., sea-level-rise, flooding, wildfires, high
heat days, etc.) are likely to occur, this type of framing is less effective at
considering socio-economic, political and linguistic determinants of human
vulnerability and adaptability. Even if social factors are mapped onto these
geographic locations, community is still composed of many individuals,
businesses, and institutions that each experience varying levels of vulnerability.
From SBUA’s standpoint, recognizing the constituents of a community is
significant because small businesses experience vulnerability differently than the
community at large.

SBUA asserts that small businesses that provide employment, income and
services for community members are a critical component of the “social . . . and
economic factor(s)” affecting community vulnerability. These businesses may be
vulnerable in ways that individuals are not, and their vulnerability may cascade

into widespread impact to the community at large. For instance, small

businesses with slim profit margins may be particularly sensitive to higher gas or
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electricity prices, or to business interruptions due to de-energization events and
natural disasters. According to SBUA, small businesses typically lack the
investment capital necessary to secure backup electrical power generation,
business interruption insurance or other mitigation measures. They, therefore,
suffer significant injury from even short power interruptions, particularly in food
service and retail, two sectors with large proportions of low-income employees.

2.1.6.2. Discussion — Small Businesses

We do not believe small businesses should be treated differently than the
communities in which they are located. The clear implication of adopting
SBUA'’s recommendation is that even if a community is not a DVC, its small
businesses may require adaptation measures. Because other sectors of the
economy could make the same assertion, we are not prepared to extend extra
benefits - funded by all ratepayers, including residential customers - to small
businesses without them otherwise meeting the definition we adopt here.

2.1.7. Summary of Decision on Topic 4 Question 1

In summary, this decision reaches the following conclusions regarding

Topic 44, Question 1.

1. We will eallrefer to disadvantaged communities in the
utility climate adaptation context as “Disadvantaged
Vulnerable Communities;” or DVCs;

2. The most recent version of CalEnviroScreen is the first step

in identifying such-communitiesDVCs;

3. CalEnviroScreen results will be supplemented by the
census tracts that score in the highest 5% of Pollution
Burden within CalEnviroScreen, but do not receive an
overall CalEnviroScreen score due to unreliable public
health and socioeconomic data;

4. All California tribal lands will also be included in the DVC
definition;
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5. Median income requirements for DVC status will be based

on census tracts with median household incomes less than
60% of statewide median household income.

2.2. Question 2: How Should Utilities and the
Commission Include Vulnerable and
Disadvantaged Communities in Their
Efforts to Identify and Prioritize Climate
Adaptation Investments?

The second Topic 4 question in the staff report relates to how to engage

disadvantaged and vulnerable communities. We received comments

recommending the following approaches:

CBOs should be involved early and in all aspects of scope
analysis, data gathering, goal development,
implementation, and review.

To this end, the IOUs should submit Community
Engagement Plans, with time for comment by parties and
the Disadvantaged Communities Advisory Group
(DACAG). CalPA and NRDC provide a sample outline for
such a report.

Those involved in community engagement should be
trained, and DVCs should receive funding to participate.

The Commission’s existing disadvantaged community
planning, including the Environmental Justiee and Social
Justice Action Plan; and the Disadvantaged Communities
Advisory Group Equity Framework, should help guide the
utilities” community engagement on climate adaptation.

The IOUs ask that the Commission or other government
entities lead the effort to engage communities rather than
the IOUs themselves.**2

1320 PG&E suggests the Commission or relevant Statestate agency coordinate and convene the
public process for community engagement. SDG&E and SoCalGas cite Senate Bill (SB)_379
to contend that it is California local governments, and not the IOUs, who are required to
carry out climate adaptation vulnerability assessment. SCE urges coordination with the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research’s Integrated Climate Adaptation and
Resiliency Program efforts, localities and/or the Commission in efforts to convene and
organize stakeholders to contribute to community-scale adaptation planning processes.
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e The IOUs propose conducting vulnerability assessments of
utility infrastructure first, and engaging with communities
thereafter. Other parties have various proposals on timing
of vulnerability assessments and community engagement.

2.2.1. 10Us Should File Community Engagement Plans
and the Commission Should Allow Comment

2.2.1.1. Party Comments — Community
Engagement Plans

Some parties urge the Commission to require the IOUs to file a
Community Engagement Plan with an opportunity for party comment.
CEJA/LC ask the Commission to review the Community Engagement Plans so
that there is regulatory oversight ensuring that IOUs” community engagement is
consistent with best practices. They suggest the Commission require the IOUs to

develop these plans to be submitted for approval in an Advice Letter subject to
discretionary approval within 45 days of thet his decision-this-preceeding;we
adopta90-day-deadline.

CalPA and NRDC have developed a sample outline for an “Interim
Methodology Report: Community Engagement, Climate Adaptation, and Safe
and Reliable Energy Provision in Vulnerable and Disadvantaged Communities”
in coordination with CEJA.

PG&E agrees that a community engagement plan should be created prior
to a large-scale public engagement effort such as the one outlined in the staff
proposal.

2.2.1.2. Discussion — Community
Engagement Plans

We will require each IOU to prepare-and, file/, and serve a Community
Engagement Plan—Tthe Plan-is-duenolaterthan 90-daysfrom-theeffective date
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their vulnerability assessments. A copy of this Plan shall be provided to the

Director of the Energy Division on the date filed. Rather than ordering an
Advice Letter, since this proceeding will remain open, IOUs should file the
Community Engagement Plans in this docket. The parties should start their C
ommunity Engagement Plan by working from the outline attached here as A

ppendix C. This outline is based on the CalPA/NRDC outline furnished with

their Reply Comments on Topic 4. Parties-will-be-given-an-oppertunityte
comment-on-the Plansbyrulingbut-the? The IOUs shall also share draft Plans

with all parties and relevant communities as soon as possible and solicit input

before the Plans are filed. We discuss the Community Engagement Plans in

further detail later in this decision.

inform DVCs of their utility climate adaption measures. We also clarify that
I0OUs should involve all DVCs in community engagement, not just those DVCs
that the IOU has identified as having impacted infrastructure, operations or
services. We find that, given the firsthand knowledge that some community
members have of their surrounding environment, they may be aware of climate
issues that the IOUs fail to observe. Accordingly, all DVCs should have the
opportunity be involved in the process of identifying needed utility climate

ttps // docs cpuc.ca.gov/ SearchRes aspx7D0cF0rmat =ALL&DocID= 311287830 .
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adaptation. However, IOUs have discretion in determining the extent and timing

of DVC community engagement, unless prescribed otherwise.
2.2.2. Training for Community Engagement

2.2.2.1. Party Comments — Training
for Community Engagement

Several parties urge the Commission to ensure 1) Commission and IOU
staff receive training in community engagement, 2) that communities themselves
have a regular source of funding for their involvement in community
engagement, and 3) that communities receive clear information on the purposes
and goals of their involvement. The-commentersThese parties note that
successful community engagement requires each of these elements.

GRID asserts that successful community adaptation to the impacts of
climate change will require investments in physical and human capital, and an
intentional focus on meaningful community input from vulnerable and
disadvantaged communities is critical to ensuring equity. However, GRID
states, current avenues of resource acquisition (e.g., intervenor compensation) are
too irregular and inaccessible for most CBOs, so the Commission should dedicate
a dependable and predictable funding source to enable CBOs to provide
outreach activities in communities across the state, with prioritization for
disadvantaged communities.

CalPA asks that the Commission and IOUs clarify the purpose of each
vulnerability assessment to encourage engagement and efficient use of
community time and resources. CalPA notes that presentations on community
engagement best practices at the May 21, 2019 working group meeting conveyed
that when community engagement is done poorly, it can lead to more distrust
and disengagement. Speaker Abigail Solis, of Self-Help Enterprises, noted that if

the anticipated outcome of engagement is not of interest to a community, the
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community will tend not to engage. CalPA is concerned that absent a clearly
stated and specific purpose of the vulnerability assessments, the endeavor could
result in wasting ratepayer funds, time, and the goodwill of communities.

CalPA also asks the Commission as part of the process to adopt existing
guidance for state agencies on climate adaptation —as described in Planning and
Investing for a Resilient California**?2 —as minimum baseline guidance for IOUs. It
states that there are significant benefits to using this state guidance as a baseline.
The guidance was vetted by experts, CBOs, and state agency staff. CBOs,
environmental justice advocates, IOUs, and the Commission were represented in
the technical advisory committees which developed the guidance. Using existing
state guidance as a baseline would harmonize the IOUs” adaptation efforts with
the adaptation efforts of the state agencies they rely on and interface with,
including the California Energy Commission and CAL FIRE among others.

CEJA/LC assert it is essential for the Commission to ensure adequate
funding for these collaborative efforts. At a minimum, the Commission should
work with CBOs to develop resources that can provide funding for continued
outreach and engagement post-Commission decisions to ensure adequate
implementation.

2.2.2.2. Discussion — Training for
Community Engagement

We agree that training is essential to meaningful community engagement.
Funding will have to be considered as well, either in IOUs" General-Rate CasesG
RCs or a separate proceeding. In the IOUs” Community Engagement Plans
required by this decision, IOUs shall set forth how their personnel or ¢
onsultant have been or will be trained in community engagement so that their

22 Planning and Investing in a Resilient California: A Guidebook for State Agencies, prepared by the
Governor s Offlce of Plannmg and Research perpursuant to Executlve Order B-30-15. This _
. |
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interactions with disadvantaged communities are productive and engender

trust.

2.2.3. Commission Should Rely on Its Existing
Environmental Justice and Disadvantaged
Community Guidance and Process

2.2.3.1. Party Comments — Existing Commission
Environmental Justice and Disadvantaged
Community Processes

The Commission has already conducted work on environmental justice

and disadvantaged communities, and GRID asks the Commission to use the

outcomes of that work here. GRID urges the Commission to rely on its own

EnvironmentalJastiee and Social Justice Action Plan (ES] Action Plan)*2 as well as

the Disadvantaged Communities Advisory Group’s (DACAG) Equity Framework.*¢

The ESJ Action Plan goals and DACAG Equity Framework elements are summarized

below for reference.

ESJ Action Plan Goals

1.

Consistently integrate equity and access considerations
throughout CPUCCommission proceedings and other
efforts;

Increase investment in clean energy resources to benefit
ES] communities, especially to improve local air qualify
and public health;

Strive to improve access to high-quality water,
communications, and transportation services for ES]
communities;

Increase climate resiliency in environmental and social
justice ES] communities;

5. CPUC? The Commission’s EnvironmentalJustice and Social Justice Action Plan at 15-17,
available on the Commission’s website at https:/ /www.cpuc.ca.gov/esjactionplan/.
24 Disadvantaged Communities Advisory Group Equity Framework is included as Appendix
D to the 2019 Commission’s Environmental and Social Justice Action Plan, available on the
Commission’s website at https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/esjactionplan/.
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5. Enhance outreach and public participation opportunities
for ES] communities to meaningfully participate in the-
cPUCCommission's decision-making process and benefit
from EPUCCommission programs;

6. Enhance enforcement to ensure safety and consumer
protection for ES] communities;

7. Promote economic and workforce development
opportunities in ES] communities;

8. Improve training and staff development related to
environmental and social justice issues within-
cPYCCommission’s jurisdiction; and

9. Monitor the CPUCCommission’s environmental and social
justice efforts to evaluate how they are achieving their
objectives.

DACAG Equity Framework
Health & Safety;
Access & Education;
Financial Benefits;

Economic Development; and

A N

Consumer Protection.

2.2.3.2. Discussion - Existing Commission
Environmental Justice and Disadvantaged
Community Processes

We agree that the existing Environmental-Justiee and Social Justice Action
Plan and Disadvantaged Communities Advisory Group Equity Framework
should be relied upon in the utility climate adaptation process. This decision
requires the IOUs, in their Community Engagement Plans, to include discussion
of how they will implement both sets of guidance. Before submittingf iling their
Community Engagement Plans for Commission review, the IOUs shall share

draft{sydrafts with the parties to this proceeding and relevant DVCs and reflect
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partyt his input on the foregoing tools (as well as other issues), in the version they
submit-tof ile with the Commission.

We will also ask the DACAG to comment on any IOU Community
Engagement Plans submittedf iled in this proceeding-ane. In addition, we require
the IOUs to consult the DACAG and other relevant Commission staff when
developing their Community Engagement Plans. The IOUs shall work with the
Commission staff responsible for the DACAG to make sure this item is_placed on
an appropriate DACAG meeting agenda in time for meaningful review of the
Community Engagement Plan-review:.

2.2.4. Community-Based Organization Involvement

2.2.4.1. Party Comments — Community-Based
Organization Involvement

The parties universally support CBO involvement in community
engagement with the communities this decision identifies. GRID and NRDC
assert such communities need to be involved early in the IOUs” data collection
and analysis scoping process to ensure trust, transparency, and responsiveness
to community needs. GRID also asks the Commission to set goals to encourage
non-profit organizations to take leadership roles in the administration of
community engagement efforts.

SBUA states that to provide actionable data, CBOs need to be involved
early in the IOUs’ data collection and analysis scoping process to determine
search parameters and relevant granularity. If the initial research parameters are
suboptimal, later corrections may be costly and time consuming. Providing
inappropriate data to community members could also damage credibility and
harm future opportunities for community engagement.

SoCalGas asserts that while CBOs can represent their communities,
participants with empirical, firsthand experience on the front line of climate
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change-driven events are best suited to provide the most informative and useful
insight. SCE asks for input from the CPHCCommission’s Disadvantaged
Communities Advisory Group and other experts from organizations engaged in
climate change adaptation research and policy, noting that these expert
stakeholders understand both the power system and the needs of vulnerable and
disadvantaged communities.

2.2.4.2. Discussion — Community-Based
Organization Involvement

We agree that CBOs should be involved in all aspects of the community
engagement process. We also agree that trusted and experienced CBOs should
be considered for pregram-administrationmeaningful leadership roles, both in
earrying-outgathering information related to the IOUs” vulnerability assessments
and implementingi n considering implementation of actual climate adaptation
measures. This decision deals only with vulnerability assessments, while
upgrades to actual utility infrastructure, operations and services will be part of
separate IOU applications or their General Rate-CasesGRCs. Therefore, for
purposes of Phase 1, the IOUs” Community Engagement Plans should address
how to ensure communities and CBOs are involved in scope analysis, goal
development, implementation, administration and review of the utility
vulnerability assessments, as well as taking leadership roles in their areas of
expertise on vulnerability assessments and consideration of climate adaptation
implementation in DVCs.

IOUs of course will have the freedom to conduct their own internal
vulnerability assessment work; but should also be involved in community

engagement before, during, and after doing this-initial work. Parties will also
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have the opportunity to weigh in on IOUs” Community Engagement Plans; but
funding itself will have to be part of a separate ratesetting process.

We disagree with SoCalGas that community members must have
“empirical, firsthand experience on the frontline of climate change-driven
events” in order to participate effectively in community engagement efforts.
While such experience is useful, other experience may be equally useful. Hence,
we do not require any particular credentials for CBOs or community members,
except for a desire to assist in helping the relevant community to adapt to climate
change and a demonstrated track record of effective community engagement.

It is up to the IOUs, local governments, CBOs with climate-change
experience, this Commission, parties in this proceeding and others to ensure that
communities and CBOs have adequate information and opportunity for input.
To the maximum extent, community members and CBOs should lead

conversations about what is needed to assist DVCs in climate adaptation related t

o utility infrastructure, operations and services. Howeverfundingforanysuch
adaptation-will-come-separately—Further, before considering new infrastructure, o

perations and services, the Commission will need to understand whether

existing infrastructure-is, operations and services are adequate in light of

projected climate change effects. The vulnerability assessment will include a
summary of the IOU’s community engagement throughout the vulnerability a

ssessment process and the previously filed Community Engagement Plan. The
vulnerability assessments will provide the information the Commission and
stakeholders need to determine whether infrastructure, operations or
servieeservices changes will be needed as a means of climate adaptation.

Thus, at a minimum, before preparing, filing, and submittingserving their
Community Engagement Plans {CEPs}, the IOUs shall 1) meet with CBOs and
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communities-participatingin-thispreeeeding-DVCs to develop an outline of
what the CEPsCommunity Engagement Plans should include, using the

. as a starting point for the discussion; 2) disseminate their draft
CEPsCommunity Engagement Plans widely to CBOs, DVCs, and parties to this
proceeding before filing them in this proceeding for comment, 3) aceeptand
acknowledge and summarize all input from CBOs-and-communitiesin-their
draftt CEPs;and-explainallinput-theyreeeived-_ DV s, and parties to this p
roceeding on their draft Community Engagement Plans (whether followed or
not), and 4) gauge interest and availability of CBOs for meaningful-pregram
administration-and-ether leadership roles, and disclose any CBO or community
interest in such roles.

2.2.5. Community Engagement Should
Be Based on Best Practices

2.2.5.1. Party Comments — Best Practices
for Community Engagement

Several parties urge study of best practices for community engagement
and modeling of any community engagement carried out in connection with
climate adaptation in the utility context to be modeled after best practices.

CEJA/LC cite the Commission’s experience in the San Joaquin Valley
Affordable Energy Proceeding as an example of proven meaningful community
engagement. They note that “community preference” formed a guiding
principle for the authorization of affordable energy pilot projects and that a
“community energy navigator” role is poised to continue community
engagement throughout deployment of pilot projects. They assert the benefits of
such a community “liaison” are clear and consistent with the CEC’s Barriers

Study, and include centralizing a source of feedback for IOUs, improving
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efficiencies and decreasing transaction costs. The Barriers Study includes the key
recommendation to “encourag|e] collaboration with community-based
organizations in new and existing programs.”**

CEJA/LC note that other relevant best practices may also be learned from
the implementation of Senate-Bill{SB} 160 (Jacksony;,-Ch. 402, Stats. 2019),%_

which would integrate community input in emergency protocols and promote
engagement and coordination with community-based organizations. CEJA/LC
agree with the West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project (WOEIP)
observation that stakeholders must be brought in early and often, which the SJV
Affordable Energy Proceeding’s outreach and engagement model accomplished.

In communities that lack a trusted community-based organization,
CEJA/LC state the Commission should require the IOUs to collaborate with
non-profits in other sectors (for instance, housing and community development),
faith-based organizations, or other local service providers.

CEJA/LC echo a concern expressed by WOEIP at the second Working
Group 4 meeting. They state that local government may not adequately
represent the interests of their constituent vulnerable and disadvantaged
communities, and to address this would require collaboration with other
recommended local service providers. The Public Advisor and the
Commission’s other environmental justice statf could also assist in efforts to
mirror best practices with a trusted CBO.

25 California Energy Commission, Final Report for the SB 350 Low-Income Barriers Study, Part A:
Overcoming Barriers to Energy Efficiency and Renewables for Low-Income Customers and Small
Business Contracting Opportunities in Disadvantaged Communities Barriers Study,
Recommendation 10, at 9, 48-49, and 82._This repor available on the California Enet

Commission’s website at:
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2.2.5.2. Discussion — Best Practices
for Community Engagement

We agree that to the extent the Commission has already adopted
community engagement practices that are effective and that empower local
communities, the IOUs should eentinue-te-use them in the climate adaptation ¢
ontext. For example, in the context of Wildfire Mitigation Plans (R.18-10-007 and C
ommission Resolution WSD-001),?” and Public Safety Power Shutoff (PSPS, R.18-
12-005),?® the Commission has already adopted significant community
engagement requirements. To the extent these proceedings lead to community
networks that have an interest in longer term climate adaptation, the IOUs
should ensure-they-are-econsultedl everage and build upon these networks in
connection with the community engagement work for climate adaptation that we
order here. However, for the most part, the Wildfire Mitigation Plans and PSPS
decisions are focused on the near term, while climate change discussed here is |
onger term.

After the IOUs conduct their outreach to eemmunitiesDVCs, CBOs, and
representatives-thathave participatedparties in this proceeding, the IOU
CEPsCommunity Engagement Plans should include and list best practices of
community engagement. Where there are eredible-concerns that local
government is not sufficiently engaged with its disadvantaged residents, the

community engagement shall include persons or organizations that are

non-governmental.
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2.3. Question 3: How Should Investments and
Other Activities Benefitting Disadvantaged
Communities in the Context of Climate
Change Impacts Be Identified and
Prioritized?

The parties’ comments on how to identify and prioritize climate
adaptation investments in disadvantaged communities focus on several topics
that are also relevant to Topic 5. We list them here, but to the extent they are
relevant to overall climate adaptation, rather than focused on adaptation in
disadvantaged communities, we discuss requirements in the context of Topic 5.

2.3.1. Reporting on Effectiveness of Vulnerability
Assessment and Community Engagement

2.3.1.1. Party Comments — Reporting on
Effectiveness of Vulnerability Assessment
and Community Engagement

The staff report recommends that the IOUs submit an evaluation report
every three years after the initial vulnerability assessment is prepared. Staff also
suggests that the report include information “on the type of outreach, number of
meetings and participants, and-shatl-inelude summaries of comments and
feedback received from local governments, CBOs, and vulnerable and
disadvantaged communities.”

Several parties agree with the need for post-hoc evaluations of
vulnerability assessments and related community engagement. GRID and
CEJA/LC ask the Commission to include retrospective evaluations within
vulnerability assessments, including analysis of whether the goals in previous
vulnerability assessments were or were not achieved, why, and what changes
can and should be made. CEJA/LC and CalPA also request an interim written

report to ensure adequate progress with Community Engagement Plans.
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CalPA recommends requiring future vulnerability assessments to include
an analysis of whether and how the goals of the preceding vulnerability
assessment were —or were not—met and propose any necessary changes to
assessment methodology. These additional requirements would help IOUs and
the Commission to track whether the vulnerability assessments and community
engagement efforts are making meaningful differences in adaptation. They
would also help IOUs and the Commission adjust future engagement and
vulnerability assessments to better meet the needs of vulnerable and
disadvantaged communities and ratepayers.

2.3.1.2. Discussion — Reporting on Effectiveness
of Vulnerability Assessments and
Community Engagement

The Commission does not set a schedule for post-hoc evaluation of the
accuracy of vulnerability assessments at this time. The very nature of climate
adaptation involves planning over the long -term. Whether vulnerability
assessments are accurate may not become apparent for many years or even
decades. Thus, we will not adopt post-hoc evaluations here. Rather, if the
Commission, an-IOU, or-a stakeholder believes there is a need for adjustment in
a vulnerability assessment in the years after the Commission reviews it, the
Commission will consider the need for such adjustment at that time.

We have had reports, especially in connection with utility Wildfire
Mitigation Plans and Public Safety Power Shutoff (PSPS) that community
outreach before, during and after a wildfire or PSPS event leaves many
community members out. To demenstrate-thatassess whether their community
engagement is productive and engenders trust, we will require IOUs to survey
parties to this proceeding, DVCs, and CBOs with which they work; on climate

adaptation and file in this proceeding a report of the results of those surveys
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: ’ ) y 30,2021 E he fili 1  thei
Inerabili ments. The prior sur report al hall h h

10U’ ntly fil mmunity En ment Plan

In the wildfire context, Peeision{D.} 20-03-004% in Rulemaking(R.}

18-10-007 requires such a survey, and we adopt analogous requirements here.
That requirement is as follows, with certain deletions not pertinent here, and
added text relevant to the outreach and community engagement discussed in
this decision:

[T]he IOUs ... shall prepare, file and serve the results of an
independent survey that assesses the effectiveness of the[]
community outreach [and engagement discussed in this
decision]. ... At a minimum, the IOUs ... shall:

e Ask communities and individuals to which the IOU ... has
conducted outreach [and community engagement] if the
outreach [and community engagement] was effective in
helping them [with the vulnerability assessment process].

e Provide survey responses categorized by type of outreach
- e.g., community meetings, over the air broadcast
information, social media, print media, etc. - so that there
is data in the proceeding showing what outreach [and
community engagement] is most effective that the
Commission and stakeholders may use to direct future
outreach.

e File and serve any existing survey results that assess the
effectiveness of outreach [and community engagement
discussed in this decision].

Prior to conducting either survey, the IOUs ..., alone or in
combination, shall gather input from the parties to this
proceeding on appropriate survey questions and
methodology through a meet and confer process that is open
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to all parties. This meet and confer process shall conclude no
later than 30 days before the surveys are conducted.

In addition to surveys, the IOUs ... should use metrics to determine
the reach of their efforts. One set of metrics should be quantitative
in nature, and include data related to web site visits, click rates,
conversions, in-person meetings, radio spots, number of partners,
number of customers reached, customer acknowledging
information, read receipts, video shares, and other quantitative
measurement.

Another set of metrics should document comprehension of the
[vulnerability assessment process].... Such metrics can be
more qualitative in nature and include metrics collected from
surveys and post-event interviews/sessions with stakeholders
and partners. Metrics should capture satisfaction with
outreach and engagement from utility, understanding of
information and whether communities or individuals feel
equipped to act, and whether communities or individuals feel
connected to resources [relevant to vulnerability
assessments].... Potential avenues for collecting this
information include debriefs with partners to discuss what
could be improved, public listening sessions to discuss what
could be improved, and customer surveys to understand what
could be improved.-See-D-20-03-004-a+ 2130

30D.20-03-004 at 21.
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2.3.2. 10U Role in Community Engagement

2.3.2.1. Party Comments — IOU Role in
Community Engagement

The IOUs ask that they not have a lead role in conducting community
engagement for vulnerability assessments, asserting instead that the Commission
and/or another relevant Statestate agency is the most appropriate convener for
community engagement regarding climate adaptation. Several parties respond
that IOUs must take a lead role, even if the Commission and other parties are
extensively involved in oversight.

PG&E states that it views its role as determining what infrastructure to
build, where, and when, in order to continue serving customers in the face of
climate change. It asserts that California’s energy IOUs do not have the
expertise, authority, or resources to develop and implement the full range of
climate adaptation plans that communities across the state will need to adopt
because such plans will need to include efforts beyond those needed solely for
the energy sector.

SCE states that convening and organizing the stakeholders to contribute to
community-scale adaptation planning processes should be led by the localities,
the Commission, or both in partnership, in coordination with the Governor’s
Office of Planning and Research’s Integrated Climate Adaptation and Resiliency
Program efforts. Water, transportation, and other key infrastructure
stakeholders should participate in the community engagement process, as these
systems are inextricably linked with energy service.

SCE asserts that utilities” adaptation plans will likely focus on
modifications to infrastructure and operations, but SCE questions what
community input the Commission is expecting in such a technical process driven
by engineering analysis and solutions. Further, SCE asserts that a
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comprehensive scoping process would target not just electric and gas sector
vulnerabilities, but all critical infrastructure vulnerabilities that may affect these
communities, such as water, transportation, and other key sectors inextricably
linked with energy service.

SDG&E makes essentially the same argument: energy-system resilience
should be considered alongside other aspects of infrastructure resilience, as
SDG&EFE’s ability to build resilience to climate change is limited to the energy
infrastructure it operates. SDG&E does not provide transport assets, supply
water, or build flood embankments, nor does it provide community health
services, for example. Consequently, in a Commission-mandated setting of a
community climate vulnerability assessment led by SDG&E, SDG&E would be
required to raise the issue of climate change risks that are beyond its ability to
mitigate. SDG&E concludes by saying that it should not lead such a process.
Rather, city and county governments are much better situated to coordinate
integrated, place-based vulnerability assessments, and local governments have

the clear mandate to do so under the SB 379379 (Jackson, Ch. 608, Stats. 2015).31

SoCalGas makes similar arguments, stating that it is not possible for the
IOUs, nor is it the role of IOUs, to conduct comprehensive vulnerability
assessments for every climate vulnerable community. SoCalGas states that such
assessments are required by law (SB 379) to be completed by local governments
by 2022, and this responsibility does not extend to IOUs. Nonetheless, SoCalGas
states that it supports assisting these communities to complete their assessments
by providing information, such as data, maps, studies, etc. that SoCalGas owns
with the caveat that such information sharing is not prevented by confidentiality

or physical and cyber security rules. SoCalGas also supports updating

31SB 379 is available on the website for California Legislative Information at:
https:/ /leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient. xhtmI?bill id=201520160SB379.
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information as needed to identify potential hot-spot communities in its service
territory that may be impacted via disruption of service from climate impacts to
its infrastructure.

Finally, the Joint Utilities assert that community-scale adaptation planning
processes should be led by the localities, the Commission, or both in partnership
with appropriate state agencies like the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research’s Integrated Climate Adaptation and Resiliency Program. They state
that community-scale adaptation planning should ideally be holistic and, to the
degree possible, cover multiple climate hazards and adaptation planning issues
(within which energy-system vulnerability is embedded). Water, transportation,
and other key infrastructure stakeholders should, to the maximum degree
possible, be a part of the community engagement process, as these other systems
are inextricably linked with energy service.

GPI argues that utilities are not the best entities to initiate broad-spectrum
community engagement activities. Climate adaptation needs of climate
vulnerable and disadvantaged communities are not limited to issues related
solely to utility infrastructure, but rather are far broader.

CEJA/LC ask the Commission to oversee community engagement and
adopt best practices for community engagement. They ask that the staff
proposal for guidelines governing community engagement be modified to
require translated materials and translation during outreach events.

In contrast to the utilities” assertations, CEJA /LC agree that the IOUs
should coordinate with local governments to ensure that solutions are
cross-referenced, complementary and consistent. However, they state, leaving
this task to only local government will produce a far less robust assessment,

particularly specific to the energy sector. While CEJA /LC appreciate the IOUs’
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willingness to coordinate information-sharing with local government under SB
379, as noted above, this narrow partnership will miss several opportunities to
develop disadvantaged and vulnerable community-specific solutions in
partnership with community-based organizations or community residents. They
note that certain local governments may not adequately represent the interests of
disadvantaged and vulnerable communities, many having demonstrated in our
experience a lack of interest and/or outright hostility to planning and investment
focused on low-income communities of color. Local governments also lack the
knowledge that the IOUs have regarding existing and future Commission
programs and proceedings that should be leveraged.

2.3.2.2. Discussion — 10U Role in
Community Engagement

The staff proposal for Topic 4 suggests that the Commission and local
government take the lead on climate adaptation affecting IOU infrastructure, o
perations and services in disadvantaged communities, and we agree that this
Commission and local governments have a role to play. However, the IOUs
must be deeply involved in the effort to bring climate change adaptation
measures affecting their infrastructure, operations and services to disadvantaged
communities. As we stated in D.19-10-054 on Topic 1 (the definition of climate
adaptation), adaptation in the context of Commission regulation focuses “on
utility planning, facilities maintenance and construction, and communications, to
support safe, reliable, affordable and resilient operations....” {B-19-10-054-at

The energy utilities are, as they assert, the most familiar with their own
infrastructure-ane, operations_ and services. Their facilities; services-
andinfrastructure, operations and services are those that will have to change to
32D 19-10-054 at 21

- 43 -



R.18-04-019 COM/LR1/avs PROPOSED DECISION (REV. 1)

meet the challenges of climate change in the energy utility context. They should
be best situated to determine infrastructure, operations and services changes
required to meet known and foreseen climate risks. Thus, they will do the actual
work to adapt their infrastructure, operations and services and, in that sense,
they will also lead in the effort to adapt theirfacilitiesi n this context. They may
have to work in concert with other entities, public and private, but they are key
players in the state’s approach to climate adaptation.

Further, the energy utilities are accustomed to working with
disadvantaged communities. In many programs, this Commission has adopted
special requirements aimed at ensuring the benefits of the green economy accrue
to all Californians, including disadvantaged communities. And while some
disadvantaged community programs are new, for decades the energy utilities
have served California’s low-income energy customers through the CARE
(California Alternative Rates for Energy) and ESAP (Energy Savings Assistance
Program, formerly Low-Income Energy Efficiency or LIEE) programs. Recent
Wildfire Mitigation Plan, Public Safety Power Shutoff or De-Energization (PSPS),
and Disaster Relief decisions in R.18-10-007 (Wildfire Mitigation Plans),
R.18-12-005 (PSPS) and R.18-03-011 (Disaster Relief) also require high levels of
community engagement.

We agree with the energy utilities that “[w]ater, transportation, and other
key infrastructure stakeholders should, to the maximum degree possible, be a
part of the community engagement process required here, as these other systems
are inextricably linked with energy service.” The Scoping Memo for Phase 2
states that it is anticipated “future phases will consider ... guidance for climate
change adaptation for the smaller energy utilities, water and telecommunications

utilities....” However, we expect the entities that offer water,
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telecommunications, and transportation services themselves to take the lead in
climate adaptation efforts for their assets. The energy utilities will not lead such
efforts.

IOUs will be required to take the lead on the development of vulnerability
assessments related to their infrastructure, operations and services, whether for
DVCs or other communities. While local government is required pursuant to SB
379 (26145-Jackson, Ch. 608, Stats. 2015) to conduct its own climate adaptation
work,**3 this proceeding is focused on what the Commission should require of
the IOUs under its jurisdiction. The Commission does not have jurisdiction to
formulate requirements for local jurisdictions, but it does regulate the IOUs. The
Commission would be remiss if it did not assign a significant climate adaptation
planning and leadership role to the IOUs that own and operate vast
infrastructure serving most of the state’s residents.

We require the IOUs to take the following steps:

e Assess the vulnerability of their infrastructure, operations
and services to the climate changeJisted-in-this-decision.

e Furnish CERCommunity Engagement Plans for DVCs,
providing for community engagement work that allows
CBOs and community members, as well as government
entities in those communities, to participate in the IOUs”
vulnerability assessments in their areas of expertise, i
ncluding, among other things, suggesting sources of data
or other information to be used in the assessments,
reviewing and contributing to the text of vulnerability

8.335B 379 provides as follows: “This bill would, upon the next revision of a local hazard

mitigation plan on or after January 1, 2017, or, if the local jurisdiction has not adopted a local
hazard mitigation plan, beginning on or before January 1, 2022, require the safety element to
be reviewed and updated as necessary to address climate adaptation and resiliency strategies
applicable to that city or county. The bill would require the update to include a set of goals,
policies, and objectives based on a vulnerability assessment, identifying the risks that climate
change poses to the local jurisdiction and the geographic areas at risk from climate change
impacts, and specified information from federal, state, regional, and local agencies.”
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assessments, and commenting on assessments. However,
as noted above, the decisions about how to upgrade utility
infrastructure, operations and services will principally be
made by the IOUs and the Commission.

e Ensure IOU vulnerability assessments cover “actual or
expected climatic impacts and stimuli or their effects on
utility planning, facilities maintenance and construction,
and communications, to maintain safe, reliable, affordable
and resilient operations,” as required by D.19-10-054,
Ordering Paragraph 1.

2.3.3. Cost Recovery
2.3.3.1. Party Comments — Cost Recovery

PG&E asks the Commission to allocate funding for vulnerability
assessments, stating that conducting a meaningful climate vulnerability analysis
update in line with the Commission’s vision will require significant time and
resources. At the appropriate juncture, PG&E states that it will request
Commission approval of a two-way balancing account to track the actual costs.

SCE agrees with PG&E that setting up a balancing account to address the
costs associated with undertaking this assessment may be a prudent option. Any
requirements imposed via this ©Rproceeding would likely impose additional
costs above those contemplated in the GRC, and therefore, will need a cost
recovery mechanism.

2.3.3.2. Discussion — Cost Recovery

We are not prepared to guarantee funding at this time, because we believe
climate adaptation measures should be proposed in IOU applications-er-General
Rate-Cases, separate rulemaking, or GRCs. However, we will allow IOUs to set
up memorandum accounts, titled “Climate Adaptation Vulnerability Assessment
Memorandum Account - CAVAMA” for the purpose of tracking costs directly

related to the vulnerability assessments ordered in this decision. The
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memorandum account shall not be used for other assessments, including
assessments prepared in the past or assessments that are not submitted in this
proceeding. The IOUs are also allowed to use the CAVAMA for the purpose of

racking incremental i ith communi reach plans an
activities related to the Community Engagement Plans and surveys. The
CAVAMA is limited to “incremental” costs in this respect because we expect
IOUs to leverage and build upon their existing community engagement

framework.

2.3.4. Gas Utilities
2.3.4.1 Party Comments — Gas Utilities

SoCalGas claims that vulnerability assessments for gas utilities should be
far less robust than those for electric utilities. It states that studies have shown
that the natural gas system is inherently resilient to climate change impacts as
the infrastructure is mostly underground.**! On the other hand, SoCalGas
asserts, the electric infrastructure, which is almost entirely aboveground is more
vulnerable to climate events such as wildfires and weather events.

SoCalGas therefore advocates for a dual energy system (gas and electric)
for resiliency purposes. Because the gas system is less exposed, SoCalGas states,
it can be used as a solution to increase energy system resiliency of vulnerable
communities reliant on electric infrastructure, by the use of gas microgrid based
technologies such as combined heat and power systems and fuel cells and
therefore can be used as a utility investment mechanism to harden overall energy
supply.

2.3.4.2 Discussion — Gas Utilities

1934 SoCalGas cites ICF, Case Studies of Natural Gas Sector Resilience Following Four Climate-Related
Disasters in 2047;2017 at 19, 25, 27-29, and 30, which is available at
https:/ /www .socalgas.com/ 1443742022576 / SoCalGas-Case-Studies.pdf-at39,-25-27-29;
30-. ¢
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SoCalGas has not provided support for its assertion that vulnerability
assessments for gas infrastructure need not be as robust as those for electrical
infrastructure, and parties have not had the opportunity to comment on such
arguments. SoCalGas” arguments for dual energy systems are being considered
in other proceedings and are not relevant here. SoCalGas shall provide a robust
CEPCommunity Engagement Plans and vulnerability assessmentassessments
containing the same elements and on the same timelines as ordered here for
electric utilities.

2.3.5. Other Commission Proceedings to
Consider Adaptation Strategies

2.3.5.1. Party Comments — Other
Commission Proceedings

CEJA/LC suggest that the Commission implement and prioritize projects
and solutions for climate adaptation in at least the following proceedings:
Demand Response (Application (A.) 17-01-012), Energy Efficiency (R.13-11-005),
Building Decarbonization (R.19-01-011), Affordable Energy in San Joaquin Valley
Disadvantaged Communities (R.15-03-010), Utility Wildfire Mitigation Plans
(R.18-10-007), and IRP (R.16-02-007).
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2.3.5.2. Discussion — Other
Commission Proceedings

We will not designate existing proceedings as the venue for new climate
adaptation projects since this proceeding is focused ixion Phase 1 enissues
concerning vulnerability assessments-ane, not specific projects. We-defer

approval of specific projects for climate adaptation in their GRCs or other

proceedings.
3. Topic 5 - Vulnerability Assessments

Topic 5 is the cornerstone of Phase 1 because it involves taking the tools
already developed in this proceeding and applying them to energy utility
infrastructure-and, operations and services. That is, the energy utilities, using
the Topic 1 definition of climate adaptation, the Topic 2 tools for identifying the
greatest climate change risks, and the Topic 4 definition of disadvantaged
communities that may need extra resources in adapting to climate change,
should begin assessing where their facilities are most at risk through
vulnerability assessments.

The discussion below considers the scope of utility vulnerability
assessments, how to prioritize adaptation efforts, the process for developing such
assessments, the appropriate intervals for vulnerability assessments, whether
IOUs should consider green improvements as mitigation in the assessments as
well as traditional mitigation, and guidance on what climate impacts the IOUs
should plan for in their vulnerability assessments.

The energy utilities must use their vulnerability assessments to prioritize
infrastructure, operations and services at greatest risk first - that is,

infrastructure, operations and services with the greatest risk of impact from the
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most likely climate change scenarios with the greatest human consequences. The
assessments will help them identify and prioritize these highest risk facilities and
activities.

Once they identify the most vulnerable infrastructure, operations or s
ervices, they should begin planning modifications and other mitigations to
harden, move or remove the infrastructure, operations or services before the
effects of climate change make such adaptation impossible. If generation,
transmission, distribution, or storage must be hardened, moved, or removed, the
energy utilities must begin to identify which facilities are most vulnerable now.

The process of altering infrastructure to reduce or eliminate climate change
impacts may involve billions of dollars in ratepayer funding to reduce the risk.
This phase of the proceeding does not address funding, which should be part of
utility GeneralRate-CasesGRCs or other ratesetting apphieationsproceedings.
Nonetheless, it is critical for the IOUs to assess where they need to replace,
remove, or upgrade their facilities and operations to adapt to climate change,
and that is what vulnerability assessments will do.

Topic 5 covers the following 3t hree issues, as set forth in the Scoping
Memo:

4. How should the CPUCCommission and utilities consider
and apply climate risks to key utility functions (generation,
transmission, distribution, storage) and major investments
in long-life, climate- vulnerable assets?

5. What additional reporting by utilities is necessary to
enable decision-making and accountability? Examples
include a framework for the utilities to conduct climate
vulnerability assessments, a framework for development of
adaptation pathways, outcome magnitudes and
probabilities, climate-related metrics, disadvantaged and
vulnerable community impacts.
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6. In what procedural venue, such as GeneralRate-CasesG
RCs or specific climate change adaptation
applications, should climate change adaptation-related
proposals be made?

An initial staff proposal was issued in response to these three questions.
The parties attended a workshop addressing these topics and proposals on
November 15, 2019 and submitted the Topic 5 Workshop report on January 16,
2020.

The relevant issues for Topic 5 crystalized at and after the workshop.
Therefore, we structure this decision around the ALJ’s Ruling of January 29, 2020
asking for comment on the Topic 5 Workshop report. The Ruling sought
comment as paraphrased below, and we have structured the discussion in the
order set forth below:

1. Should the vulnerability assessments address utility
operations and services as well as infrastructure?

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. 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)?

5. Should a flexible adaptation pathway approach as ICF
discussed at the Topic 5 workshop be adopted to facilitate
long-term planning?
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10.

11.

. Is the staff proposal to update the vulnerability

assessments every three years appropriate? DWR plans to
update every five years.

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

. How should utilities use existing vulnerability

assessments; should they be allowed to update those
assessments as their first submissions to the Commission
in lieu of entirely new vulnerability assessments?

. Should updates to the vulnerability assessments align with

the generalrateease {GRCj 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? 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?

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?
(Ee.g., DWR analyzed changes in wildfires, extreme heat,
sea level rise, long-term persistent hydrological changes,
short-term extreme hydrological changes, and habitat and
ecosystems, but did not analyze precipitation directly-)2

Should energy utilities have “climate change teams” with
representatives across departments? 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? Should the
Commission require the utilities add climate planning and
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12.

13.

adaptation related positions at the most senior executive or
board levels?

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

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?

3.1. Infrastructure, Operations and Services

3.1.1. Party Comments — Infrastructure,
Operations and Services

The first question we address is whether the vulnerability assessments

should consider infrastructure only or include IOU operations and services, as

well as assets such as substations and transmission lines.?%>

PG&E states that all aspects of utility management should be climate

informed. According to PG&E, energy IOUs should have the flexibility to

structure their vulnerability assessments in a way that focuses on the utility

activities most exposed and sensitive to climate-driven risk. PG&E urges focus

on those energy assets, operations and services over which the IOUs have

significant influence. PG&E suggests that risk management is a key purpose of

2055 The comments for the Topic 5 portion of this decision include comments on the relevant
subjects the parties made in their Topic 4 comments. Where a position in the Topic 5
comments contradicts a position taken earlier on Topic 4, the January 29, 2020 ruling-
told ALJ Ruling instructed parties to so state. Therefore, the positions set forth here should
reflect parties’ current positions. If any position included in the Topic 5 discussion is now
out-of-date, the party shall identify such eemmentspositions in comments on the Proposed
Decision.
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the assessments, commenting that selecting a particular mitigation will depend
on the nature of the risk.

Similarly, SCE suggests that utilities can evaluate grid solutions by
analyzing how existing infrastructure, including infrastructure planning and
operations, can continue to serve customers during a climate event. SCE agrees
that the scope of the assessments can be expanded to include operations and
services that are directly related to the impacted infrastructure.

On the other hand, SDG&E urges the Commission to focus on
infrastructure for the assessments and allow IOUs to manage their operations
and services to adapt to climate change as needed and provide optimal solutions
for the company and customers.

SoCalGas states that the assessments should cover operations and services
as well as infrastructure. The assessments should include priority utility
operations and services that, if impacted, would significantly affect utility
operations or customers.

CalPA, NRDC and GPI recommend the Commission not limit IOU climate
vulnerability analysis to infrastructure-related issues. CalPA urges the
Commission to include all operations and service that climate change may
impact, including staff activities, information technology and communications.
It states the Commission should require the IOUs to conduct an exposure
analysis on all their services and operations and that vulnerability assessments
should aid the IOUs in prioritizing adaptation options.

At a minimum, NRDC states, the vulnerability assessment should address
how climate change will impact energy availability and energy affordability for
all utility customers. Assessments should seek to avoid building new assets in

vulnerable locations and mitigate risks to existing assets as well as to utility
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operations and services. NRDC believes assessments should focus on operations
and services; and should address the impact of climate change on energy
affordability.

In addition to arguing that assessments should focus on operations and
services as well as infrastructure, GPI urges that assessments focus on avoiding
new assets in climate vulnerable areas. GPI urges redesigning, protecting, and
removing assets in vulnerable areas, and evaluating whether operational
changes instead of physical modifications can mitigate risk.

CEJA/LC comment that “operations” should include, but not be limited
to, the utilities” demand response programs, rate-setting measures, and other
general non-infrastructural programs that impact customers. Thus, CEJA/LC
urges the Commission to consider all customer-facing services and operations in
the assessments, focusing on programs and services that could be impacted by
utility decision-making.

3.1.2. Discussion - Infrastructure,
Operations and Services

The IOUs’ assessments should be broader than simply focusing on what m
odifications to infrastructure-upgrades will be required. We find that the
assessments should consider climate risks to operations and service as well as to
utility assets over which energy IOUs have direct control. In addition to
reviewing their infrastructure, IOUs should conduct an exposure analysis on all
their services and operations as a means of identifying which operations and
services they should include for further analysis in their vulnerability
assessments. In addition, the assessments should include an array of options for

dealing with vulnerabilities, ranging from easy fixes, where applicable, to more
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complicated, longer term mitigation, and an indication of the IOUs” plans for

potential next steps.

3.2. Use of Department of Water
Resources Approach

3.2.1. Party Comments — DWR Approach

Parties also furnish comments on DWR’s two-step methodology for
vulnerability assessments. The approach first combines exposure and sensitivity
to determine risk, and then combines risk and adaptive capacity to determine
vulnerability.

CalPA believes the IOUs should use DWR’s vulnerability assessment
methodology as it aligns with existing state guidance for climate adaptation and
includes operations and staff activities. NRDC states that DWR’s two step
methodology is a common-sense method for determining vulnerability and
should be adopted.

PG&E agrees that DWR'’s assessment process utilizes a generally accepted
risk assessment paradigm. PG&E states its own vulnerability assessments will
be like DWR’s but asks for flexibility, since energy utilities and DWR have
different risks. SDG&E agrees that DWR’s methodology is reasonable for energy
utilities. SDG&E suggests that the Commission also align assessments with the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) process, where
vulnerabilities are defined in the context of a given hazard: Sensitivity +
Capacity + Vulnerability + Exposure = Risk.

SBUA supports DWR’s approach and urges that energy IOUs break down
risks into manageable buckets. It points to 1.15-08-019 (the Commission’s
investigation into PG&E's safety culture) for guidance on how to institutionally

integrate climate change risk assessments into utility organizational structures.
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SCE states that the DWR analysis is generally acceptable; but suggests
replacing the term “risk” with “impact” since “risk” has specific use and
meaning for utilities. SDG&E agrees with SCE’s recommendation stating that it
is impact and adaptive capacity, rather than risk and adaptive capacity, that
combine to determine vulnerability.

CEJA/LC comment that DWR’s methodology can provide a starting place
but does not ensure that communities are consulted and their specific climate
vulnerabilities considered. GPI also asks that IOUs engage early with affected
communities in designing the assessment and selecting objectives. CEJA/LC
point out a fundamental difference between DWR and the energy IOUs - DWR
does not serve any residential customers. Thus, according to CEJA/LC, using
DWR’s methodology would result in an incomplete assessment of climate
vulnerability with respect to electric utility assets, services, operations, and
customers.

3.2.2. Discussion — DWR Approach

We support using DWR'’s two-step vulnerability assessment methodology
that 1) combines exposure and sensitivity to determine risk, and 2) combines risk
and adaptive capacity to determine vulnerability. DWR’s assessment process
utilizes a generally accepted risk assessment paradigm, aligns with existing state
guidance for climate adaptation, and includes operations and staff activities. We
will use it as a starting point for our guidance to energy utilities. By using
DWR’s analysis as a model, the Commission will generally align with the IPCC,
where vulnerabilities are defined in the context of a given hazard: Sensitivity +
Capacity + Vulnerability + Exposure = Risk.

The term “risk” has a specific use in the context of GeneralRate

CasesGRCs, since risk assessment takes place in our GRC-Risk Assessment
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Mitigation Phase (RAMP) process, as discussed in the GRC section below. As

The energy IOUs may need the flexibility to focus on different climate
vulnerabilities. We will provide the IOUs with this flexibility, yet we will hold
the utilities responsible for fully assessing and ranking the relevant climate
vulnerabilities in their service territories. CEJA/LC’s comment on community
engagement is addressed in the Topic 4 discussion above.

3.3. Off-Ramps for Assets
at Low Risk

3.3.1. Party Comments — Off-Ramps
for Assets at Low Risk

The January 29, 2020 ALJ Ruling asks whether IOUs should end the
analysis if exposure to a climate risk for a particular asset is deemed low. GPI
agrees but adds the caveat that risks change over time, so there should be a
mechanism for reconsidering low risk assets over time. PG&E agrees, stating
that a key purpose of conducting a climate vulnerability assessment is to
prioritize mitigation efforts based on risk level of the asset. SDG&E, SCE, and
SoCalGas also agree that off-ramps should be included.

3.3.2. Discussion — Off-Ramps
for Assets at Low Risk

We agree with the general consensus that the assessments should include
off-ramps for assets with low climate risk. A key purpose of conducting a
vulnerability assessment is to prioritize risk mitigation efforts based on the
relative levels of risk revealed by the assessment. Off-ramps should be included
to account for uncertainty in climate change models and the potential for

adaptation efforts outside utility scope that result in the elimination or reduction
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of risk for utility assets. And as SoCalGas states, a screening process that
removes assets with little or no exposure to a climate hazard from unnecessarily
detailed levels of assessment makes sense.

While we agree conceptually with off-ramps for low-expesure climate
risks, we agree with GPI that there must be a mechanism to reassess risks

deemed to be low expesure-at a particular point in time in the vulnerability

assessment process.-Commission-decisions-on-vulnerability-assessmentssheould
containsuch-arequirementaA risk that is entitled to an off-ramp in the short
-term may require further assessment-and-adaptationin-thelongterm in future

vulnerability assessments to assess longer term impacts.

3.4 Contracted Assets

3.4.1. Party Comments -
Contracted Assets

The next topic is whether assets to be identified and analyzed in
vulnerability assessments should include assets under contract, such as
long-term contracts for energy, capacity, and reliability.

PG&E plans to start assessing energy supply risk with utility-owned
assets, such as natural gas plants and hydroelectric facilities, but will also
consider third-party resources that are integrated into the grid. PG&E notes,
however, that an assessment focused on assets and activities that the IOU has the
most influence over provides the most actionable insights.

SDG&E, SCE and SoCalGas oppose including contracted assets in
assessments. SCE questions how utilities can be expected to influence climate
adaptation by facilities they do not own or operate, even if they could conduct a
vulnerability assessment based on limited available information from third

parties.
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GPI states that, while IOUs do not have responsibility for managing assets
they do not own, utilities should consider in their assessments any
vulnerabilities that third-party generators might have that could affect the grid.
GPI recommends that the utilities include within scope facilities over which the
IOUs have some ability to influence behavior. SCE agrees with GPI's suggestion
for creating a pathway for independent generators to assess their own
vulnerabilities.

CEJA/LC suggest that assessments should analyze assets that IOUs do not
own but that could be impacted by utility-decision making.

3.4.2. Discussion — Contracted Assets

Energy utilities have contracted for large amounts of energy and capacity
through purehased-power purchase agreements. While we understand that
utilities have varying levels of control over assets under contract, we expect that
going forward utilities will endeavor to include climate change considerations in
their negotiations while contracting with third parties. In the meantime, energy
IOUs should identify those facilities they have contracts within their
vulnerability assessments. During the assessment process, IOUs should
communicate with the operators and ask them to report their own facility’s
exposure to climate risk. The risk assessment should include any exposure to
climate risks that facility operators report, and the IOUs’ contingency planning in
case the third-party asset experiences failure due to climate change.

However, we will not require the IOUs to conduct their own extensive
analysis of third-party facilities at this time. The IOUs should prioritize their
own assets, of which there are many. They have many long-term generation
contracts, and analysis of the assets those contracts relate to could delay the

IOUs’ critical analysis of their own infrastructure, operations and services.
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In the future, when energy IOUs sign new contracts for power, capacity, or
reliability, the utility should take steps to identify risks and obtain information
from the operator. In-entering-aBeginning with contracts executed in 2022, in
new long-term contract of 15 years or more, there should be an
acknowledgement in the contract that the operator has eensiderconsidered
long-term climate risk. A facility safety plan considering climate risks should be
included with the contract when the purehased-power purchase agreement is
submitted for approval. This due diligence by the operator should then be
included in the utility’s vulnerability assessment of risk for that particular asset.

If the IOU is unable to obtain this information, the IOU must demonstrate in its

vulnerability assessment that it exercised reasonable efforts to obtain it and
provide the reason those efforts were unsuccessful. To track this information,
the utility must include a chart in their vulnerability assessment with the names
of all third party contact facilities, whether or not the facility provided a safety
plan and acknowledgement and if not, what was the reason. We will continue to
monitor the extent to which IOUs include in new third-party contracts a facility
safety plan so that we can reassess whether such plans should be a requirement
for executing power purchase agreements.

Thus, over time, we expect the energy IOUs to move from simply
identifying risks of contracted assets in their vulnerability assessments to
including substantive risk assessments of third-party contracts in their
vulnerability assessments. The reason for this is clear: whatever climate risks
contracted assets face may also impact IOU infrastructure, operations and
services in the future.

3.5. Flexible Adaptive Pathway Approach

-61 -



R.18-04-019 COM/LR1/avs PROPOSED DECISION (REV. 1)

The January 29, 2020 ALJ Ruling asks whether the vulnerability
assessments facilitate a “flexible adaptation pathway,” as explained below, and
whether the flexible adaptation pathway approach should be adopted to
facilitate long-term climate adaptation planning. Flexible adaptation pathways
can be used in adaptation planning and implementation to address the challenge
of planning in the face of uncertainty. The tool allows flexibility in the future by
proposing alternative strategies for combating climate change. If a chosen
adaptation later is found to be unworkable, the utility has flexibility to choose
one of the alternatives without going back to the drawing board.

The process requires monitoring of “signposts” related to climate
conditions that signal the need for a change in approach (“transformation
points”). A flexible adaptation pathway would have IOUs execute adaptation
plans in the near term, while allowing them to adjust future adaptation strategies
based on the actual climate conditions that emerge. The IOUs may identify
actions to implement now that protect against near-term climate changes and
actions that are low and no regret, while leaving options open to protect against
the wide range of plausible changes emerging later in the century. Such an
approach is preferable to implementing actions now that are optimized for
present-day conditions or a single future outcome that ignores uncertainty.

As an example, one can consider a flexible adaptation pathway for a
hypothetical adaptation plan for a coastal substation threatened by sea level rise.
In this hypothetical, the substation would be designed assuming a specific
amount of sea level rise. Under a flexible adaptation pathway approach, if sea
level rise deviates from what is assumed, the IOU might need to implement

changes to the substation on an accelerated (or delayed) schedule.
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capacity. A sump pump will always be useful, but eventually becomes
insufficient alone. The second option is triggered when sea level rise approaches
2 feet, and includes building a new barrier to protect up to FEMA + 5 feet. A
3-foot rise requires the IOU to relocate the substation. Each trigger is far enough
in advance of the risk threshold (here, each foot of sea level rise) that there is
time to change course. The iterative process of such a plan also allows for
incorporation of changing external conditions, like technological innovations or
public policy changes. While the IOUs may still need to seek approval for
infrastructure spending in their GRCs or other proceedings, an adaptation plan
informed by a flexible adaptation pathways approach ensures strategic

long-term planning.
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3.5.1. Party Comments — Flexible
Adaptation Pathway

GPI supports using the flexible adaptation process as a model for the
development of the methodology the Commission adopts for energy IOUs.
According to PG&E, the adaptation pathways approach is one framework for
planning adaptive action in response to climate-driven natural hazards. PG&E
further explains that a vulnerability assessment is a precursor step to any
adaptation planning framework. PG&E opposes a requirement that utilities use
an adaptive pathways approach when planning climate risk mitigations because
additional discussion is needed to determine its usefulness.

SCE also opposes requiring the use of a flexible adaptation pathway
approach at this time, asserting that it would be premature. SCE is
experimenting with this approach on a pilot basis to evaluate its usefulness in a
regulated environment where utilities need certainty regarding which actions to
pursue.

While SoCalGas believes flexible pathways could be useful in principle, it
opposes adoption of the approach at this time.

SDG&E supports the flexible pathways approach; because it
accommodates uncertainties in long-term planning. It cautions, however, that
the Commission should not adopt a one-size fits all requirement since different
utilities may need different frameworks. SDG&E agrees with GPI that
adaptation pathways allow for early adjustments as there are small intermediary
steps leading to a comprehensive adaptation strategy. This approach allows
community feedback to be incorporated through the adaptation process instead

of only distinct start and stop points.
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CEJA/LC suggest that a flexible adaptation pathway may be appropriate
for future long-term adaptation planning, but state it is less suited to shorter time
frames. Using a flexible adaptation pathway approach from the outset could
hamper the near-term implementation of projects or actions that could provide
immediate benefits to vulnerable communities.

3.5.2. Discussion — Flexible
Adaptation Pathways

The flexible adaptation pathway approach shows promise for dealing with
the uncertainties inherent in long-term planning, but we decline to adopt it as a
utility requirement at this time. We require more information on how the
approach fits in with the vulnerability assessments we require today and with
the Commission’s existing regulatory processes.

Nonetheless, we will require the IOUs” vulnerability assessments to 1)
identify vulnerabilities due to climate change and 2) provide options for
mitigation. As discussed in the GRC section below, we expect IOUs to use their
vulnerability assessments in conjunction with their RAMP process. They will file
vulnerability assessments a year prior to the GRC itself, where funding for
projects is considered.

Instead of dictating a pathway for how to mitigate impacts of climate
change, the vulnerability assessments should identify any challenges the IOUs
will face due to climate change, and describe possible solutions ranging from
easy to difficult. Thus, the assessments themselves will identify vulnerabilities
and include a suite of options for consideration. The specific projects and
mitigations themselves will be chosen in the GRC or other applicationratesetting

proceeding seeking project funding.
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Thus, vulnerability assessments are an intermediate step in identifying
options, and funding will be left to other decisions. While we are interested in
learning more about the flexible adaptation pathway approach and how it can
complement our processes, it is not yet clear what this approach accomplishes in
addition to the vulnerability assessments or how a prescriptive adaptive
pathway approach can provide the flexibility to coordinate with the
Commission’s regulatory approach.

3.6. Frequency of Vulnerability Assessments

3.6.1. Party Comments — Frequency
of Vulnerability Assessments

The question of how often the Commission should require IOUs to
prepare and submit vulnerability assessments arose both in Topic 4 and Topic 5.
This section focuses on the timing of the initial Commission-ordered
vulnerability assessment as well as intervals for future assessments.

Several parties support a requirement that the IOUs update climate
vulnerability assessments ordered in this proceeding on a regular basis - with
the most common interval being three years. CalPA, CEJA/LC and GRID all
support such a requirement, asserting that updates will allow for feedback and
the ability to adapt faster to new research or lessons learned.

SCE estimates that it may be able to complete a focused analysis of specific
climate risks within 12 to 24 months of this Peecisiondecision, but states that it
may take 3 to 5 years to complete a comprehensive asset vulnerability analysis.
SCE must develop detailed electric system modeling to be able to run
simulations to understand potential failure points on the system caused by
climate change threats, and SCE has not yet begun this level of analysis. It has
started to inventory assets that may be impacted by climate change such as

hydroelectric generation stations, substations, and transmission towers.

- 66 -



R.18-04-019 COM/LR1/avs PROPOSED DECISION (REV. 1)

The Joint Utilities make similar points. Previously, utilities have
determined, at varying levels of specificity, the exposure of major utility
infrastructure to future climate impacts given several possible future scenarios.
Extending scenario-based exposure analysis to infrastructure sensitivity and
corresponding likelihood of impact on customers is a much more complex task,
in part because California’s energy systems are built with multiple redundancies
to support reliability, and also due to the varied geographic size and
heterogeneity of utility service areas. Most utilities will likely require many
years to conduct vulnerability assessments.

3.6.2. Discussion — Frequency of
Vulnerability Assessments

This decision erdersadopts a schedule for the first set of
Commission-required vulnerability assessments, with re fili
thereon, as well as updates to existing assessments where appropriate (as
explained below). Rather than require all IOUs to submit their vulnerability
assessments at the same time, in the section below related to IOU GRCs we
require timing eft he vulnerability assessments with theseGRC proceedings. The

general timing for the first set of vulnerability assessments filed by IOUs is
illustr in the chart below:

10U Community Engagement Plan Filing |Vulnerability Assessment Filing GRC Filing

SoCalGas/SDG&E N/A N/A 2022
SCE 2021 2022 2023
PG&E 2023 2024 2025
SoCalGas/SDG&E 2024 2025 2026

\s ] L in this chart. SCE will file the first C o E
Plan in 2021 and the fi Inerabili in 2022. This will allow SCE

Im full r vel nd drafti mmunity En ment Plan an
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| level | draft its fi Inerabil

Alth h th mmission considered r iring th | DG&E to file th
fir Inerabili ments n mmer before their 2022 GRC filin fin
his timelin: n rovi im repare their Communi

Engagement Plans, which are an integral part of their climate adaptation work.

2024 and their first vulnerability assessments in 2025.

Regarding the appropriate interval for the vulnerability assessments, we

find that assessments should be performed every four years - the same
Hmeframet ime interval currently applicable to the IOUs” GRCs. We agree that
vulnerability assessments would be best staggered to coordinate with the

various energy utility GRCs. The assessmentsvulnerability assessment should be
eoordinated-with RAMP which-eeceursfiled one year prior to the IOU’s GRC.-by T

ier 2 Advice Letter and by the same day as the filing of the IOU’s RAMP
application. The purpose of this alienment is to ensure that information from the
vulnerability assessments can inform IOUs” GRC applications.

In addition, we find that an annual status update report of the utility’s

discuss further in the Section 3.11.

3.7. Time Period Covered by
Vulnerability Assessments

3.7.1. Party Comments — Time Period Covered
by Vulnerability Assessments

Parties comment on what the appropriate intervals for intermediate and

long-term horizons for vulnerability assessments should be. GPI urges the
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Commission to set time horizons based on two characteristics: the lifetime of
long-lived infrastructure and the expected time over which several climate
impacts are expected to occur. PG&E states that a responsible assessment of
climate risk to IOUs can be achieved via a single, mid-century target date (2050).
PG&E intends to consider 2035, 2050, and 2080 time horizons, but in all cases
PG&E’s climate vulnerability assessments will look to a 2050 time horizon.
According to PG&E, it is a best practice in climate modeling to average values
over a 30-year climatological period to ensure valid statistical results.

SDG&E states it originally focused on 30-year assessments to align with
asset lives and is in the process of reviewing assets with useful lives between
40-50 years. SoCalGas suggests that the intermediate and long-term horizons
should be consistent with those currently being used by the California Energy
Commission and the current State Climate Change Assessments.

SCE recommends that intermediate time horizons of 10 years and
long-term horizons of 30 years be used, to align timing in the assessments with
both utility capacity planning cycles and with State goals to achieve 100% carbon
neutrality by 2045. Utilities already plan to a 10-year time horizon in their
capacity planning efforts, so SCE contends it would make sense to have the
intermediate time horizons for the vulnerability assessment align with the
utilities” established planning cycles. CEJA/LC suggest that for the first cycle of
vulnerability assessments, the intermediate time horizon should examine 5, 10,
15, 20, and 25 years, with a focus on the 5 and 10-year timeframes.

3.7.2. Discussion — Time Period Covered
by Vulnerability Assessments

On the issue of time periods covered by vulnerability assessments, we

envision a multi-decade plan providing risk assessment and options. We concur
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with parties that the intermediate time frame should address the next 10-_-20
years while the long-term time frame should address the next 30-50 years. The
key time frame to be considered by the vulnerability assessment should focus on
the next 20-30 years.

We expect the main takeaways from the vulnerability assessments to be
included as a chapter in the IOUs” GRC filings. We anticipate giving further
guidance on what the filing should look like at a later time. Generally, the
chapter should contain 1) a list of vulnerabilities, 2) proposals addressing those
vulnerabilities (with options), and 3) long-term goals for adapting to climate
risks.

3.8. Existing Vulnerability Assessments
AnThe ALJ rulingRuling issued in the proceeding on November 14, 2019

asked the four large IOUs - PG&E, SCE, SDG&E and SoCalGas - to identify
vulnerability assessments they have already performed, regardless of how they
are titled. On November 25, 2019, the four IOUs produced their existing
assessments. The January 29, 2020 relingAL] Ruling asked parties to comment
on how to use existing vulnerability assessments.

3.8.1. Party Comments - Existing
Vulnerability Assessments

In response to the January 29, 2020 rulingAL] Ruling, PG&E states that its
2016 climate vulnerability assessment provided an initial screen of the exposure
of PG&E infrastructure to climate-driven natural hazards and identified priority
hazards based on the then-available data. PG&E intends to consider the 2016
assessment in scoping its next assessment as more granular data becomes
available. SDG&E will use its earlier vulnerability assessment as a starting place

for its next, which will result from this proceeding. SDG&E expects to use the
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California Energy Commission template for its next assessment and to include
new science as available.

SCE states that the existing assessments should be used to inform future
vulnerability assessments, while CEJA /LC agree that they can be used as a
starting point, so long as the analysis is relevant to the requirements adopted in
this proceeding. In this regard, CEJA/LC note that the existing assessments are
highly variable as to the topics included, and that the Commission’s guidance in
this proceeding is critical to ensuring the IOUs are analyzing the vulnerabilities

3.8.2. Discussion — Existing
Vulnerability Assessments

We agree with the general consensus that existing vulnerability
assessments should be used as a reference, but that future vulnerability
assessments should not simply update what the IOUs have already submitted.
To the extent vulnerability assessments the IOUs have already performed are
relevant to the assessments this decision requires, they may use those
assessments as part of their work for this proceeding but shall ensure the
assessments they submit in the future include everything this decision requires.

We do not approve SDG&E's recommended adoption of the Energy
Commission’s template for its next assessment, because this decision provides
specific guidance for energy utility vulnerability assessments. Further, as noted a
bove, we adopt a four year time interval for vulnerability assessments, so we do
not agree with SCE that-energy IOUs should only update their assessments enly
when new science updates are available.

3.9. Relationship Between Vulnerability
Assessments and General Rate Cases

Climate change-driven risks and proposed investments to adapt to and

plan for those risks could be considered in venues such as the Risk Assessment
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and Mitigation Phase (RAMP) proceedings,** GRC cycles for each utility, and
standalone applications for utility infrastructure additions. We envision
vulnerability assessments as part of a process informing the GRC as to climate
risks and vulnerabilities the utility will be facing in the long term of 20 to 50
years.

We solicited comments on this issue in the January 29, 2020
Administrative LawJudge{ALJ} Ruling by asking whether updates to the
vulnerability assessments should align with the GRC cycle. We also asked
whether all IOUs’ vulnerability assessments should be due at the same time, or
whether to stagger them according to each utility’s GRC cycle. The Ruling also
asked whether the vulnerability assessment process should be viewed as a
complement to the RAMP process or whether it should be an independent

planning process. Finally, we asked whether the assessment should be used to

determine which climate resilience effort to carry out.

uthern California Edlson Risk Assessment and Mltlgatlon Phase (November 8, 2018). This d

ocument is available on the Commission’s websue at:
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3.9.1. Party Comments — Vulnerability Assessments
and General Rate Cases

PG&E and SoCalGas state that future climate vulnerability assessments
should be aligned and staggered to fit into the preparation schedule for each
utility’s upcoming GRC, so that the assessment results can inform IOU planning
and funding requests. PG&E believes that the best way to manage
climate-driven risk is to integrate it, to the degree possible, within the standard
RAMP/GRC processes. SDG&E states that, assuming new climate science is
available, alignment of assessments with the GRC funding request cycle makes
sense with respect to requesting funding for assessments and mitigation efforts
identified as part of past assessments.

Similarly, CEJA/LC recommend staggering the assessments and the GRCs
to allow the utilities to plan adaptation projects identified in the vulnerability
assessments and obtain Commission approval of cost recovery in the GRC.
However, CEJA/LC state the utilities should not be permitted to seek approval
of adaptation projects in the GRC but should instead seek approval in relevant
proceedings or via new applications.

Incorporating vulnerability assessments into RAMP and GRCs, according
to SDG&E, will best incorporate adaptation planning into existing utility
planning. SDG&E asserts that CEJA /LC’s recommendation that IOUs seek
approval in proceedings other than the GRCs runs the risk of isolating
adaptation efforts.

SCE opposes CEJA/LC’s proposal that all projects above a certain amount
in the GRC be approved only if the IOU has considered climate adaptation for

the project, asserting that such a requirement could be duplicative. SoCalGas
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also urges rejection of CEJA’s proposal to tie GRC funding for projects to climate
adaptation considerations.

CalPA urges the Commission to consider incorporating IOU adaptation
planning into formal Commission proceedings to maintain oversight and
accountability of the IOUs” adaptation processes. According to CalPA, a
vulnerability assessment submitted to the Commission every few years, by itself,
is no guarantee that best practices will be followed without a review structure
that guarantees public participation, regulatory oversight and iterative learning.

Parties also comment on whether vulnerability assessments should be
viewed as part of RAMP or as an independent planning process. While PG&E
and SDG&E agree that assessments should be a complement to RAMP, SCE and
SoCalGas contend that vulnerability assessments should be an independent
planning process from RAMP, whose results could then be used to develop
scenarios/sensitivities for the RAMP process. SoCalGas suggests that if the
Commission is considering including the climate change adaptation
vulnerability assessment as part of RAMP, it would be more appropriate to
include it in the Safety Model Assessment Proceeding (S-MAP). CEJA/LC state
that the vulnerability assessment process must be independent of RAMP because
the RAMP process is focused on utility infrastructure and does not consider or
analyze climate adaptation needs of DVCs.

Lastly, some parties comment that the vulnerability assessment is intended
to identify the potential risk that changing climate conditions have on the electric
and gas infrastructure. SDG&E states that the results of the assessment should
then be used to inform and to be incorporated into a broader risk mitigation such
as RAMP. SCE states that while the assessment can identify actions to address

risks associated with a utility’s assets, operations or management, approval of
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any particular action should occur in a proceeding where approval of projects
occurs.

3.9.2. Discussion — Vulnerability Assessments
and General Rate Cases

The question of how, where and when the vulnerability assessments will
fit in with energy utility planning for infrastructure-ane, operations_and services
is a key focus of Topic 5. We need to determine whether vulnerability
assessments are the final step before an energy utility seeks funding for a specific
project or whether an intermediate step needs to occur. We agree that
vulnerability assessments would be best staggered to coordinate with the
various energy utility GRCs. CeerdinatingSubmitting the vulnerability
assessments withby the same day as the RAMP Applications are filed helps to

ensure that the latest climate science will be reflected in the options considered

and projects adopted for funding in the GRCs: (or perhaps other ratesetting
proceeding). We view the vulnerability assessment and RAMP processes as
complementary and interlinked, and requiring both filings by the same deadline

will help provide useful information and context for parties engaged in both

proceedings. We also require that utilities serve a copy of the vulnerability

assessment advice letter on the corresponding RAMP proceeding service list.

Earlier in this decision we determine that vulnerability assessments should
be performed every four years. We agree with those parties that contend that
vulnerability assessments should be coordinated with RAMP, which occurs one
year prior to the IOU’s GRC. Since RAMP and the GRCs are on a four-year
cycle, we expect the IOUs to prepare a new vulnerability assessment every four

years. Energy utilities are not precluded from updating their assessments at any
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time in view of new information that could not have been known at the time of
the earlier assessment.

A related issue is the state climate change assessment described in the
Topic 1 and 2 decision, D.19-10-054, which issues every five years. Depending
on when in an IOU’s four-year cycle the state assessment issues and to what
extent the state assessment contains game-changing information, some update
by the IOUs to their vulnerability assessments may be required. We anticipate
the IOUs would have to address such significant changes by seeking relief in the
GRC itself, either through a petition for modification or motion toreopen.

The IOUs are at different points in their GRC cycles. The Commission
recently issued a decision on Sempra Energy’s (Sempra) GRC, which covers
SDG&E and SoCalGas. PG&E’s GRC is pending, but there have been settlement
talks. This decision requires Sempra (for SDG&E and SoCalGas) and PG&E to
filesubmit vulnerability assessments in-coerdination-withone year before their
GRCs, by the same day as their next RAMP filings. SCE filed its current 2021
GRC application (A.19-08-013) in 2019. Our decision today therefore will apply
to SCE’s next RAMP filing due in three years, for its 2025 rate case.

The relationship between the assessments, RAMP, the GRCs and other
IOU applications will evolve over time through an iterative process. Initially, we
expect that RAMP and the vulnerability assessments will be filed one year before

the GRC and that the GRC filing will contain a chapter devoted to the

vulnerability assessment. We expect that any new infrastructure, operations, or
services the utilities propose in their GRC to be informed by their analysis of

climate change impacts to their territory The vulnerability assessment will be an

intermediate step to identify the risks of climate change and mitigation options,
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leading to approval of alternatives and associated financing in the GRC or other
project approval applications.

We expect the vulnerability assessments to project impacts of various
climate risks and describe an array of mitigation options ranging from easy to
difficult. However, the Commission will not, in reviewing the vulnerability
assessments, choose alternatives and approve financing. Parties will have an
opportunity to comment on vulnerability assessments when-theythrough the a
dvice letter process when the vulnerability assessments are filed, and the
Commission will issue-a-deeision-acceptiner eview the vulnerability assessment
before an IOU submits its GRC application. We expect over time the IOUs and
other stakeholders will develop more sophisticated mechanisms for fully
integrating climate change risks into GRCs and other applications-
ferproceedings requesting infrastructure-asset, operations and services funding.

3.10. Guidance from the Commission on
Which Climate Risks to Assess

3.10.1. Party Comments — Climate
Risks to Assess

The January 29, 2020 AL] Ruling asked for comment on whether the
Commission should identify the universe of climate variables analyzed in the
vulnerability assessments or whether the Commission should provide a
minimum set of variables for the IOUs to consider. For example, DWR considers
the following risks: wildfires, extreme heat, sea level rise, long-term persistent
hydrological changes, short-term extreme hydrological changes, and habitat and
ecosystems.

Most parties that commented agree that the Commission should prescribe

a minimum set of climate variables. In contrast, PG&E asks that IOUs be allowed
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to determine their priority risks, based on knowledge of their specific assets and
unique service areas.

SDG&E suggests establishing a base set of variables for scoping
vulnerability assessments that will inform actionable alternatives. The baseline
could include sea-level rise, groundwater effects, wildfires, heatwaves, and
extreme rain events.

Similarly, SCE urges the Commission to identify a minimum set of climate
variables to analyze in the assessments. Ultimately, however, SCE states that it
should be the responsibility of the IOUs to identify the relevant variables for
their service territories.

SoCalGas recommends that the Commission use variables consistent with
those analyzed by the IPCC for the development of the vulnerability
assessments. SoCalGas notes that cascading events, such as mudslides after
rainstorms, may be analyzed.

GPI recommends that the Commission adopt common, specific variables
appropriate for energy utilities.

In their Topic 4 comments, CEJA /LC suggest that the Commission require
the IOUs’ vulnerability assessments to include daily and not just “extreme”
events. For example, higher temperatures, while not extreme, will require more
frequent use of air conditioning units —a climate adaptation mechanism that may
be easier for some communities to utilize than others. As such, the Commission
and IOUs should consider daily climate-related events, and not only extreme
events, when defining vulnerability so as to account for communities” differing

degrees of vulnerability.
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3.10.2. Discussion — Climate
Risks to Assess

Based on discussion at the working group meetings, the working group
report, and party comments, we adopt below a minimum set of variables for use
by all energy IOUs. We note that while we are including wildfires as a variable,
the IOUs” wildfire mitigation plans deal with short-term rather than long-term
risks, and thus may use a different risk assessment than should be used in the
climate change adaptation vulnerability assessment. In addition, we encourage
IOUs to use other variables that reflect the physical characteristics of their unique
service territories.

Below, we provide the minimum set of criteria we expect the energy IOUs
to consider in their vulnerability assessments, followed by examples that provide

illustrative context but do not constitute a comprehensive list:

* Temperature: Analyzing hourly maximum temperature is
necessary but insufficient, and the utilities should also
evaluate other temperature changes for their impacts on
infrastructure, operations and personnel. Some
infrastructure is able to tolerate high temperatures so long
as nighttime temperatures remain sufficiently low to
enable passive cooling.

+ Sea level: Evaluating height of high tide sea level is
necessary but insufficient, and the utilities should also
evaluate contingencies like the impact of storm surge, king
tides, salt corrosion, etc.

» Variations in precipitation: Variations in precipitation
include, among other things:
e Snowpack - precipitation falling as rain instead of snow
increases short-term water flow into hydroelectric dams

while decreasing water flow later in the season,
impacting hydroelectric generation.
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e Extreme precipitation events - bigger storms pose a
threat to utility assets and operations.

e Long-term precipitation trends - higher or lower
long-term precipitation may impact localized flooding
and hydroelectric generation, among other important
factors.

e Drought - drought may impact hydroelectric
generation, and act as a compounding factor on other
risks, like wildfires and subsidence.

e Subsidence - decreased groundwater may cause
localized subsidence, posing a physical threat to
infrastructure as the ground shifts.

+  Wildfire: Wildfire is a major variable that is likely to
increase over the coming century. The IOUs should use
their wildfire risk assessments from other proceedings in
their vulnerability assessments.

+ Cascading impacts: multiple parties have raised concerns
that cascading or compounding incidents (e.g., wildfires
burn hillsides and rainstorms cause mudslides) have
multiple negative impacts that are greater than the sum of
the parts. The IOUs should consider cascading impacts
relevant to their service territory.

3.11. Climate Change Teams and Executive
and Board Involvement

The-ALfs January 29, 2020 AL] Ruling asked whether energy IOUs should
create “climate change teams” with representatives across departments and how
to ensure climate change planning and adaptation is prioritized at the most
senior executive and board levels.

3.11.1. Party Comments - Climate Change Teams
and Executive and Board Involvement

As to climate change teams across departments, PG&E agrees that IOUs
need to develop the institutional capacity to integrate climate change risk

assessment and data into all relevant planning and decision-making across the
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companies. This requires support not from senior level executives and board
members but at levels where the assessments are being performed. SDG&E
states it has a climate advisory group, consisting of leadership from operational
groups throughout the company, as well as a Chief Risk Officer and
sustainability group. SDG&E cautions against requiring specific positions,
which it asserts would be overly prescriptive and reduce flexibility for utilities to
manage the process appropriately.

Both SCE and SoCalGas reject the idea of dedicated climate change teams.
Rather, utilities should have the flexibility to design a management structure that
most effectively develops and implements climate change policy. SCE points out
the climate change analysis requires collaboration among multiple organizations
and diverse functions throughout the enterprise rather than creating a
stand-alone organizations. SCE points to its large cross-company effort focused
on risks related to climate change driven wildfires, with multiple groups
working collaboratively to identify, recommend mitigation, and implement those
measures once approved by the Commission.

CEJA/LC support IOUs creating climate change teams, given the
multidisciplinary nature of the effects of climate change.

As to designated executive level and board positions for climate change,
PG&E believes it has the right governance structure to address climate change
planning and adaptation and does not see the need for new officer or board
positions. SDG&E agrees, stating that creating new positions would be overly
prescriptive and would fail to provide utilities with sufficient flexibility to
manage their operations. Similarly, SCE states that the Commission should not
require SCE to create climate planning and adaptation positions at the senior

executive or board level. SoCalGas asks for the independent authority to
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establish such functions at the executive levels, as necessary, based on the level
and type of risk presented by the company’s infrastructure.

CEJA/LC believe that senior level executives and board members should
be tasked with climate change adaptation. Further, CEJA/LC suggest that the
Commission establish a new requirement for GRCs that projects over a certain
dollar amount will only be approved as just and reasonable if the utility has
considered climate adaptation in developing that project. By linking
consideration of climate change to approval of projects, the Commission will
ensure that senior executives and board members are aware of the importance of
climate change planning.

3.11.2. Discussion - Climate Change Teams and
Executive and Board Involvement

We will require the energy IOUs to ereatedesignate “climate change
teams” across departments to ensure a comprehensive approach to risk is
developed. As in the safety context, climate risk analysis must be conducted on a
utility-wide basis to prevent competition among business units. SBUA suggests
that the Commission’s decisions in Investigation (I.) 15-08-019°7 provide
guidance on how to institutionally integrate climate change risk assessments into
utility organizational structures, but we will not require a particular approach.

We agree with GPI's suggestion that climate change teams with
cross-departmental responsibilities be ereateddesignated and report directly to
senior level executives and/or board members. SCE has established a cross

departmental team to deal with wildfire risk and mitigation. The broader topic

37 1.15-08-019, Order Instituting Investigation on the Commission’s Qwn Motion to Determine W

hether Pacific Gas and Electric Company and PG&E Corporation’s Organizational Culture and
nan joritize Safety (Augu (0 Documents related to this Investigation are a

Q0¢e ( e (1
vailable on the Commission’s website at:
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of climate change, with its numerous risks to energy utility infrastructure,
operations and services, similarly warrants high level management attention.

WeAccordingly, we adopt a requirement that each energy utility ereate-
designate a -cross-_-departmental climate change team and have that team report
directly and-independently-to an executive at thea senior vice president level or
above. A cross-departmental team will reduce the possibility that any climate
change team within one department will be siloed within the energy utility. By
requiring collaboration by team members, competition between departments
should be reduced. And, by specifically tasking a senior level executive with r
esponsibility for the utility’s climate change planning, we hope to ensure that
this vital topic is given the attention it deserves.

We are not persuaded that these two requirements in any way reduce the
flexibility of energy utilities to address climate change. We do not at this time
direct the IOUs to charge a board member with the duty to consider climate
adaptation. Since we envision that the senior level executive will brief the board
regularly on climate change and associated planning, we expect all board

members to takerespensibilityforoversee climate adaptation planning for

infrastructure, operations and services.

To ensure compliance with this requirement, and to track the progress of
the climate change teams, we direct the large energy IOUs to file a Tier 1 advice
letter annually at the end of the first quarter of each year with the Commission’s
energy division listing both the individuals and their departments named to the
climate change team. The advice letter should also name the senior level

executive to whom the climate change team will directly report. This advice

letter filing should be updated annually-and-when-the seniorlevel-exeeutive
changes. Given that vulnerability assessments are long-term deliverables
-83-
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nnual nsure the clim han m is makin

rogr rds th mpletion of th. Inerabili ment. Th.

houl ribe th iviti f the clim han m and th

community engagement conducted in the last 12 months, and the anticipated
upcoming milestones that will lead up to their next vulnerability assessment

Regarding the composition of the clim han ms, the [ m.
either create new climate change teams or use existing climate change teams so
lon h monstr hat th ign m has then r rti
meet i jecti nd will i h Inerabili men

primary duty. An objective of the climate change team is to ensure that there are
sufficient staff dedicated to the development of the vulnerability assessment
from across the organization, and who bring the requisite expertise and breadth

of knowledge to the task.
We considered CEJA/LC’s proposal that we only approve those projects

over a certain dollar amount in the GRC if the utility has considered climate
change risks and mitigations. We agree that this requirement would get
attention at the senior executive and board level. However, we find this
recommendation redundant to our requirement that the energy IOUs include a
chapter in their GRC filing addressing climate change risks and options for
mitigation for which the IOU requests funding, regardless of dollar amount. It
also appears unnecessary in view of our requirement that the IOUs create
climate action teams and designate a senior level executive to oversee the climate
change team and report to the board on a regular basis on vulnerability

assessment activities.
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Finally, there are persuasive arguments in favor of and against including
large projects in a GRC. The GRC can provide a good snapshot of spending an
IOU anticipates over the subsequent years, if most of the spending is represented
there. Having large projects in separate applications can complicate the tasks of
assessing all IOU expenditures and predicting ratepayer impact over time. By
the same token, separate applications can ensure that parties that do not
typically participate in the GRC process nonetheless have the opportunity to
weigh in on a subject that is important to them, without the added work of
addressing the wide array of GRC issues. For this reason, we do not believe it is
appropriate to be prescriptive as to where IOUs should seek funding of
particular climate adaptation mitigation measures.

3.12. Annual Capacity Planning

The relationship between vulnerability assessments and annual capacity
planning was also raised in the January 29, 2020 Ruling. Parties took a variety of
positions on this question. The planning process is a multi-agency one that is
tied to the California Energy Commission’s Integrated Energy Planning Report
(IEPR) and thus is beyond the scope of this proceeding. The Commission will
continue to work with the California Energy Commission and others to ensure
that climate change impacts are fully incorporated into forecasting and planning

processes.
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3.13. Green Alternatives
3.13.1. Party Comments — Green Alternatives
The January 29, 2020 ALJ Ruling asked for party comment on whether

vulnerability assessments should analyze green and sustainable infrastructure
alternatives to traditional utility infrastructure investments when proposing
climate adaptation measures, such as wetland restoration.

The utilities ask for flexibility in considering green alternatives. PG&E
views the scope of traditionally engineered adaptation alternatives versus green
alternatives as beyond the scope of this discussion. Other forums, such as the
GRC, are more appropriate for considering which solutions are appropriate,
balancing environmental concerns and cost-effectiveness, according to PG&E.
SCE points out it considers potential green alternatives to traditional
infrastructure in the annual capacity planning process. SCE suggests that green
and sustainable infrastructure adaptation alternatives could result from
collaboration with impacted communities. SDG&E states it considers
infrastructure alternatives in proposing projects. SoCalGas asks for flexibility in
identifying affordable long-term investments for customers, including
sustainable alternatives.

CEJA/LC urge the Commission to require the IOUs to analyze green
alternatives when proposing climate adaptation measures and suggests working
with other state agencies developing such projects. GPI strongly supports
requiring utilities to consider green and sustainable alternatives to mitigate

climate risks.
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3.13.2. Discussion — Green AlterpativesAlternative
i I :

We decline in this decision to require utilities to analyze green and
sustainable infrastructure alternatives to traditional utility infrastructure
investments when proposing climate adaptation measures in their vulnerability
assessments. We agree that other forums, such as the GRC, or collaboration with
communities or other state agencies may more appropriate for considering
which solutions, sustainable or otherwise, are appropriate to mitigate climate
risks- in the climate adaptation context.’® For example, deciding whether
wetlands restoration could substitute for building a seawall would be an analysis
undertaken by the Coastal Commission in reviewing whether a seawall (if even
allowed) is appropriate mitigation to the risk of sea level rise.

While green improvements appear to be at least one level above what we
contemplate as the focus for the vulnerability assessments, at the same time we
direct the utilities to consider green and sustainable remedies for the vulnerable
infrastructure identified in assessing mitigation measures in their vulnerability
assessments. Raising green and sustainable alternatives early in the risk
assessment and mitigation process will help ensure that green alternatives will
be considered in higher level Commission proceedings such as the GRC that will
fund climate adaptation projects or by other agencies in their approval processes

or in proceedings held by other agencies such as the Coastal Commission.

mfrastructure has on climate change The determmatlon of what new resources need to be

built to meet the energy sector’s climate targets will be made in the Integrated Resource
Planning (IRP) pr ing (R.20-
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3.14. Use of Experts

This proceeding was initially expected to make recommendations on the
use of experts in the decision on Topics 1 and 2. In D.19-10-054 , which
addressed those topics, the Commission found that it would benefit from
additional record on this topic, and stated the following-{at47):

The comments lead us to conclude that further analysis and
input are necessary on the type of panel and its mandate. We
agree with Climate Resolve, NRDC, Cal[PA] and the energy
utilities that there are existing bodies focused on determining
the most up-to-date climate models and data, and this
decision answers the question for the foreseeable future.

What is lacking is expert input on which model(s) and
dataset(s) to apply to energy utility infrastructure and
operations, and how to apply such tools to the electric and gas
utility context. This task will require familiarity with utility
infrastructure and operations as well as knowledge of climate
adaptation modeling and data. The essential task will be to
use expert input to determine which of the studies within the
Fourth Assessment can be used to examine climate impacts on
utility operations and infrastructure for the vulnerability
assessments the Commission will address as part of Topic 5.
We will take additional input on the issue via the Staff
Proposal on Topic 5 and address the matter further in a
subsequent decision.?

Consistent with this language, the staff report on Topic 5 contains a
proposal on the IOU use of experts to inform and support their vulnerability
assessments.?** Specifically, the October 22, 2019 staff proposal included the
following discussion regarding experts:

Working with Climate Scientists

39D.19-10-054 at 47.

#40 The recommendations in the staff report supplant an earlier staff recommendation that the
Commission form an advisory board to advise IOUs on the vulnerability assessments, and
we do not consider establishment of such a board further.
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Staff proposes that utilities each identify and contract with
climate scientists as needed for these impact studies. While
the [state’s] Fourth Assessment [on Climate Change] offers
tools and existing studies, it is possible that utilities will need
a range of expert support on technical issues such as which
[Global Climate Model (GCM(s))] to use, how to apply a GCM
to their service territory, and how to further downscale a
climate impact study to their service territory. Utilities would
assess the gaps in their expertise and work with appropriate
scientists, such as those who worked on studies within the
Fourth Assessment or who are associated with the academic
climate change community in California or other states.

This idea replaces the statewide expert panel that was the
subject of earlier discussion in this proceeding. Staff proposes
that having scientists work directly with each utility will yield
impact studies that are more accurate and relevant to a given
service territory.?*!

3.14.1. Party Comments — Use of Experts
CEJA/LC urge the Commission to establish a statewide expert panel of

climate scientists, asserting that utility contracting introduces potential conflicts
of interest and may not be as impartial as an expert panel. They add that while
the impacts of climate change vary regionally, climate science does not, so there
is no obvious need to have one expert for each service region.

A few speakers at the working group echoed CEJA /LC’s comments about
establishing a statewide expert panel of climate scientists, and raised concerns
that IOUs may select unvetted consultants who may improperly call themselves
climate scientists without the expertise. Conversely, others raised concerns that
the granularity of analysis required for a climate vulnerability assessment
necessitates a detailed, in-depth review that a statewide panel would be unable

to provide. Parties also raised concerns that while climate science does not vary

2241 The staff proposal was sent to the service list on October 22, 2019 and is attached to this
decision as Appendix B.
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by locale, the expertise required to make informed decisions on climates as
varied as those found in California likely require flexibility and a wide range of
personnel.

3.14.2. Discussion — Use of Experts

We believe it is essential that the Commission have available to it experts
that do not have a conflict of interest due to prior work for an IOU or other party.
However, the Commission is often required to assess whether a particular expert
has a conflict of interest as part of its state contracting process, and there is no
need to specify how to do so separately here. We are not prepared to tell the
IOUs (or any other party) to use or not use a particular expert as part of their
vulnerability assessment work.

4. Categorization and Need for Hearing

This rulemaking is quasi-legislative. There is no need for evidentiary
hearings.

5. Comments on Proposed Decision

The proposed decision in this matter was mailed to the parties in
accordance with Section 311 of the Public Utilities Code and comments were

allowed under Rule 14.3 of the CPUCCommission’s Rules of Practice and

Procedure. Comments were filed on——and-reply-comments-were
NRDC, PG&E, SDG&E, SBUA, SCE, and SoCalGas. Reply comments were filed
on August 3, 2020 by CalPA, Joint CEJA /LC, NRDC, PG&E, SDG&E, SCE, and
SoCalGas. Based on these comments, changes to the proposed decision were
made to improve clarity, correct typographical errors, and add citations. In
addition, the following modification were made in response to party comments

and consistent with the law:
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e___10Us are directed to provide maps of DVCs to
offer additional information to the public.
o___The timing for the filings of the Community

Engagement Plans, the vulnerability assessments, and

the survey reports are modified to provide for more time
for IOUs to prepare filings and for community
engagement.

o___The scope of the Community Engagement Plans is
clarified to focus on utility infrastructure, operations and
services impacted by climate change.

o___The interrelationship between the Community
Engagement Plans and the vulnerability assessments is
clarified to ensure community engagement occurs before,
during, and after the vulnerability assessment.

o___The directive to IOUs to engage DVCs is clarified so that
I0OUs engage all DVCs, not just those with identified at-risk
infrastructure, operations or services.

e___Data sources for tribal lands and median income

references in the adopted definition of DVCs are provided
to ensure consistency, together with a directive to IOUs to

work with Commission staff to expand the communities
and lands falling within the definition of tribal lands.

o___The parameters of the memorandum account are
clarified to include costs, limited to incremental costs
associated with the related community engagement,
which is an integral part of the vulnerability assessments.

o___The filing of vulnerability assessments is modified such

that IOUs will file their vulnerability assessments as Tier 2
Advice Letters.

o___The relationship between the RAMP filing and the
vulnerability assessment is clarified to ensure parties
engaged in both proceedings have the benefit of
information in the vulnerability assessments. The
vulnerability assessments are due one year before the GRC,
by the same date as the RAMP filings.
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o___The requirements for third party facility contracts are
clarified and begin with contracts executed in 2022. If the
IOU is unable to obtain this information, the IOU shall
demonstrate in its submission of the power purchase
agreement to the Commission that it exercised reasonable
efforts to obtain it and provide the reason those efforts
were unsuccessful. The utility must also include a chart in

its vulnerability assessment with the names of all third
party contact facilities, whether or not the facility provided

a safety plan and acknowledgement and if not, what was
the reason.

o___The directive to form climate change teams is clarified

to indicate that IOUs may create new or use existing
climate change teams, so long as they demonstrate that

the team has the necessary qualifications and will be
dedicated to the vulnerability assessment as a primary

r and antici ming mil nes that will 1 he n

vulnerabili ment filin

6. Assignment of Proceeding

Liane M. Randolph is the assighed Commissioner and Regina DeAngelis is
the assigned AL]J in this proceeding.
Findings of Fact

1. The Commission opened this climate adaptation rulemaking on April 26,
2018.

2. The Commission in D.19-10-054 addressed Topics 1 and 2 set forth in the
rulemaking, as follows: Topic 1, Definition of climate adaptation for utilities.
Topic 2, Appropriate data sources, models, and tools for climate adaptation

decision-making.
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3. The Commission in this decision addresses Topics 4 and 5 set forth in the
rulemaking, as follows: Topic 4, Identification and prioritization of actions to
address the climate change related needs of vulnerable and disadvantaged
communities; and Topic 5, Framework for climate-related decision-making and
accountability. In addition, the Commission addresses issues in the rulemaking
identified as Topic 3 (addressed as part of Topic 5 herein). Topic 3 issues include
guidelines for utility climate adaptation assessment and planning,.

4. The Commission in this decision also addresses one issue from Topic 2 set
forth in the rulemaking. This issue was moved to Topic 5 herein and is as
follows: a proposal for the utilities to rely on experts in their vulnerability
assessments.

5. DVCs require extra attention to easurepromote equity when the IOUs
begin making infrastructure, eperationaloperations and service changes as part
of their climate adaptation efforts.

6. DVCs are vulnerable socioeconomically and will have difficulty adapting
to climate change due to their inability to afford resiliency measures that
wealthier communities may be able to afford.

7. DVCs are communities at danger of climate change impacts of various
types.

8. DVCs have both high socioeconomic burdens and high exposure to one or
more adverse climate impacts and may require extra resources to adapt to

climate change.

9. T ffectivel ) 1 blic | he definiti F DVC
I h IOU’ ) ) IOUs should | hei bsi
fD identified in their r ive servi rritories with mentation of

r rmine these D nd all rce fil hapefil
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10.0. Adaptive capacity eentributesteimpacts the communities’ vulnerability
in the context of climate adaptation. When a community’s adaptive capacity is

low, relative to climate change exposure and sensitivity, a community is more

y7: . o e . ¥74

vulnerable to climate change.

11.1. The term “prioritization” within the context of DVCs means that a
community that is a DVC may require extra resources, and more engagement
and attention, because it is less able to fund or organize adaptation efforts on its

own.

12.230. CalEnviroScreen is one tool for determining which communities
are DVCs, but CalEnviroScreen alone is insufficient to identify all DVCs for
purposes of climate adaptation of utility infrastructure, operations and service.

13.3. - To identify all DVCs for purposes of utility climate change
adaptation, the results of using the CalEnviroScreen to identify communities in
the 25% highest scoring census tracts must be expanded to capture tribal lands
and sparsely populated census tracts that score the highest 5% of Pollution
Burden within CalEnviroScreen.

14.4. 12- To concentrate resources for utility climate adaptation in
communities that are most at need, DVCs should include census tracts with
median household incomes less than 60% of state median income.

15.5. 33- Small businesses do not require special designation as DVCs.
DVCs are determined at the community level, not based on business type or

sector of the economy.
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16.6. H4- Specific methods to address and engage disadvantaged and
vulnerable communities within the context of the IOUs’ climate adaptation e
tforts must be established.

17.7.35-10Us need to develop Community Engagement Plans on all aspects
of scope, analysis, data gathering, goal development, implementation, and
review to guide engagement with DVCs on climate adaptation related to utility i
nfrastructure, operations and service.

18.8.16—~rainingTraining is essential to meaningful community engagement
by IOUs with DVCs in the utility climate adaptation context.

19.9. 37 The Commission has already begun work on environmental
justice and disadvantaged communities, for example through the
Environmental and Social Justice Action Plan and the Disadvantaged
Communities Advisory Group’s Equity Framework, which can be relied upon
in the utility climate adaptation context.

20.0. 18- CBOs are a critical part of the community engagement process in
both carrying out vulnerability assessments and implementingconsidering the i
mplementation of actual utility climate adaptation measures.

21.1. 39: Community members do not need empirical, firsthand experience
on the frontline of climate change-driven events to participate effectively in the
IOUs” community engagement efforts for climate adaptation. While such
experience is useful, other experience may be equally useful.

22.2. 20- Community engagement in the context of utility climate
adaptation must be based on best practices from past experiences of the
Commission and IOUs. For example, in the context of Wildfire Mitigation
Plans (R.18-10-007 and Resolution WSD-001), and Public Safety Power Shutoff
(PSPS, R.18-12-005), the Commission adopted significant community
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engagement requirements.
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23.3. 21- To the extent other Commission proceedings have resulted in
community networks that have an interest in longer term climate adaptation, the
IOUs should consult with, leverage, and build upon these networks in
connection with the community engagement work in utility climate adaptation.

24.4. 22 A-separate repertby-the I0Us thatevaluates-the-vulnerability-
assessmentsisnotneeded-atthis-Hime Howeverto-demonstrate thatTo assess w
hether the IOUs” community engagement is productive and engenders trust, the
IOUs should survey parties to this proceeding, DVCs, and CBOs with which

they work and reperif ile the results of those surveys in survey reports every four

years, starting enJune-30,2021-one year after the IOUs file their first

vulnerability assessment.
25.5. 23: The IOUs should have a lead role in conducting community

engagement for the IOUs’ vulnerability assessments since IOUs are best situated
to determine infrastrueture changes required to meet their known and foreseen
climate change risks pertaining to their infrastructure, operations and services.
26.6. 24- The IOUs need funding for their vulnerability assessments, but the
IOUs should request this funding in a different ratesetting proceeding, such as-

ana GRC or separate application-preceeding-or-General-Rate-Case. In the

meantime, the IOUs should track costs directly related to their vulnerability

assessments and community engagement pertaining to these vulnerability a
ssessments in a memorandum account. Only incremental costs for community
engagement should be tracked in the memorandum account because IOUs are
expected to consult with, leverage, and build upon existing community
engagement networks.

27.7. 25: Vulnerability assessments for gas utilities should be as robust as

those for electric utilities.
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28.8. 26—Vulnerability The IOUs” vulnerability assessments should
include infrastructure-upgrades, 1O, operations and services, and assets
over which IOUs have direct control, such as substations and transmission
lines.

29.9.27—In their vulnerability assessmentassessments, the IOUs should use
the DWR’s two-step vulnerability assessment methodology thatmodifiedto
conform with the established IPCC definitions of risk terminology, such that
step 1) combines exposure and sensitivity to determine riskvulnerability, and_
step 2) combines riskvulnerability and adaptive capacity to determine
valnerabilityr isk.

30.0.28—I0Us should be permitted to end the analysis of ana utility asset in
their vulnerability assessments if-expesure-to-a climate risk for athat particular
asset is deemed low.

31.1. 29- IOUs have contracted for large amounts of energy and capacity
through purchased power purchase agreements and have varying levels of
control over assets under contract but utilities are expected include climate
change considerations in their negotiations while contracting with third parties.

32.2. 30- The “flexible adaptation pathway” tool allows flexibility in the
future by proposing alternative strategies for combating climate change, but we
are not requiring IOUs use it in their vulnerability assessments at this time.

33.3. 3% The appropriate intervals for intermediate time frame for
vulnerability assessments is 10-20 years and for long-term horizons it is the next
30-50 years.

The key time frame for the vulnerability assessment is the next 20-30 years.

34.4. 32- The IOUs have existing reports similar to the vulnerability

assessments required in this decision and these existing reports can be used as a
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starting point for developing the required vulnerability assessments.
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35.5. 33: Vulnerability assessments may be used as part of a process for
informing the GRC as to climate risks and vulnerabilities the utility will be facing
in the long term of 20 to 50 years.

36.6. 34- DWR considers the following risks in its vulnerability assessment:
wildfires, extreme heat, sea level rise, long-term persistent hydrological changes,
short-term extreme hydrological changes, and habitat and ecosystems.

37.7.35: The IOUs’ vulnerability assessments should address the minimum
set of variables in-theirvulnerability-assessmentwe describe in this decision to
ensure a comprehensive assessment.

38.8. 36: The IOUs need to ensure a comprehensive approach to climate
change risk is developed across all of the IOUs’ various departments to ensure a
comprehensive approach to the IOUs’ climate change adaptation efforts.

39.9. 3% I0Us must ensure climate change planning and adaptation
is prioritized at the most senior executive and board levels.

40.0.38: The utilities need to consider green and sustainable remedies for the
vulnerable infrastructure identified in assessing mitigation measures in their
vulnerability assessments.

41.1. 39: A particular expert will not be designated for the IOUs’
vulnerability assessments.

Conclusions of Law

1. This decision completes Phase 1 of the proceeding.

2. The staff definition of communities that are the most vulnerable to climate
change should be adopted with the modifications to median income levels
contained in Section 2 herein. The adopted definition is as follows:

“Disadvantaged Vulnerable Communities,” or “DVCs.” The
Commission adopts and the IOUs shall apply the following
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definition of Disadvantaged Vulnerable Communities for this
purpose: Disadvantaged Vulnerable Communities consists of
communities in the 25% highest scoring census tracts according
to the most recent version of the California Communities
Environmental Health Screening Tool (CalEnviroScreen), as well
as all California tribal lands, census tracts with median
household incomes less than 60% of state median income, and
census tracts that score in the highest 5% of Pollution Burden
within CalEnviroScreen, but do not receive an overall
CalEnviroScreen score due to unreliable public health and
socioeconomic data.

3. The term “disadvantaged” should be included in the definition of

vulnerable communities in the context of utility climate adaptation because the
Commission has applied the term to include communities that require extra
funding, outreach and attention due to socioeconomic factors, pollution burden,
and adaptive capacity.

4.  To ensure it is clear that the reference to disadvantaged communities also
refers to communities exceptionally vulnerable to climate change because of their
disadvantage, the term “vulnerable” should be included in the description of
these communities.

5. DVCs willmay require extra attention to ensurepromote equity when the
IOUs begin making infrastructure, eperationaloperations and service changes as

part of their climate adaptation efforts.

6.. 1 hould host m n their websi f the ar ver he DV

7..  6:The term “prioritization” within the context of DVCs means thatan_

IOU’s engagement with a community that is a DVC may require extra resources,
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and more engagement and attention, because it is less able to fund or organize
adaptation efforts on its own.

8.. ZNulnerabilityThe IOUs’ vulnerability assessments for DVCs should
include theiran analysis of the DVC’s adaptive capacity.

9.. & When IOUs begin to seek funding to adapt their infrastructure,
operations and services to climate change in DVCs, such requests shallmay
include extra treatment, including funding, outreach, and education, to promote
equity between communities with low adaptive capacity and those outside
DVCs with highhigher incomes or other indicia of strong ability to adapt to
climate change
10.0. 9- The IOUs’ vulnerability assessments should identify areas affected by
climate vulnerable utility infrastructure, operations or services, including DVCs,
in need of extra funding, outreach, and education.

11.1. 36 Requests for funding equity needs for DVCs should be included either

in the IOUs” GRCs,a-separateratesetting-proceedingorin applications filed by
the IOUs-, or other separate proceedings

12.2. 3 In preparing-both-thetheir vulnerability assessments-and-Community-
EngagementPlans,10Ussheuld-ineludeanalysis-of IOUs shouldanalyze how to

promote equity in DVCs as part of the IOUs” adaption to climate change based on
the DVC’s adaptive capacity and funding so that DVCs are not left behind due to

their inability to garner their own resources to fund related climate adaptation

measures.
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heir inabili rner their own r I fund rel lim ion
measures.

14.4. 12 In determining levels of adaptive capacity, IOUs should consult with
and rely-enconsider the advice of DVCs and the other parties to this proceeding
that submitted comments on the issue.

15.5. 13- In discussing adaptive capacity in Community Engagement Plans, the
IOUs should include a discussion of whether extra funding will be sought in the
future, along with discussion of any extra outreach and education that IOUs will
need to conduct in order to promote equity for DVCs related to adaptation of the
IOUs’ infrastructure, operations and services.

16.

17.7. ¥4 The Commission Staff’s reliance on CalEnviroScreen with
modifications is appropriate for definitional purposes for BVVEDVCs.

18.8. 15: Other tools such as CCHVIz or Cal-Adapt should not be used to
exclude communities from DVC status if using CalEnviroScreen or the rural and
tribal lands referred to in the definition of DVCs would include them.

19.9. 16: The Commission Staff’s proposal to expand on the output of
CalEnviroScreen to capture tribal lands and the census tracts that score in the
highest 5% of Pollution Burden within CalEnviroScreen, but that do not receive
an overall CalEnviroScreen score due to unreliable public health and
socioeconomic data, is reasonable.

20.0. #7-SmaltFor purposes of utility climate adaptation, small businesses
should not be treated differently than the communities in which they are located,
and a small business does not fall within the DVCs definition unless its

surrounding community qualifies as such.
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21.1. 38 Each IOU should prepare, file, and serve a Community Engagement

Plan in this proceeding one year before the filing date for their vulnerability a

ssessments. The starting point for this Community Engagement Plan should be
the outline previded-by-CalPA/NRDCinReplyComments-at Appendix C.

22.2.39:10Us should share draft Community Engagement Plans with all parties
to this proceeding-as-seen-as-pessible, DVCs, and CBOs and solicit input before

filing the Community Engagement Plans- in this proceeding. A copy of this C
ommunity Engagement Plans should also be provided to the Director of Energy

Division on the date filed.

Plans are due every four years, 180-daysone year before the due date of their

vulnerability assessments.

24.4. 21 Training of IOU personnel or consultants is essential to meaningful
community engagement with disadvantaged-communitiesDVCs and funding for
training will be considered in either the IOUs” GeneralRate-CasesGRCs or in a-
separate proceedings.

25.5. 22 In IOUs” Community Engagement Plans, IOUs shall set forth how their
personnel or consultants have been or will be trained in community engagement
so that their interactions with disadvantaged-communitiesDVCs are productive
and engender trust.

26.6. 23: The Commission’s existing Environmental and Social Justice Action
Plan and Disadvantaged Communities Advisory Group Equity Framework
should be relied upon in the IOU’s climate adaptation process.

27.7. 24- The 10Us, in their Community Engagement Plans, should include a

discussion of how they will implement the Environmental and Social Justice
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Action Plan and Disadvantaged Communities Advisory Group Equity
Framework.

28.8. 25: The DACAG should comment on any IOU Community Engagement
Plan submittedf iled in this proceeding and the IOUs should consult the DACAG _
and other relevant Commission Staff when developing their Community
Engagement Plans.

29.9. 26: The 10OUs should consult with the Commission Staff responsible for the
DACAG to make sure the Community Engagement Plans are on an appropriate
DACAG meeting agenda in time for meaningful review of the Community
Engagement Planreview.

30.0. 27 CBOs should be involved in all aspects of the community engagement
process_related to the IOU’s vulnerability assessment. Trusted and experienced
CBOs should be considered for program-administrationmeaningful leadership
roles, both in carrying out vulnerability assessments and
implementingconsidering the implementation of actual climate adaptation

measures.

Engagement Plan.
32.2. 28 The IOUs” Community Engagement Plans should address how to

ensure eommunitiesDVCs and CBOs are involved in scope analysis, goal
development, implementation, administration and review of the utility
vulnerability assessments, as well as taking leadership roles in their areas of
expertise on vulnerability assessments and_consideration of climate adaptation

implementation in DVCs.
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33.3. 29: No particular credentials are required for CBOs or community
members to participate in the IOUs’ climate adaptation engagement efforts,
except for a desire to assist in helping the relevant eemmunityDVC to adapt to
climate change and a demonstrated track record of effective community
engagement.

34.4. 30- The IOUs’ vulnerability assessments will provide the information the
Commission and stakeholders need to determine whether infrastructure, o
perations or service changes will be needed as a means of climate adaptation.

35.5. 3% To the extent the Commission has already implemented community
engagement practices that are effective and that empower local communities, the
IOUs should continue to use-themconsult with, leverage, and build upon them for
the Community Engagement Plans.

36.6. 32- The IOUs” Community Engagement Plans should include best practices
for community engagement relied upon.

37.7.33- Where there are-eredible concerns that local government is not
sufficiently engaged with its disadvantaged residents, the IOUs” community
engagement regarding climate adaptation shall include persons or organizations
that are non-governmental.

38.8. 34- The IOUs are required to survey parties to this proceeding, DVCs and
relevant CBOs-with-which-the 10Us-werk and repertfile the results of those
surveys every four years, starting enjune-30,2021to-demonstrate-thatone year a
fter the filing date of their vulnerability assessments, to assess whether their

community engagement on climate adaptation is productive and engenders trust._

The prior survey report should be attached to the subsequent Community
Engagement Plan filing.
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must be deeply involved in the effort to bring climate change adaptation

measures affecting their infrastructure, operations and services to disadvantaged
communities.

40.0. 36- I0OU funding for climate adaptation measures should be addressed in
separate proceedings but a memorandum account should be authorized in this
decision to track costs directly related to the vulnerability assessments_and the c
ommunity engagement ordered herein.

41.1. 37 No support exists for the assertion that vulnerability assessments for
gas infrastructure need not be as robust as those for electrical infrastructure.

42.2. 38- SoCalGas shall provide a robust Community Engagement Plan and
vulnerability assessment containing the same elements and on the same timelines
as ordered here for the large electric utilities.

43.3. 39: Existing Commission proceedings will not be specifically designated at
this time as the venue for new climate adaptation projects.

44.4. 40- In addition to reviewing their infrastructure in their vulnerability
assessments, IOUs should conduct an exposure analysis on all their services and
operations.

45.5. 43- The vulnerability assessments should include an array of options for

dealing with vulnerabilities, ranging from easy fixes, where applicable, to more

complicated, longer term mitigation—, and an indication of the IOUs’ plans for
il
46.6. 42- DWR’s two-step vulnerability assessment methodology should be used-
thatmodified E n blished IPCC definiti  ris] inol

such that step 1) combines exposure and sensitivity to determine
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riskvulnerability, and step 2) combines riskvulnerability and adaptive capacity to
determine vulnerability-—risk.

47.7. 43- The I0Us should be provided with flexibility to focus on different
climate vulnerabilities in their vulnerability assessments but are responsible for
fully assessing and ranking the relevant climate vulnerabilities in their service
territories.

48.8. 44- The vulnerability assessments should include off-ramps for
components with low climate risk, but there must be a mechanism to reassess
risks deemed to be low risk at a particular point in time in case the risk of the
component increases over time.

49.9. 45- The I0Us should endeavor to include climate change considerations in
their negotiations while contracting with third parties for power, capacity, or
reliability.

50.0. 46 The IOUs should identify in their vulnerability assessments those
facilities they have third-party contracts with for power, capacity, or reliability.

51.1. 47 During the vulnerability assessment process, IOUs should
communicate with the operators of facilities they have contracts with for power,
capacity, or reliability and ask them to report their own facility’s exposure to
climate risk. The risk assessment in the vulnerability assessment should include
any exposure to climate risks that facility operators report and the IOUs’

contingency planning in case the third-party asset experiences failure due to

climate change. If the IOU is unable to obtain this information, the utility must
demonstrate in its vulnerability assessment that it exercised reasonable efforts to
obtain it and provide the reason those efforts were unsuccessful.

52.2. 48- The IOUs are not required to conduct their own extensive analysis of

third-party facilities at this time.
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53.3. 49: In the future, when IOUs sign new contracts for power, capacity or
reliability, the IOUs should take steps to identify climate change risks and obtain
information from the operator. NewBeginning with contracts executed in 2022, n
ew long-term contracts of 15 years or more should include an acknowledgement
in the contract that the operator has considered long-term climate risk.

54.4. 50- A facility safety plan considering climate risks should be included
when the purehased-power purchase agreement is submitted to the Commission
for approval. The facility safety plan should then be included in the utility’s
assessment of climate change risks for that particular asset. If the IOU is unable

to obtain this information, the IOU must demonstrate in its submission of the

power purchase agreement to the Commission that it exercised reasonable efforts

to obtain it and provide the reason those efforts were unsuccessful.
55.5. 51 Over time, IOUs should move from simply identifying climate change

risks of contracted assets in their vulnerability assessments to including
substantive risk assessments of third-party contracts in their vulnerability
assessments.

56.6. 52- The flexible adaptation pathway approach shows promise for dealing
with the uncertainties inherent in long-term planning, but now it should not be
adopted as a requirement.

57.7.53- The vulnerability assessments should identify any challenges the IOUs
will face due to climate change and describe possible solutions ranging from easy
to difficult. The specific projects and climate change mitigations themselves will
be chosen in the GRC or other applicationproceeding seeking project funding.

58.8. 54- Rather than require all IOUs to submit their vulnerability assessments
at the same time, the timing of each vulnerability assessment should be related to

each IOU’s GRC filing and be performed every four years - the same timeframe
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currently applicable to the IOUs” GRCs. The vulnerability assessments should be
eoordinated-with RAMP which-eeeursf iled one year priertoebefore the 10U s
GRC, by the same day as their RAMP applications are filed.

59.9. 55: On the issue of time periods covered by vulnerability assessments, a
multi-decade plan providing risk assessment and options is appropriate.

60.0. 56: The IOUs’ existing vulnerability assessments should be used as a
reference, but future vulnerability assessments should not simply update what
the IOUs have already submitted. IOUs shall ensure the vulnerability
assessments they submit in the future include everything this decision requires.

61.1. 57 The IOUs are not precluded from updating their vulnerability
assessments at any time in view of new information that could not have been
known at the time of the earlier assessment.

62.2. 58: A minimum set of variables for use by all IOUs in their vulnerability
assessments should be adopted. In addition, IOUs should use other variables that
reflect the physical characteristics of their unique service territories.

63.3. 59- No schedule is adopted for post-hoc evaluation of the accuracy of
vulnerability assessments at this time.

64.4. 60-The IOUs should ereatedesignate “climate change teams” across
departments to ensure a comprehensive approach to climate change risk is

developed. These climate change teams should have cross-departmental

responsibilities and report directly and-independently-to an executive at the

senior vice president level or above. 10Us may create new or use existing climate
han m lon h monstr hat th m has the n r

rti m h jective, and will i he vulnerabili

assessment as a primary duty. An objective of the climate change team is to
ensure that there are sufficient staff dedicated to the development of the
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vulnerabili ment from acr he organization, and who bring th
requisite expertise and breadth of knowledge to the task.

65.5. 61-All board members should takerespensibilityoversee for climate
adaptation planning for infrastructure, operations and services.

66.6. 62- The IOUs should consider green and sustainable remedies for the
vulnerable infrastructure identified in assessing mitigation measures in their
vulnerability assessments.

67.7. 63- No requirement is adopted regarding experts to be engaged for the
IOUs’ vulnerability assessments.

ORDER
IT IS ORDERED that:

1. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company,
San Diego Gas & Electric Company, Southern California Gas Company
(collectively “IOUs”) shall refer to disadvantaged communities in the utility
climate adaptation context as “Disadvantaged Vulnerable Communities,” or
“DVCs.” The Commission adopts and the IOUs shall apply the following
definition of Disadvantaged Vulnerable Communities for this purpose:
Disadvantaged Vulnerable Communities consist of communities in the 25%
highest scoring census tracts according to the most recent version of the
California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool
(CalEnviroScreen), as well as all California tribal lands, census tracts with
median household incomes less than 60% of state median income, and census
tracts that score in the highest 5% of Pollution Burden within CalEnviroScreen,
but do not receive an overall CalEnviroScreen score due to unreliable public

health and socioeconomic data.
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2.. Pacific Gas and Flectric Company, Southern California Edison Company,
San Diego Gas & Electric Company, Southern California Gas Company_shall

3.. 2: The Commission adopts, and Pacific Gas and Electric Company,
Southern California Edison Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company,
Southern California Gas Company shall apply the following definition of the
term “adaptive capacity” in the utility climate adaptation context: The broad
range of responses and adjustments to daily and extreme climate change-related
events available to communities. This includes the ability and resources
communities have to moderate potential damages, take advantage of
opportunities, and cope with consequences.

4.. 3:Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison
Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, Southern California Gas
Company (collectively “IOUs”) shall consult with and rely~enconsider advice f
rom Disadvantaged Vulnerable Communities. and the other parties to this
proceeding (or successor proceeding) that submitted comments on the issue in

determining levels of adaptive capacity-forPisadvantaged Vulnerable
Communities.,

5.. 4 Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison
Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, Southern California Gas

Company (collectively “IOUs”) shall each prepare, file and serve theirfirst

be-filed-in this proceeding (or successor proceeding) their Community E

ngagement Plans every four years, 180-daysone year before t he filing date of
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their vulnerability assessments. The IOUs shall provide the Director of the
Commission’s Energy Division with a copy of the Community Engagement Plan

on the date filed. The purpose of the Community Engagement Plan shall be to

identify and prioritize utility climate adaptation investments in Disadvantaged

Vulnerable Communities (DVCs). The IOUs shall conduct community e

ngagement in all DVCs. The Community Engagement Plan shall include, at a

minimum, the following;:

1)

AnalysisDiscussion of how IOUs promote equity relative
lim ion of their infrastr r rations a
nd services in DVCs based on the communities” adaptive

capacity.
Description of how the IOU’s personnel or consultant have
been or will be trained in community engagement.

Description of how the IOUs will implement the
Commission’s existing Environmental and Social Justice
Action Plan and Disadvantaged Communities Advisory
Group Equity Framework. The IOUs shall consult with the
Disadvantaged Communities Advisory Group (DACAG) a
nd the relevant Commission staff when developing their
Community Engagement Plans. The IOUs shall alse-werk-

with-the Commissionstaft responsible for-the-

Disad L C o A dui - DACAG:
to-make-sure-theensure their Community Engagement

Plan-isPlans are on an appropriate DACAG meeting
agenda in time for meaningful review efand to obtain f
eedback on the Community Engagement Plan. The IOUs
shall alse include a-diseussionin their Community E
ngagement Plan a summary of the input received from
parties to this proceeding (or successor proceeding), DVCs
and affected communities on the Environmental and Social
Justice Action Plan Goals and Disadvantaged
Communities Advisory Group Equity Framework-{as-wel-

as-otherissues).
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4) Discussion that-aecceptsand acknowledges and summarizes
all input received from community-based organizations

(CBOs)-and-communities,and-explains-allinputreceived;-
whetherfellowed-ernot, DVCs, and parties to this

proceeding (or successor proceeding).

5) Discussion that gauges interest and availability of CBOs or_

other members of the community for meaningful pregram-
achministration] eadership roles in the vulnerability

assessments and climate adaptation-implementation-and-
otherleadershipreles, and discloses any CBO or

community member interest in such roles.

6) Description of how the IOUs will ensure communities and
community-based-erganizationsCBOs s are involved in
scope analysis, goal development, implementation,
administration and review of the utility vulnerability
assessments, as well as taking leadership roles in their

areas of expertise on vulnerability assessments and ¢
onsideration of climate adaptation implementation in

DVCs.

7) List of best practices relied upon for outreach after the
| IOUs conduct outreach to eemmunitiesDVCs, CBOs and
their representatives that have participated in this
proceeding.

8) Where eredible concerns exist that local government is not
sufficiently engaged with its disadvantaged residents, the
IOUs” community engagement shall include persons or
organizations that are non-governmental. The Community
Engagement Plans shall list the non-governmental
organizations contacted and the reason contacted.

6. 5: When preparing Community Engagement Plans, Pacific Gas and
Electric Company), Southern California Edison Company, San Diego Gas &
Electric Company, Southern California Gas Company shall act as follows:

1) meet with community-based organizations (CBOs)-anel

‘ties, Disad { Valnerable C ties (

DVCs), and parties participating in this proceeding (or
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successor proceeding) to develop an outline of what the
Community Engagement Plans should include, using the

outline submitted-by-CaliforniaPublic Advoeates Ottice
N 1R Dt - L i thi

proeceedingattached hereto at Appendix C and the
requirements set forth in this decision as a starting point
for the discussion; and

2) disseminate a draft of the Community Engagement Plan
widely to all relevant CBOs, DVCs, and to parties on the
service list of this proceeding (or successor proceeding)
before filing the plan in this proceeding for comment. The
final version of the Community Engagement Plan filed
with the Commission shall refleetsummarize the input ef
affected-communitieson the draft by DVCs, COBs, and
parties on the service list of this proceeding (or successor
proceeding).

7. 6: Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California
Edison Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern
California Gas Company (collectively “IOUs”) shall survey
Disadvantaged Vulnerable Communities (DVCs) and relevant
community-based organizations with-which-the 1OUs-werk—"The
soal-of the surveyshall-be-to assess the effectiveness of the
community outreach and engagement discussed in this decision.
The IOUs shall include the results of the surveys everyfouryearsin
a survey report. The first-survey report is due enjune30,-
202%-every four years, one year after the filing date of the IOUs”_
vulnerability assessments. The IOUs shall file and serve the survey

reports on the service list of this proceeding (or successor

proceeding)-the-surveyreperts—, DVCs, and relevant COBs. The
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successor proceeding). In preparing the survey report, the IOUs
shall, at a minimum, act as follows:

1) Assess and describe in the survey report the effectiveness
of the community outreach and engagement discussed in
this decision.

2) Ask communities and individuals to which the IOU has
conducted outreach and community engagement if the
outreach and community engagement was effective in
helping them with the vulnerability assessment process.
Include results in the survey report.

3) Provide survey responses in the survey report categorized
by type of outreach - e.g., community meetings, over the
air broadcast information, social media, print media, etc. -
so that there is data in the proceeding showing what
outreach and community engagement is most effective that
the Commission and stakeholders may use to direct future
outreach.

4) Within 60-days for the effective d  this decision £il
: | o list i thi ’ L
g 4] b effocti : | |
. ’ in this decision.

5) Prior to conducting the survey, the IOUs;-alene-er-in-
ecombinatien; shall gather input from the parties to this
proceeding on appropriate survey questions and
methodology through a meet and confer process that is
open to all parties. This meet and confer process shall
conclude no later than 30 days before the surveys are
conducted.

6) Use metrics to determine the reach of the IOUs” outreach
and community engagement efforts. One set of metrics
shall be quantitative in nature, and include data related to
website visits, click rates, conversions, in-person meetings,
radio spots, number of partners, number of customers
reached, customer acknowledging information, read
receipts, video shares, and other quantitative
measurement. Another set of metrics shall document
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comprehension of the vulnerability assessment process.
Such metrics can be more qualitative in nature and include
metrics collected from surveys and post-event
interviews/sessions with stakeholders and partners.
Metrics shall capture satisfaction with outreach and
engagement from the utility, understanding of information
and whether communities or individuals feel equipped to
act, and whether communities or individuals feel
connected to resources relevant to vulnerability
assessments. The metrics and the results shall be included
in the survey reports.

8 . 7 Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison
Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas
Company shall take the lead on the development of vulnerability assessments

related to their infrastructure, operations and services,whetherfor

9 . 8 Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison
Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas
Company (collectively “IOUs”) shall file every four years, as detailed herein, a
vulnerability assessment that includes, at a minimum, the following;:

1) Consider and identify climate risks to IOU operations and
service as well as to utility assets over which the IOUs have
direct control. In addition to reviewing their
infrastructure, IOUs shall conduct an exposure analysis on
all their services and operations as a means of identifying
in the vulnerability assessment which operations and
services they shall include for further analysis. The
vulnerability assessments shall include an array of options
for dealing with vulnerabilities, ranging from easy fixes, w
here applicable, to more complicated, longer term

mitigation.; and an indication of the IOUs’ plans for
potential next steps.
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2)

3)

5)

6)

Identify facilities they have third-party contracts with for
power, capacity, or reliability in their vulnerability
assessments. During the vulnerability assessment process,
IOUs shall communicate with the operators of these
third-party contract facilities and ask them to report the
facility’s exposure to climate risk. In the vulnerability
assessment, the risk assessment shall include any exposure
to climate risks that facility operators report, and the IOUs’
contingency planning in case the third-party asset
experiences failure due to climate change.

Address the key time frame to be considered by the
vulnerability assessment of the next 20-30 years. Also
address the intermediate time frame of the next 10-20 years
and the long-term time frame of the next 30-50 years.

Consider and identify the green and sustainable remedies
for the vulnerable infrastructure identified in assessing
mitigation measures in the vulnerability assessments.

Include an analysis of how IOUs promote equity in
Disadvantaged Vulnerable Communities (DVCs) based on
the communities” adaptive capacity. The IOUs shall also
address whether extra funding for this purpose is or will
be sought and shall identify extra outreach and education
needed so that IOUs promote equity in the DVCs.

Include in the vulnerability assessments the Community-
EngagementPlansplan for engaging DVCs; and providing
for community engagement work that allows
community-based organizations-ane, community
members, as-well-asand government entities in those
communities; to participate in vulnerability assessments in
their areas of expertise by, among other things, suggesting
sources of data or other information to be used in the
assessments, reviewing and contributing to the text of
vulnerability assessments, and commenting on the v
ulnerability assessments.
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process of completing the vulnerability assessment and

h the previously fil mmunity En ment Plan

8)) Address in the vulnerability assessments “actual or
expected climatic impacts and stimuli or their effects on
utility planning, facilities maintenance and construction,
and communications, to maintain safe, reliable, affordable
and resilient operations,” as required by Commission
Decision 19-10-054, Ordering Paragraph No. 1.

89) Use DWR’s two-step vulnerability assessment
methodology that 1) combines exposure and sensitivity to
determine risk, and 2) combines risk and adaptive capacity
to determine vulnerability.

910) Include off-ramps for assets with low climate risk but
also a mechanism to reassess assets that may require
further risk assessment as climate risks change.

1011) Consider the following minimum set of criteria in the
vulnerability assessments (in-thelist-each item below is
followed by examples that provide illustrative context; this
does not constitute a comprehensive list):

a. Temperature: The IOUs shall analyze hourly maximum
temperature and also evaluate other temperature
changes for their impacts on infrastructure, operations
and personnel.

b. Sea level: The IOUs shall consider height of high tide
sea level and also evaluate contingencies like the impact
of storm surge, king tides, salt corrosion, etc.

c. Variations in precipitation: Variations in precipitation
include, among other things:

i. Snowpack - precipitation falling as rain instead of
snow increases short-term water flow into
hydroelectric dams while decreasing water flow
later in the season, impacting hydroelectric
generation.

ii. Extreme precipitation events - bigger storms pose a
threat to IOU assets and operations.
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iii. Long-term precipitation trends - higher or lower
long-term precipitation may impact localized
flooding and hydroelectric generation, among other
important factors.

iv. Drought - drought may impact hydroelectric
generation, and act as a compounding factor on
other risks, such as wildfires and subsidence.

v. Subsidence - decreased groundwater may cause
localized subsidence, posing a physical threat to
infrastructure as the ground shifts.

d. Wildfire: The IOUs shall use wildfire risk assessments
from other proceedings in their vulnerability
assessments._

e. Cascading impacts: The IOUs shall consider cascading
impacts (e.g., wildfires burn hillsides and rainstorms
cause mudslides) that have multiple negative impacts
that are greater than the sum of the parts relevant to
their service territory.

0 0.9 Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison
Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas
Company (collectively “IOUs”) shall each file a Tier 1 Advice Letter with the
Commission’s Energy Division to establish a memorandum account, titled
“Climate Adaptation Vulnerability Assessment Memorandum Account -

CAVAMA?” for the purpose of tracking costs directly related to the vulnerability

assessments and any incremental costs related to the community engagement,
the Community Engagement Plans, and the related community engagement s

urveys ordered in this decision. The effective date of the memorandum account
shall be the date the Tier 1 Advice Letter is filed. The memorandum account
shall not be used for other costs or assessments. The investor-ewned-
atilities] OUs shall serve a copy of this Advice Letter on the service list of this
proceeding (or successor proceeding).
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1 1. 36- Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison
Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas

Company shall hei | bili . . . i thei

O Ci O A V 1O o1TO Cl Y Cl

prior-to-the GRC(collectively “IOUs”) shall, every four vears and one year
before the filing date of their General Rate Case applications, file and serve on
the service list of this proceeding (or successor proceeding)their vulnerability a

ssessments with the Commission’s Energy Division as Tier 2 Advice Letters.
The [ Iso shall ser n th fil f this Advice Letter on th
corresponding service list for their Risk Assessment Mitigation Phase (RAMP)

proceedings.
2 2. 3 Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison

Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas
Company shall include in their generalrate-caseGeneral Rate Case filings the
main takeaways from the vulnerability assessments as a separate section or
chapter that contains, at a minimum: 1) a list of vulnerabilities, 2) proposals
addressing those vulnerabilities (with options), and 3) long-term goals for
adapting to climate risks.

3 3. 12 Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison
Company , San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas
Company (collectively “IOUs”) shall ereatedesignate “climate change teams”
across departments, with cross-departmental climate change responsibilities anel

that-will report directly and-independently-to an executive at thea senior vice
president level or above-All-beard-membersshall-take respensibilityfor using
-121 -



R.18-04-019 COM/LR1/avs PROPOSED DECISION (REV. 1)

ssessment as a primary duty. All board members shall oversee climate

adaptation planning for infrastructure, operations, and services. The IOUs shall
fileannually, at the end of the first quarter of each calendar year, file and serve on_
the service list of this proceeding (or successor proceeding). a Tier 1 Advice

Letter with the Commission’s Energy Division listing beth-the individuals
andwith their departments named-+toon the IOU’s climate change team and the

name of the senior level executive to whom the climate change team will-direetly

serviee list-of thisproceeding{orsuccessor-proeceeding)-directly reports. The
annual Tier 1 Advice letter shall include a status update that describes the
activities of the climate change team in the last year and anticipated upcoming
milestones that will lead up to the next vulnerability assessment filing.

14 Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company,

San Diego Gas & Electric Company, Southern California Gas Company
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(collectively “IOUs”) shall take steps to identify risks and obtain information
from the facility operator when IOUs sign new contracts for power, capacity or
reliability—tn-entering Beginning with contr in in 2022 when an |
OU enters a new long-term contract of 15 years or more for power, capacity, or

reliability, , thereThe IOU shall beseek to obtain an acknowledgement in the new

contract that the operator has considered long-term climate risk and the
10UsI OU shall include, if available, a facility safety plan considering climate
risks when the purehased]l OU submits the power purchase agreement-is
submitted to the Commission for approval. ThisA statement that the IOU ¢
ngaged in this due diligence shall be included in the IOU’s assessment of risk

for that particular asset. If the IOU is unable to obtain this information, the IOU

shall demonstrate in its submissions of the power purchase agreement to the
Commission that it exercised reasonable efforts to obtain it and provide the
reason those efforts were unsuccessful. In addition, the utility must include a
chart in their vulnerability assessment with the names of all third party contact
facilities, whether or not the facility provided a safety plan and

acknowledgement and if not, what was the reason.
15: Rulemaking 18-04-019 remains open.

This order is effective today.

Dated , at San Francisco, California
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Appendix B - Staff Report on Topic 5



A ndi - line of Community En ment Plan

components, at minimum, in Community Engagement Plans when developing Plans with

3. Continuing and Planned Outreach Efforts to CBOs and Other Entity
a . Describe outreach efforts to other local entities if no CBO, local

government, relevant state agencies in area.

b . Describe how 10U personnel or consultant have been or will be trained in
community engagement.

¢ . Describe meth nsure “meaningful” communi n ment,

d . Describe how 10U will implement the Commission’s existing




identified | | utility inf . | -
5.10U’s Use of Community Engagement
a. Ack edge and su arize all inpu

1
N
1
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