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DECISION ADOPTING GAS
INFRASTRUCTURE GENERAL ORDER

Summary

This decision adopts a gasinfrastructure General Order (GO), GO 177,as
contained in Appendix A. The GO requires regulated gascorporations to file an
application for a certificate of public convenience and necessity (CPCN) prior to
commencing construction on any gasinfrastructure that meetseither of these
criteria: the project costexceeds$75million; or, (1) project is located within 1,000
feet of a “sensitive receptor” (including housing, educational institutions or
health carefacilities) and (2) operation of the completed project by the gas
corporation requires a permit from the relevant local air quality district for an
increasein levels of (a) atoxic air contaminant or (b) a criteria air pollutant, if the
areais listed asa serious, severe,or extreme non-attainment areafor that
pollutant. The GO outlines CPCN application information and notification
requirements and specific types of exempt projects for which CPCN applications
are not required.

The GO and this decision require gascorporations to annually file a
Report of Planned GaslInvestments (gasreports), starting March 1,2023. This
decision directs Pacific Gasand Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California
GasCompany (SoCalGas),and SanDiego Gas& Electric Company (SDG&E) to
jointly convene a Planned GasInvestments Workshop during the years 2023,
2024,and 2025. It authorizes parties to file comments on the gasreports, and on
the reporting requirements contained in the adopted GO, in the years 2023,2024,
and 2025. This decision authorizes PG&E, SoCalGas,and SDG&E to submit a

Tier 3 Advice Letter requesting changesto the reporting requirements contained
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in the GO in Appendix A suggestedby parties and agreedto by the gas
corporations, in the years 2023,2024,and 2025.
Rulemaking 20-01-007remains open.

1. Background
The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) adopted an

Order Instituting Rulemakingto EstablishPolicies Processesind Rulesto EnsureSafe
andReliableGasSystemsn Californiaand performLong-TermGasSystemPlanning
on January 16,2020. This is the fourth decision in this case! This decision
addressesScoping Issue (a) of Track 2(a) assetforth in the Assigned
Commissioner'&dmendedScopingMemoandRuling (SecondAmended Scoping
Memo) on January 5, 2022 which askswhether the Commission should consider
adopting a gasGeneral Order (GO).

Track 2 of this proceeding addresseslong-term natural gaspolicy and
planning. As discussedin the Order Instituting Rulemaking (OIR), compliance
with local and statewide greenhousegaslegislation will causedemand for
natural gasto decline over the next 25years. California is transitioning away
from natural gas-fueled technologies to meet decarbonization goals while
simultaneously demanding lesselectricity from gas-fired generators as
renewable electricity and energy storage resourcesincrease. This portion of
Track 2, consideration of a gasinfrastructure GO, addressesan identified gap in

the Commission’s active regulation of gasinfrastructure. It also servesasan

1 The first, Decision (D.) 21-11-021 established an Operational Flow Order structure for
Southern California GasCompany (SoCalGas)and SanDiego Gas & Electric Company
(SDG&E) (collectively, the Sempra Companies). The second, D.22-04-042 extended year-round
SoCalGasRule 30 Operational Flow Order winter non-compliance penalty structure and
applied it to the SempraCompanies and Pacific Gasand Electric Company (PG&E). The

third decision in this case,D.22-07-002 established a framework for a citation program when a
utility fails to maintain adequate backbone capacity, amongst other matters.

-3-
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intermediary step towards development of a more a comprehensive long-term
gasplanning processlater in this proceeding.

D.94-06-014adopted GO 131-D, “Rules Relatingto the Planning and
Constructionof ElectricGeneration;TransmissionfPower/Distribution Line Facilities
and Substationd_ocatedn California,” which addresseda similar gap in our active
regulation of electric transmission lines of between 50and 200kilovolts (kV).?

On October 14,2021,the assigned Commissioner issued an Amended
Scoping Memo and Ruling addressing Track 2 issuesand schedule and invited
party comment. The assigned Commissioner issued an updated Second
Amended Scoping Memo on Track 2 issuesand schedule on January 5, 2022. On
January 10,2022,the Commission hosted a virtual workshop on Track 2(a)issues
(a)—(d).

On February 4,2022,an Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) issued aruling
inviting opening and reply briefs on the Track 2(a)(a)issuein this proceeding.
On February 28,2022,Environmental DefenseFund (EDF), the Sierra Club and
the California Environmental JusticeAlliance (Sierra Club/CEJA), Utility
Consumer’s Action Network (UCAN), PG&E, SDG&E, SoCalGas,the Southern
California Generation Coalition (SCGC),Rocky Mountain Institute (RMI), and
Central Valley Gas Storage,LLC (CVGS)filed Opening Briefs and the Center for
Accessible Technology (CforAT) filed Opening Comments. On April 1,2022,
Sierra Club/CEJA, EDF,Wild GooseStorage,LLC and Lodi Gas Storage,LLC
(Wild Gooseand Lodi), SCGC,the Public Advocates Office (Cal Advocates),

2 Sed).94-06-014and D.95-08-038. Seealso GO 131-D on the Commission’s website, available as
of September14,2022at: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/proceedings-and-rulemaking/cpuc-

general-orders.
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PG&E, SoCalGas,UCAN, SDG&E, Indicated Shippers, and RMI filed Reply
Briefs.

On March 1,2022,an ALJ ruling provided adraft workshop report for the
January 10,2022workshop, entered the draft report into the record of this
proceeding, and invited comments on the draft workshop report, correcting
Inaccurate statementsor informational gaps. On March 15,2022,EDF, the
Independent Energy Producers Association (IEPA), the Small BusinessUTtility
Advocates (SBUA), the Green Hydrogen Coalition (Hydrogen Coalition), the
California Independent System Operator Corporation (CallSO), Indicated
Shippers, SCGC,PG&E, SoCalGas,Cal Advocates, Southwest Gas Corporation
(Southwest), and UCAN filed comments on the workshop report.

On March 1,2022an ALJ ruling required PG&E, SDG&E, SoCalGas,and
Southwest to file gasdistribution system and gasconsumption information. The
ruling invited the cities of Long Beach,Palo Alto, and Vernon to file the same
information. On May 20,2022,the Sempra Companies, Southwest, and PG&E
eachfiled responses,and the cities of Long Beach,Palo Alto, and Vernon jointly
filed aresponseto the March 1,2022ALJ ruling providing gasdata.

On June27,2022,an ALJ ruling provided parties with adraft gas
infrastructure GO proposed by Staff (Staff Proposal) and invited comment. The
ruling included anumber of specific questions for party comment. The ruling
additionally directed PG&E, SDG&E, and SoCalGasto file a list of
gasinfrastructure projects completed over the last 10years that exceeded
$100million in capital expenditure.

On June28,2022,EDF filed a Motion to Augment the June27,2022
ALJ ruling, requesting that the threshold for the list of gasinfrastructure projects

be lowered to $50million. On July 8,2022,an ALJ ruling granted the

-5-
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EDF motion, directed PG&E, SDG&E, and SoCalGasto file alist of gas
infrastructure projects completed over the last 10 years that exceeded$50million
in capital expenditure, and provided other direction. On July 18,2022,PG&E,
SDG&E, and SoCalGasfiled responsesto the March 1,2022ALJ ruling requiring
provision of gasinfrastructure project data.

On July 25,2022,CVGS, CforAT, Indicated Shippers, PG&E, UCAN,
SCGC,SierraClub/CEJA/RMI, SDG&E, Cal Advocates, SoCalGas,Southwest,
and EDF filed comments on the draft proposed GO contained in the
June27,2022ALJ ruling. On August 1,2022,Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI, CVGS,
UCAN, SoCalGas,PG&E, SDG&E, SCGC,and EDF filed reply comments on the
draft proposed GO.

2. Issues Before the Commission
This decision addressesissue (a) of Track 2(a) identified in the

SecondAmended Scoping Memo on Track 2 issues:

Should the Commission consider adopting a GO analogous to
GO 131-Dfor electric infrastructure projects, that would
require site-specific approvals for gasinfrastructure projects
that exceeda certain size or cost?

In the course of reviewing party comments on the Staff Proposal, we
identified the following sub-issuesto the SecondAmended Scoping Memo
guestion. We use thesesub-issuesto structure this decision:

a. What should be the main objectives of the proposed GO?

b. Should the Commission adopt a monetary threshold to
trigger a permit to construct (PTC) and/or a certificate of
public convenience and necessity (CPCN) application
requirement for gasinfrastructure?

c. Should the Commission adopt different requirements for
PTC versus CPCN applications regarding gas
infrastructure?
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d. Should the Commission adopt an environmental impact
threshold to trigger a CPCN application requirement for
gasinfrastructure?

e. Should the Commission adopt any additional criteria to
trigger a CPCN application requirement for gas
infrastructure?

f. Should the Commission define the term “project” for
purposes of the GO and, if so, how?

g. Should the Commission exclude or exempt emergency
projects from the GO?

h. What types of gasinfrastructure projects, if any, should be
exempt from CPCN application requirements?

I. Should the Commission adopt any “exceptions” to
exemptions from CPCN application requirements?

j.  What notification requirements should the GO contain?

k. What information should CPCN applications covered by
the GO contain?

|.  What type of additional reporting on gasinfrastructure
projects should the GO require?

m. Are all terms appropriately defined in the GO?
3. Jurisdiction
The Public Utilities Code (Pub. Util. Code) Section216defines gas

corporations as public utilities subjectto this Commission’s jurisdiction. Pub.
Util. Code Sections221,222,and 891define “gas plant,” “gas corporations,” and
“gas utility,” respectively.

Pub. Util. Code Section451requires gasratesto be just and reasonable.
Pub. Util. Code Section701.1(b)statesthat natural gasutilities should seekto
exploit all practicable and cost-effective conservation and improvements in the

efficiency of energy use and distribution that offer equivalent or better system
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reliability. Consideration of cost-effectivenessshall include avalue for any costs
and benefits to the environment, including air quality.

Pub. Util. Code Section454.52(a)(1)(l)statesthat the Commission should
adopt a processfor utilities to adopt plans that minimize localized air pollutants
and other greenhouse gas emissions,with an early priority on disadvantaged
communities.

Pub. Util. Code Section701statesthat the Commission may supervise and
regulate every public utility in the Stateand may do all things which are
necessaryand convenient in the exerciseof such power and jurisdiction. Pub.
Util. Code Section702statesthat every public utility shall comply with every
order, decision, direction, or rule made or prescribed by the Commission and
shall do everything necessaryor proper to securecompliance therewith by all of
its officers, agents,and employees.

Pub. Util. Code Section761provides that, whenever the Commission, after
a hearing, finds that the rules, practices, equipment, appliances, facilities, or
service of any public utility, or the methods of manufacture, distribution,
transmission, storage, or supply employed by it, are unjust, unreasonable,
unsafe, improper, inadequate, or insufficient, the Commission shall determine
and, by order or rule, fix the rules, practices, equipment, appliances, facilities,
service, or methods to be observed, furnished, constructed, enforced, or
employed.

Pub. Util. Code Section762provides that, whenever the Commission, after
a hearing, finds that additions, extensions,repairs, or improvements to, or
changesin, the existing plant, equipment, apparatus, facilities, or other physical
property of any public utility or of any two or more public utilities ought

reasonably to be made, or that new structures should be erected,to promote the

-8-
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security or convenience of its employees or the public, or in any other way to
secureadequate service or facilities, the Commission shall make and serve an
order directing that such additions, extensions,repairs, improvements, or
changesbe made or such structures be erectedin the manner and within the time
specified in the order. Pub. Util. Code Section762.5proposesthat, the
Commission shall give consideration to the factors of (a) community values;

(b) recreational and park areas;(c) historical and aestheticvalues; and

(d) influence on the environment, when making orders pursuant to Pub. Util.
Code Section 762.

Pub. Util. Code Section1001etsegsetsforth requirements for
gasinfrastructure CPCN applications. Pub. Util. Code Section1005.5(a)provides
that the Commission should determine the maximum costfor gasinfrastructure
projects exceeding $50million using an estimate of the anticipated construction
costand taking into consideration various factors. Section1005.5(b)specifies
that, after a CPCN has beenissued, the gascorporation may apply to the
Commission for an increasein the maximum costspecified in it.

Article XI, Section8 of the California Constitution statesthat, “[a] city,
county, or other public body may not regulate matters over which the
Legislature grants regulatory power to the Commission.”

4. Parties’ General Responses
to the Staff Proposal

Parties’ responsesto the Staff Proposal generally differ between gas
corporations, on the one hand, and intervenors on the other. The gas
corporations (PG&E, SoCalGas,SDG&E, Southwest) generally support the Staff
Proposal, with some exceptions. The gascorporations support a $100million

threshold for an application requirement but raise concernswith Staff’s proposed
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environmental criteria. Gascorporations also raise concernsabout notification

requirements for projects exempt from a permit requirement, particularly gas

distribution lines lessthan 12inchesin diameter. Somegascorporations argue
that the GO requirements should not apply to any distribution lines.

Intervenor parties generally support Staff's proposed environmental
criterion and alower monetary threshold ($50million or $25million), or no
monetary threshold, and broader application requirements. Industry members
represented by Indicated Shippers advocate stronger reporting requirements.

5. Adopting a Gas Infrastructure GO
This decision adopts a gasinfrastructure GO, General Order 177,as

contained in Appendix A. The GO and this decision require gascorporations to
file CPCN applications under certain conditions described below. Three
converging trends necessitateadoption of a gas GO at this time.

First, work to advance California’s landmark greenhousegasemission
reduction goals hasled to steadily declining gasconsumption levels within
California, at the rate of approximately one percent annually.? Declining gas
consumption levels in turn have three main causes: the installation of more
renewable electricity resourceson the grid, city ordinances banning the
installation of gasappliancesin new homes and commercial buildings, and
progression of the State’sbuilding codetoward all electric buildings. As more

renewable electricity resourcesare installed, demand for gas-powered baseload

3 2022California GasReport at 6, citing energy efficiency and fuel switching asprimary drivers
and stating “[u]tility-served, statewide natural gasdemand is projected to decreaseat an annual
averagerate of 1.1 percent per year through 2035." Available asof October 10,2022at:
https://www.socalgas.com/sites/default/files/Joint Utility Biennial Comprehensive Califor

nia Gas Report 2022.pdf

-10-
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generation declines# SenateBill (SB)1477(Stern, Stats.2019,Chapter 582)
promotes decarbonization of California’s building supply. Incentive programs
and pilot projects to advance building decarbonization are rapidly emerging.®
As of Fall 2022,nearly 50 cities and counties in California have adopted local
ordinances requiring all-electric appliances in new homes or buildings, in some
form.® Thesetrends and related decreasesin natural gasconsumption in
California are predicted to continue, particularly with the passageof Assembly
Bill (AB) 1279(Muratsuchi, Stats.2022,Chapter 337)establishing an economy-
wide target of carbon neutrality by 2045.

This decline in demand meansthere may be lessneed for large gas
infrastructure projects in the future. It also meansthere may be a declining
customer baseacrosswhich to distribute the costsof existing and any new

infrastructure. © Together, thesetrends amplify the Commission’s responsibility

4 California Energy Commission, Final 2021Integrated Energy Policy Report: Volume |lI:
Decarbonizing the State’sGas System (2021IEPR Decarbonization Report), at 3, 24,26 and C-6,
available asof October 10,2022at: https://www.enerqy.ca.gov/data-
reports/reports/integrated-energy-policy-report/2021-integrated-energy-policy-report

Ramping needsfrom gas-powered generation may remain high.

5 D.20-03-027established two programs directed by SB1477,the Building Initiative for

Low -Emissions Development (BUILD) and Technology and Equipment for clean heating
(TECH). BUILD is anincentive program for all electric new construction, mostly for

low -income housing. TECH is a market development program that trains contractors, piloting
actions to reduce barriers to adoption of heat pumps and providing incentives for heat pump
installation. The Self-Generation Incentive Program and energy efficiency programs
administered by I0OUs also offer heat pump water heaterincentives. Information on smaller
pilots or programs providing incentives for heat pumps are available, asof October 13,2022at:
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/buildingdecarb . In late summer 2022,PG&E filed

Application (A.) 22-08-003proposing a zonal electrification pilot program located at California
StateUniversity Monterey Bay. In late 2021,SCEfiled A.21-12-009,proposing a building
electrification program.

6 Sedist of stateand local government “zero emission building ordinances,” available as of
October 13,2022at: https://www.buildingdecarb.org/zeb-ordinances.html

720211EPR Decarbonization Report at 86 - 89.

-11-
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to carefully scrutinize large gasinfrastructure projectsto ensurethey are
necessary. If agiven facility is not necessaryover its estimated useful life, a
project could becomea “stranded asset,”imposing costsbut providing limited
benefits to a declining pool of ratepayers and increasing rates for the customers
left behind on the gassystem Alternatively, some projects may be necessaryfor
reliability in the next 10to 25years, even if they are not used for their full useful
life. This balancebetween reliability and costrequires careful scrutiny in the
years ahead.

The GO we adopt here provides a mechanism for project review for large
and environmentally significant gasinfrastructure projectsin the nearterm aswe
continue to work towards developing along-term gasplanning processand
strategy later in this proceeding. The long-term gasplanning processand
strategy will consider additional ways to avoid the risk of stranded assetsand
may build upon or refine the GO we adopt here.

Second,public controversy over large or environmentally significant gas
infrastructure projects in recentyears has demonstrated to us the needto
strengthen public participation opportunities to ensure that impacted residents
and stakeholders have appropriate meansto voice concernsand shape project
design. The Commission’s Environmental and Social Justice(ESJ)Action Plan
underscoresthe need for public participation opportunities in disadvantaged or
historically pollution-burdened communities.® The California Environmental

Quality Act (CEQA) applies to discretionary projects to be carried out or

8 2021IEPR Decarbonization Report at Chapter 7.

9 Commission Environmental and Social JusticeAction Plan, available here as of
September6, 2022: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/news-and-
outreach/documents/news-office/key-issues/esj/esj-action-plan-v2jw.pdf
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approved by public agencies® However, this Commission has not previously
required permit applications or CPCN for gasinfrastructure projects. Instead,
gasinfrastructure projects have generally beenincluded within Commission
approvals of utility general rate case(GRC) applications. As aresult, this
Commission has conducted relatively few CEQA reviews of gasinfrastructure
projects.

This decision changesthis framework to require CPCN applications for
gasinfrastructure projects under certain conditions. Following adoption of this
decision, when a complete gasinfrastructure CPCN application is filed with this
Commission, we will complete a CEQA review pursuant to statutory
requirements. Stakeholdersand local communities will have the opportunity to
review and comment on proposed gasinfrastructure projects subjectto a CPCN
application requirement during both the application review processand the
accompanying CEQA review process.

Thesetwo factors converge on athird rationale for, and benefit of, a gas
GO at this time. The GO we adopt here aligns Commission gasinfrastructure
review processeswith Pub. Util. Code Section1001etseq Pub. Util. Code
Section1001etsegprovides that regulated energy utilities shall not begin the
construction or modification of agasline, plant, or system without having first
obtained from the Commission a CPCN that the present or future public

“convenience and necessity” require such construction.

10 Public Resources(Pub. Res.)Code Section21080(a).
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To implement Section1001etsedfor electric transmission projects, the
Commission adopted GO 131-Din 199411 The GO we adopt here draws on the
design of GO 131-Daswell asthe unique circumstancessurrounding gas
infrastructure projects.

The remainder of this decision reviews and adopts eachelement of the gas
GO contained in Appendix A.

6. GO Purpose

6.1. Staff Proposal
Sectionll of the Staff Proposal contains the following explanation of

purpose of the proposed GO:
The Commission has adopted this GO to be responsive to:

a. the requirements of CEQA (Public Resources(Pub. Res.)
Code § 21000et seq.);

b. the needfor public notice and the opportunity for affected
parties and members of the public to be heard by the
Commission;

c. the obligation of the utilities to servetheir customersin a
timely and efficient manner; and

d. the needto review significant investments in gas
infrastructure for consistencywith California’s long-term
greenhousegasemission reduction and safety and
reliability goals.

6.2. Party Comments
Few parties comment directly on the purpose proposed by Staff.

Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI  suggestthe purpose referenceair quality and equity

goals. PG&E observesthat, other than the SoCalGasVentura Compressor Station

11 SedD.94-06-014and D.95-08-038. Seeaalso GO 131-D on the Commission’s website, available
asof September14,2022at: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/proceedings-and-rulemaking/cpuc-
general-orders.
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project and the Line 1600project, there is little record supporting the need for a
GO. PG&E notes alack of complaints regarding its gasinfrastructure projects.!?

6.3. Adopting Modified Version of
Staff's Proposed Purpose

The recommendation of Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI to referenceair quality
and equity goalswithin Sectionll, Purpose of the GO, are reasonableand are
adopted. Air quality issuesoften arisein relation to natural gasinfrastructure
projects. Additionally, equity is a primary goal of the Commission, asreflected
in the ESJAction Plan, and merits ongoing consideration aswe implement the
GO.

We retain Staff's proposed bullet stating that this GO is responsive to
CEQA requirements. However, we emphasize that the CPCN application
requirements we adopt here both initiate and are distinct from Commission
CEQA review of a project.

A gascorporation’s filing of a CPCN application pursuant to this decision
will initiate the environmental review required by CEQA.13 Depending on the
results of this environmental review, the Commission may take several actions.
Specifically, oncea gas CPCN application is filed with this Commission, CEQA
requires us to prepare and review an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
project or to issue a Negative Declaration, unless the project qualifies for an
exemption under CEQA.

However, a gascorporation’s filing of a CPCN application also entails the

parallel review by this Commission of the application, pursuant to the

2 PG&E discussesLine 57C,which it assertstriggered a discretionary permit and underwent
CEQA review at the California Lands Commission. SeePG&E Comments on Staff Proposal at
2 - 3, footnote 3.

13 Pub. Res.Code Section21065(c). SeealsoD.85951.
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Commission’s Rules of Practiceand Procedure (Rules). As setforth in the Rules,
the application review processprovides opportunities for party comment and
discovery and may include evidentiary or public participation hearings or other
steps. At the conclusion of this, and considering the outcome of the CEQA
review process,this Commission will render a decision on the public
convenience and necessity of the proposed project aswell ason any mitigations
or alterations to the project identified aspart of the CEQA review.

The Staff Proposal language otherwise aligns with the goals and objectives
for this GO asdiscussedherein and is adopted with minor clarifications asset
out in Appendix A.

7. Adopting a Monetary Trigger for a CPCN
Application Requirement

7.1. Staff Proposal
SectionIV(A) of the Staff Proposal proposed a $100million threshold to

require gasutilities to file a PTC application for all gasinfrastructure other than
new gas storage facilities. The Staff Proposal distinguishes between projects for
which a PTC application would be required and those for which a CPCN is
required. In SectionlV(B), Staff recommended that the Commission require a
CPCN application for “any entity seekingto operate a new gasstoragefield or to
expand Commission-authorized footprint for an existing gasstorage field.” 14

7.2. Party Comments
7.2.1. Monetary Trigger
PG&E, SoCalGasand SDG&E (collectively, investor-owned utilities or

IOUs) and intervenors differ on the question of an appropriate monetary

threshold to trigger PTC application requirements. The IOUs generally support

14 Staff Proposal, SectionV(B).

-16-



R.20-01-007 ALJ/CF1/sgu

atriggering threshold of $100million while intervenors generally support lower
thresholds of $50million (EDF, CforAT) or $25million (UCAN). Sierra
Club/CEJA/RMI oppose any monetary threshold for PTCsbut support a $50
million threshold for CPCN applications. Sierra Club arguesthe threshold for
CPCNs should be $50million to capture projects like expansion of compressor
station capacity.

The I0Us argue that the $100million threshold representsa balance
between coststo customers and the costsof potential delays in projects versus
the benefits of pre-construction review. The $100million threshold would
maintain afocus on the larger projects most likely to have significant
environmental impacts, they argue. SDG&E supports a $100million threshold
and recommends this be annually automatically adjusted to addressinflation,
using a construction costindex (HIS/Markit Global Insight Utility Cost
Information Service). In reply comments, SoCalGassupports a $50million
triggering threshold.

Cal Advocates arguesthere is insufficient evidence to support a
$100million threshold and the Commission should not exempt from review
projects with potentially significant environmental impacts.

Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI concur, noting that the Commission has not adopted a
monetary threshold to trigger application requirements for electrical or
telecommunications projects. Cal Advocates argues that the Commission should
review the environmental analysesundertaken by the IOUs for the 24 projects
identified in their July 18,2022filings prior to making a decision on an
appropriate monetary threshold.

Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI argue that precedent requires environmental

review for any project that is discretionary and does not qualify for a CEQA
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exemption. Theseparties contend that monetary thresholds cannot be used to
determine whether a project requires a PTC, becauseCEQA doesn’t recognize
monetary thresholds for determining whether a project has significant
environmental impacts or not. Adopting a monetary threshold would violate
CEQA, they contend, asenabling legislation doesnot statethat this is a
legitimate basisto determine the applicability of CEQA. SoCalGasopposesthese
arguments, asserting that the Commission is not constrained by CEQA in
exercising its authority to determine which projects require a permit. They argue
that a monetary threshold that determines when a discretionary permit is
required doesnot, in and of itself, violate CEQA, which still applies in full once
an application hasbeenfiled.

UCAN proposesthe Commission adopt a $25million triggering threshold,
stating that this would avoid including routine maintenance but would capture
projects that could negatively impact communities.

Regarding determination of a project’s actual costsfor purposes of
implementing a monetary trigger, SoCalGasstatesthat project estimatesshould
be basedon “direct costs.” SDG&E statesthat the $100million level should be
basedon an IOU’s prudent estimate of a project’s cost before the utility proceeds
with the project. SDG&E further contends that the Commission should evaluate
utility compliance with the threshold basedon a utility’s reasonable,good-faith
estimate before post-planning work begins.

In comments on the proposed decision, PG&E statesthat it understands
“direct costs” to mean the “all-in costof a project, including capital costsand

indirect costs,such asallowance funds used during construction.” 15 In reply

15 PG&E Comments on Proposed Decision at 2.
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comments on the proposed decision, PG&E recommends defining “direct costs”
commensurate with Pub. Util. Code Section1005.5(a)o use “an estimate of the
anticipated construction cost,taking into consideration the design of the project,
the expected duration of construction, an estimate of the effects of economic
inflation, and any known engineering difficulties associatedwith the project.” 16
In comments on the proposed decision, SDG&E statesthat industry
practice is to consider project costsin terms of either direct costsor fully loaded
costs. SDG&E further statesthat “fully loaded costsare the sum of direct costs
and indirect costs. Direct costsare costsfor labor, material, servicesand other
expensesincurred to design, engineer, plan, permit, executeand document a
project. This includes the development costs, project management, material,
construction, inspection, environmental and other project execution activities.
Indirect costsare for Administrative & General, purchasing, warehousing,
pension and benefits, payroll tax and other coststhat are overhead in nature.
Allowance for Funds Used During Construction (AFUDC) and property taxes
are also coststhat may be included in the presentation of fully loaded project
costs.”” SDG&E recommends that the Commission require gas utilities to
“include direct costsand other capitalized expenditures, i.e. escalation, allowed
overheads, allowance for funds used during construction and capitalized
property tax” asthe basisof determining costsfor purposes of the GO.18
Indicated Shippers also comments on costissuesin its comments on the

proposed decision.

16 PG&E Reply Comments on Proposed Decision at 1.
17 SDG&E Comments on Proposed Decision at 4, footnote 15.

181d. atiii.
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In comments on the proposed decision, PG&E, SoCalGas,and SDG&E
objectto the inclusion of an estimate of “utility proceeds” in the project costfor
purposes of the monetary threshold. The Sempracompanies observe that this
idea was basedon a misreading of SDG&E’s comments. PG&E observesthat
including utility proceeds,defined in the proposed decision asan estimate of the
guaranteed cost of capital investment benefit to a utility from a project, would
alter the calculus of a project’s costand would bring additional projects under
the monetary threshold. PG&E observesthat the list of projects filed by the
utilities on July 18,2022did not include utility proceeds. PG&E comments that a
more appropriate location for inclusion of this information would bein the
CPCN application itself.19

EDF recommends requiring utilities to usethe high end of the costrange
of a costestimate or opinion of probable construction coststo determine whether
a project meetsthe dollar threshold. PG&E responds that the GO should not
direct a costestimation method, asthe IOUs meet industry standards, which are
rigorous and proven to be accuratein their estimation methods. PG&E states
that it usesthe Association for the Advancement of Cost Engineering cost
estimating methodology for “Class 2" estimates. In comments on the proposed
decision, the 10Us state that the utility should be afforded the discretion to usea
costestimation method commensurate with the circumstancesand stage of
development of the proposed project.

In comments on the proposed decision, CforAT recommends the
Commission review the monetary threshold in three yearsto assesshe need for

changes.

¥ PG&E Comments on Proposed Decision at 5.
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7.2.2. PTC vs. CPCN Application
Requirement

Severalparties, including SoCalGas,SDG&E, SCGC,and Cal Advocates,
comment that the Commission should merge the separatecategoriesof “PTC”
and “CPCN” into asingle unified category. SoCalGasobservesthat the
requirements for the two categoriesare effectively the samein the Staff Proposal.
This is becausethe Staff Proposal would require applications for both categories
to explain why a project is necessaryto promote the safety, health, comfort, and
convenience of the public, and is required by the public convenience and
necessity 20

Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI recommend maintaining the two categoriesand
adopting differing qualifying thresholds for each—a $50million threshold for
CPCN applications and no threshold for PTC applications. Cal Advocates and
SCGCexpressconcernsthat, asworded, the Staff Proposal is not clear whether
the provisions of Pub. Util. Code Section1005.5apply to PTC applications.

7.3. Adopting a $75 million Threshold for Gas
Infrastructure CPCN Applications

We adopt a monetary threshold of $75million for gasinfrastructure
projects requiring a CPCN application and do not adopt Staff's recommendation
for aseparatePTC application requirement. A $75million threshold for a CPCN
application ensuresfocus on the largest projects with the greatestpotential to

createstranded assetsand environmental impacts. As observed by several

20 For PTC applications, this requirement is contained in SectionIV(A)(1) of the Staff Proposal.
For CPCN applications, this requirement is contained in SectionIV(B) of the proposal. For both
PTC and CPCN applications, the Staff Proposal would require a statement of the “reasons why
and facts showing that the completion and operation of the proposed facility is necessaryto
promote the safety, health, comfort, and convenience of the public,” in SectionVI, “Information
Required for PTC or CPCN Applications.”
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parties, we find the requirements for the CPCN and PTC categoriesproposed by
Staff to be very similar, with no useful purpose served by maintaining them as
separate. Closereview of need, project alternatives, and ways to eliminate or
mitigate environmental impacts will be helpful for all projects meeting our
adopted monetary threshold.

Review of gasinfrastructure projects submitted by the gascorporations,
other than Pipeline Safety and EnhancementProjects (PSEP)and Transmission
Integrity Management Program projects (TIMP), which we exempt from CPCN
application requirements asdiscussedbelow, leadsto the conclusion that three
gasinfrastructure projectsin the last ten years exceededa $100million cost
threshold, five exceededa $75million costthreshold, and nine exceededa $50
million costthreshold.?! All SDG&E gasinfrastructure projects over the last
decade,which were all PSEPprojects, fell within the $50to $75million cost
range. Every project for which a CPCN application is required results in direct
coststo ratepayers, including coststo prepare environmental reports, indirect
costs,and other costssuch asthose arising from potential delays from the need to
review projects. However, it is necessaryto scrutinize large projects to ensure
that they create net benefits for customers and local communities and avoid
creating stranded assets. A $75million threshold reasonably balancesthese

costs,risks, and benefits to ratepayers and local residents.

21 Note that, although not stated in the submittal, PG&E’s project numbers (4) and (6) are PSEP
projects. SeePG&E, PSEPFinal Compliance Report, March 6,2019,at Table 22-2,available as of
October 21,2022at:
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=ALL&DocID=294992975. SeealsoPG&E
Responseto the ALJ Ruling Directing Filing of Data and Extending the Filing Date for
Comments, July 18,2022.
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We disagree with parties that propose a $50million threshold (EDF,
CforAT) or a$25million threshold (UCAN) for the reasonsindicated above:
eachCPCN application processentails costsaswell asbenefits and we electto
focus our Commission resourceson the largest, most costly and potentially
environmentally significant projects.

We disagree with Sierra Club/CEJA and Cal Advocates that we have
insufficient evidence to adopt a monetary threshold for an application
requirement. Pursuant to Pub. Res.Code SectionCode 21080(a),CEQA applies
to discretionary projects approved by this Commission. Our adopted monetary
threshold reflects a reasonableinference of the gasinfrastructure projects that
should receive additional scrutiny by the Commission —for both policy and
environmental protection reasons. The Commission is creating a new
discretionary review processfor a classof projects where this level of scrutiny
was previously not required. Correspondingly, CEQA createsno obligation for
this Commission to require CPCN or PTC applications for gasinfrastructure
projects that do not meet the thresholds adopted here.

We decline to review utility environmental information regarding the
project lists submitted on June18,2022by the gas utilities, asrecommended by
Cal Advocates. This information is not currently part of the record of this
proceeding. However, we may consider this information in the future aspart of
the long-term gasplanning processthat is scopedto occur later in this
proceeding.

We do not usethe physical properties of infrastructure projects that merit
additional review becausethe monetary threshold conceptaligns with a similar
approach in Pub. Util. Code Section1005.5and is relevant for our consideration

of potential stranded assets. We also do not adopt a $50million monetary
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threshold asis included in Pub. Util. Code Section1005.5becauselegislation
establishing that statute was adopted in 1985and inflation sincethen results in
an equivalent value in 2022real dollars of approximately $130million. Thus, a
$75million dollar threshold strikes an appropriate balance. It doesnot require
the Commission to expend scarceresourcesto scrutinize routine repair,
maintenance, replacement and minor projects that are necessaryto ensure the
safety and reliability of the gassystem.

We direct the gas utilities to use cost estimation methods basedon proven
and rigorous industry standards. Utilities shall use“fully loaded” costestimates
that include both direct and indirect costsand shall take into consideration the
design of the project, the expected duration of construction, an estimate of the
effectsof economic inflation, and any known engineering difficulties associated
with the project.?2 We do not require the utilities to use a particular method as
proposed by some parties. However, the utilities shall use a cost estimation
method consistentwith Association for the Advancement of Cost Engineering
methodologies and appropriate to the project’s stage of development and
anticipated technical construction or scopechangerisk. This approach is
reasonableand practicable.

We do not require utilities to include an estimate of “utility proceeds,”
defined in the proposed decision asthe guaranteed cost of capital investment

benefit, within its estimate of direct and indirect costs. The proposed decision’s

22 Direct costsare costsfor labor, material, servicesand other expensesincurred to design,
engineer, plan, permit, executeand document a project. This includes the development costs,
project management, material, construction, inspection, environmental and other project
execution activities. Indirect costsare for Administrative & General, purchasing, warehousing,
pension and benefits, payroll tax and other coststhat are overhead in nature, aswell asAFUDC
and property taxes.

-24-



R.20-01-007 ALJ/CF1/sgu

inclusion of this requirement was basedon a misreading of SDG&E’s comments
and does not reflect our considerations regarding the appropriate monetary
threshold level for a CPCN application requirement. However, we modify
SectionVI(A)(6) of our adopted GO to require utilities to include an estimate of
the guaranteed cost of capital investment benefit to the utility in their CPCN
applications. We agreewith PG&E that this information may be useful to
consider as part of the application review process,rather than aspart of the
determination of a project’'s monetary costfor purposes of triggering a CPCN
application.

We decline to annually automatically adjust our adopted monetary trigger
level to addressinflation, assuggestedby SDG&E. Our threshold level is
reasonableand clear. However, we may from time to time, in a Commission
decision, reconsider this level and adjust it in the future.

We clarify that all projects meeting our adopted criteria and submitting a
CPCN application will berequired to comply with Pub. Util. Code
Section 1001etseq. Requiring this aligns this GO with Pub. Util. Code
Section1001et seq.and ensuresattention to the accuracy and reasonablenessof
the costestimatesprovided in applications.

Specifically, when approving projects subjectto this GO, we will specify
the maximum costdetermined to be reasonableand prudent for the facility
pursuant to Pub. Util. Code Section1005.5. Section15.3below outlines the cost
information we require in CPCN applications to support determination of a
maximum project cost pursuant to Pub. Util. Code Section1005.5.

Additionally, we authorize Commission Staff, in approximately three

years, or when feasible, to prepare a short review of implementation of this GO
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using the $75million monetary trigger and to recommend revisions as
warranted.
8. Sensitive Receptors Trigger Requirements
8.1. Staff Proposal
The Staff Proposal contains the following environmental trigger
requirement for an application requirement:

project is located within 1,000feet of a sensitive receptor, and
operation of the relevant plant, line or extensionis likely to
result in an increasein criteria air pollutants in a severeor
extreme non-attainment area??

Related to this, the June27,2022ALJ Ruling asked parties to respond to
the following questions:

Should significant localized environmental impacts from a
proposed gasinfrastructure project beyond exposure to
criteria air pollutants trigger review under the GO as
specified in SectionIV(A)(1)? If so,what types of
environmental impacts should be considered?

Should other types of parameters (e.g.,project size) be
included in addition to, or instead of, the triggers specified
in SectionIV(A)(1)?

8.2. Party Comments
IOUs generally oppose Staff's proposed sensitive receptors trigger for an

application requirement asbeing vague, and thus difficult to implement. The
IOUs also allege that the requirement asworded is too broad. The IOUs
recommend the Commission not adopt this criterion or revise it substantially if
adopted.

Sierra Club/CEJQ/RMI argue that Staff’s proposal in this areashould be

broadened, not further targeted. They statethat the sensitive receptors trigger

23 Staff Proposal, Section IV(A)(1).
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should apply to toxic air contaminants in addition to criteria air pollutants and
the trigger should apply to all types of non-attainment areasincluding “serious”
non-attainment areas,not just severeor extreme non-attainment areas.

Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI  propose the Commission restructure this
provision sothat it servesasan exception to the exemptions included in the GO
in SectionIV(A)(4) rather than serving asathreshold to determine if aPTC
application is required. Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI propose that the Commission
require an application for all gasinfrastructure projects one mile or greater in
length.?4

Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI propose that the Commission reconceptualize this
proposed trigger for areasexperiencing legacy pollution impacts. Theseparties
assertthat in areasexperiencing legacy pollution impacts, the Commission
should use gasinfrastructure applications asopportunities to examine pathways
to more meaningful reductions of criteria air pollutant or toxic air contaminant
emissions, rather than simply limiting levels of additional emissions.

SoCalGasopposes Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI's  proposals. SoCalGasstates
that reworking this requirement to somehow trigger investigation of more
meaningful criteria air pollutant or toxic air contaminant emission reductions
could deter safety improvements.

SoCalGasopposes Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI's  proposal that the requirement
include “serious” non-attainment areas. SoCalGasstatesthat nearly all of its
gasinfrastructure is located 1,000feet from sensitive receptors and, if this trigger

is adopted, it should be revised to only target more substantial projects.

24 Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI  Comments on Staff Proposal at A-3.
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CforAT recommends the GO require measurement of ambient noise prior
to constructing gasinfrastructure projects and a forecastof how much
construction will increaseambient noise. CforAT contends the Commission
should require an application for major infrastructure projects anticipated to
have a substantial localized noise, traffic, vibrations, fugitive dust, or other air
pollution effectson a neighborhood for more than three-months.

IOUs oppose CforAT’s suggestions. PG&E and SDG&E state that
determining if significant impacts were occurring would require gas utilities to
perform an environmental assessmentor eachproject prior to submitting an
application, subverting the appropriate sequenceof assessmentof impacts.
PG&E statesthat local air quality permitting, traffic control and local
encroachment permit requirements already addressthe issuesidentified by
CforAT. SoCalGasstatesthe majority of larger gasinfrastructure projects require
adiscretionary permit. SoCalGasstatesthat in the rare circumstance when a
discretionary permit is not required from another agency, the utilities must
obtain ministerial permits, which affords local agenciesthe opportunity to
review the project for localized impacts, such asfor dust control, drainage, and
traffic management.

In comments on the proposed decision, PG&E recommends rewording the
environmental criterion to require all qualifying projects to be located in a
serious, severeor extreme non-attainment area. In comments on the proposed
decision, SoCalGasstatesthat toxic air contaminant emissions may sometimes
increasewhen criteria air pollutant emission reduction technologies are installed.

SoCalGasalso statesthat local air districts sometimes have rules that establish
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“allowable risks” for equipment emitting toxic air contaminants.?®> SoCalGas
recommends the Commission establish a procedure involving the Commission
Executive Director to exempt projects resulting in only a“de minimis” levels of
pollutant emissionsfrom a CPCN application requirement. In comments on the
proposed decision, Sierra Club/NRDC/CEJA recommend that the Commission
delink toxic air contaminants from any requirement to be located in a serious,
severe,or extreme non-attainment area, stating that these pertain to criteria air
pollutants only. Sierra Club/NRDC/CEJS state that sometoxic air contaminants
may have no safe exposure levels.

In comments on the proposed decision, PG&E and SoCalGasexpress
concernsthat the environmental criterion should not trigger a CPCN application
if a gascorporation installs or deploys an emergency backup generator at a
compressor station particularly when the utility is replacing an older backup
generator that was installed without a permit from alocal air quality district with
a cleanerone that now requires an air permit. In comments on the proposed
decision, Southwest Gas suggeststhe Commission clarify that the entity
obtaining the permit be clearly identified asthe gascorporation operating the
completed project, not a downstream industrial customer.

8.3. Adopting a “Sensitive Receptors” Trigger
We adopt a secondtrigger for when a CPCN application is required,

namely, when “(1) the project is located within 1,000feet of a sensitive receptor;
and (2) operation of the completed project by the gas corporation requires a

permit from the relevant local air quality district for: (a) an increasein levels of a

25 SoCalGasComments on Proposed Decision at 8.
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toxic air contaminant;2% or (b) an increasein levels of a criteria air pollutant, if the
areais listed asa serious, severe,or extreme non-attainment areafor that
pollutant.”

This criterion will trigger a CPCN application requirement and
public review for gasinfrastructure projects projected to increaselocal criteria air
pollution or toxic air contaminant emissions such that the gas corporation is
required to acquire a permit from alocal air quality district agency. Such
projects should be closely scrutinized to identify potential alternatives, including
non-pipeline alternatives. This additional scrutiny is necessaryregardless of
cost,where the potential gasinfrastructure project would be located or what type
of infrastructure project it is. Additionally, in Section15.3below, we adopt
requirements that will trigger additional scrutiny of projects proposed to be
located in disadvantaged or ESJcommunities.

The approach we adopt contains a clear threshold, which will assistus
with implementation and ensuring compliance with the GO. As such, the
requirement will advance the aims of this GO. Partiesdid not identify an
alternative practicable method to implement this criterion.

We include “toxic air contaminants” in this criterion, asair quality or air
pollution permits are also often required for this classof pollutants. We define
toxic air contaminants as“an air pollutant which may causeor contribute to an
increasein mortality or anincreasein seriousillness, or which may pose a
present or potential hazard to human health, pursuant to Section396550f the
California Health and Safety Code,” assuggestedby Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI.

The California Air ResourcesBoard (CARB) has extensively reviewed toxic air

26 Increasein levels of atoxic air contaminant is defined asan increaseexceeding (1) de minimis
levels or (2), where relevant, allowable limits setby the local air quality district.
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contaminants asrequired by state and federal law and documented that they
causesignificant health impacts to humans at a variety of exposure thresholds.
In such caseslternatives to the proposed infrastructure and emission mitigation
options must be carefully examined.

In responseto comments on the proposed decision, we clarify the
environmental criterion to delink toxic air contaminant emissions from non-
attainment areas,which, as parties observe,apply to criteria air pollutants only.
We also define “increase in toxic air contaminants” as“an increaseexceeding (1)
de minimis levels or (2), where relevant, allowable limits setby the local air
guality district.” Thesemodifications retain the focus of this criterion on projects
with the greatestpotential for significant environmental impacts, wherever
located, while reducing the likelihood that the criterion will result in alarge
number of CPCN applications for projects with only “de minimis” toxic air
pollutant emission levels. Gascorporations must use discretion when claiming a
project is exempt from the environmental criterion for this reason.

We include “serious” non-attainment areasin the definition of this
criterion becausewe seekto ensure environmental protections to the most
historically burdened communities that may be impacted by gasinfrastructure.
Areas designated asin a “serious non-attainment area” for a particular pollutant
are likely to disproportionally implicate ESJcommunities asdefined in our
ESJAction Plan. Including “serious non-attainment areas” in this criterion
provides aclear threshold and is reasonable.

We clarify in the definition of “project” included in our adopted GO that
the replacement of an emergency diesel backup generator with a lower-emission
emergency backup generator is not considered a “project” for purposes of GO

177and doesnot trigger a CPCN application requirement. We agreewith PG&E
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and SoCalGasthat we do not intend to require a CPCN application for such
projects asthey do not represent the projects with the greatestpotential
environmental impacts or ratepayer costs.

We reject Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI's proposal to require an application for
all gasinfrastructure projects one mile or greaterin length. This approach is
iImpracticable to implement, and the record of this proceeding does not support
such a broad requirement. We also reject SoCalGas’sassertion that our adopted
criterion impacts thousands of projects located within 1,000feet of sensitive
receptors, becauseour adopted criterion only addressesprojects that additionally
would result in anincreasein permitted air pollutants during operation of the
gaspipeline or facility.

We reject CforAT’s suggestion for an additional assessmenif ambient
noise or to require an application for major infrastructure projects anticipated to
have a substantial localized noise, traffic, vibrations, or fugitive dust on a
neighborhood beyond those addressed by the sensitive receptors criterion
adopted here or otherwise addressedin the course of the Proponent’s
Environmental Assessment(PEA) that will befiled concurrent with a CPCN
application. We concur with PG&E and SoCalGasthat the appropriate locus of
review of such potential impacts is with local agencies.

Regarding local jurisdictions, we note that our adopted GO, Section VI,
Complaints and Preemption of Local Authority, addressesdistinctions between
local and state jurisdiction on gascorporation infrastructure. This Commission
retains exclusive authority to regulate gascorporations pursuant to Article XI,
Section 8 of the California Constitution, which statesthat, “[a] city, county, or

other public body may not regulate matters over which the Legislature grants
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regulatory power to the Commission.” SectionVII(B) of the GO restatesthis
principle but also statesthat, in locating gasinfrastructure projects:

the public utilities shall consult with local agenciesregarding
land use matters. In instanceswhere the public utilities and
local agenciesare unable to resolve their differences, the local
agency should promptly file a complaint with the
Commission.?’

We emphasize Section VII(B) of the GO here, although no party
commented on it. The Commission’s complaint processis paramount should
disputes arise in the course of such consultations and related CPCN applications.
Pursuant to state law and statute, this Commission retains jurisdiction to
respond to complaints from local agenciesor others for ultimate resolution of
any conflicts regarding gascorporation infrastructure. This Commission also
retains jurisdiction over gasutility activities for which a CPCN application is not
required.

Although we understand the concern, we decline to design this GO asa
vehicle to reduce pollution in communities experiencing historical emissions
burdens beyond what we can accomplish by closely reviewing every project
subjectto the adopted GO. The requirement of a CPCN application for projects
that trigger an increasein permitted levels of a criteria air pollutant or atoxic air
contaminant will result in significant scrutiny of such projects. The
Commission’s CPCN application requirement in such casesmay result in a
utility redesigning a project such that a CPCN application with this Commission
Is no longer triggered or relocating it. Both results should help avoid and
decreasepollutant emissionsin historically burdened communities. Beyond that,

reducing pollution-burden in legacy communities through the targeted

27 Staff Proposal at Section VII(B).
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retirement of gasinfrastructure is an element for consideration in our long-term
gasplanning efforts.

9. Other Potential Non-Monetary Triggers
9.1. Party Proposals
Severalparties propose additional non-monetary triggers for an

application requirement, including that an application should be required for:

a. Substantial projects located in an environmental and
social justice community (ESJcommunity), asdefined by
the Commission’s Environmental and Social JusticeAction
Plan, or in adisadvantaged community, asdefined by
SB535(De Leon, Stats.2012,Chapter 830) (proposed by
UCAN, EDF, CforAT);

b. Projectsthat may result in significant environmental
impact asdefined by CEQA (proposed by EDF);

c. Projectslocated in Location Classes#3 and #4 and/or
Location Classes#1 and #2 that are also located in
High ConsequenceAreas asdefined in the PSEPprogram
(proposed by EDF);

d. Projectsentailing pipeline construction to increasethe
backbone system design capacity by more than 150million
cubic feet per day (proposed by SoCalGas);

e. Projectsentailing construction adding an incremental
increaseof 4,000compressor horsepower or greater at a
compressor station or storagefield (proposed by
SoCalGas);

f. Projectsthat significantly expand backbone or compressor
capacity (proposed by SDG&E); or,

g. Projectsdriving expansion or addition of capacity at the
transmission and backbonelevel (proposed by EDF).

9.2. Declining to Adopt Additional Non-Monetary
CPCN Application Triggers

We decline to adopt the additional non-monetary application triggers

proposed by parties. Our adopted triggers asdiscussed above are practicable
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and will encompassthe most potentially environmentally significant projects for
which project alternatives should be most closely scrutinized.

We rejectthe proposal by UCAN, EDF, and CforAT to require applications
for all projects located in ESJor disadvantaged communities. We concur with
the large IOUs that doing so could causeadditional delays for projects located in
such communities which may otherwise be benign. This hasthe potential to
harm such communities by delaying implementation of necessarysafety or
reliability improvements. Instead, our sensitive receptors trigger, adopted
above, will capture the most potentially impactful projectsin communities most
heavily impacted by poor air quality. Additionally, in Section15.3below we
require additional scrutiny in a gascorporation’s CPCN application of projects
proposed to be located in ESJor disadvantaged communities.

We decline to adopt EDF’s proposal to adopt the criterion “project may
result in a significant environmental impact asdefined by CEQA” becausethis is
not a clear threshold and determining whether the threshold was triggered
would require an a priori assessmentf environmental impacts of the nature
intended to be conducted following a CPCN application, if it is determined that a
full CEQA review is necessary. We also decline to adopt EDF’s proposal
regarding High ConsequenceAreas, astheseareaswere defined for a different
purpose.?8

We decline to adopt proposals (d) —(g) above proposed by SoCalGas,
SDG&E, and EDF, asthese specific types of infrastructure projects are likely to be
captured in the $75million monetary threshold adopted above. Adopting a

monetary threshold is preferable to adopting thresholds basedon specific project

28 SeePHMSA regulations establishing the pressure at which transmission pipelines can operate
and regarding preventative maintenance requirements, at 49 CFR 192.5,195.452and 192.903.
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types asthe monetary threshold will capture a greater number and type of
high-cost projects of potential environmental concernthat should be closely
examined for alternatives and need.

10. Defining “Project” for Purpose of the GO
10.1. Staff Proposal
The Staff Proposal does not explicitly define a“project” for purposes of the

GO. Instead, Staff align their proposed criteria for an application requirement
with statutory language defining Commission jurisdiction over gascorporations.
The concept of “projects” in the Staff Proposal refers to activities involving the
“construction or modification... of any plant, line or extension.”2° 30

10.2. Party Comments
A number of parties recommend the Commission define “project” for

purposes of the GO. EDF recommends the Commission adopt the definition of
project included in CEQA Guidelines Section15378,a definition which revolves
around the concept of the “whole of an action.” EDF posits this would help
ensure that projects exceedingthe adopted monetary threshold over alonger

time period will be captured.3! EDF further recommends the Commission direct

29 Staff Proposal at IV(A)(1).

30 As defined in Pub. Util. Code Section221,“gas plant” includes all real estate,fixtures, and
personal property, owned, controlled, operated, or managed in connection with or to facilitate
the production, generation, transmission, delivery, underground storage, or furnishing of
gas...” Pub. Util. Code Section222defines “gas corporation” asevery corporation or person
owning, controlling, operating, or managing any gasplant for compensation within this state,
exceptwhere gasis made or produced on and distributed by the maker or producer through
private property alone solely for his own use or the use of his tenants and not for saleto others.

31 EDF Comments on Staff Proposal at 5. Projectsmentioned by EDF include: “the SoCalGas
Ventura Compressor Modernization Projectwith an expected project cost of $209.5million from
2022to 2028;the SoCalGasLine 235Repair and ReplacementProject with an expected project
costranging from $378.4million (repair option) to $549.2million (replacement option); and the
SDG&E 49-1ReplacementProject with a capital cost of $64.3million.”
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gas corporations to consolidate “related projects” to ensure that multi-year
projects are not allowed to circumvent the requirements of the GO. UCAN
expressessimilar concernsregarding “piecemealing.”

SDG&E and SoCalGasoppose theserecommendations. SDG&E contends
the “whole of the action” conceptis a “CEQA term of art,” and the IOUs should
not use this definition to determine applicability and requirements under the
GO. If the Commission wishes to adopt a definition of “project,” SDG&E
suggeststhat it be defined as“a temporary endeavor with a defined scopethat
hasindependent utility in the gassystem, has a start and completion date, and
doesnot include routine maintenance.”?®? SDG&E argues this definition would
guard against UCAN’s concernby defining a project as something that is
“stand-alone,” or “independent.” 33 In comments on the proposed decision,
SoCalGasobservesthat the definition of “gas plant” contained in Pub. Util. Code
Section221includes office buildings. 34

Southwest proposes that the Commission define project types covered by
the GO to include only construction or physical modification of a: (1) liquified
natural gasplant or storage facility; (2) compressor station; (3) gasstorage
facility; or (4) transmission line.

Cal Advocates recommends the GO explicitly identify hydrogen
gasinfrastructure projects ascovered in the GO. SoCalGasopposesthis, instead
recommending that the Commission require an expedited permit review process
for “clean fuel activities” such ashydrogen gasinfrastructure to reflect the

importance of thesefuels to California’s carbon-neutrality goals.

32 SDG&E Comments on Staff Proposal at 14.
33|d. at 18.

34 Sedootnote summarizing Pub. Util. Code Sections221and 222above.
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10.3. Adopting a Definition of “Project”
for Purposes of the GO

We define “project” for purposes of this GO asthe “construction or
physical modification of any gasplant with independent utility in the gas
system, including compressor or regulator stations, any pipeline or pipeline
extension, or any expansion of an existing gasstoragefield.” Defining a project
in this way will help clearly demarcate individual projects within the broad
range of utility infrastructure activities. Additionally, adopting this definition
will help ensure that infrastructure projects for which revenue recovery is
requested sequentially over time will be considered asa single project and
subjectedto a single CPCN application requirement. Gascorporations must not
skirt our CPCN application requirement by proposing various phasesof a single
project over time, eachphase of which may costlessthan our $75million
threshold.

For purposes of this GO, “gas plant” excludes gascorporation office
buildings. This is areasonableclarification to avoid unintended outcomes
related to the installation of heating or cooling equipment at gas corporations’
office buildings. The installation at a gascorporation office building of
equipment such asaboiler or electric generator that requires a permit from an air
guality managementdistrict doesnot trigger the requirement for the gas utility
to obtain a CPCN. We add this exclusion to those listed in the footnote to the
definition of a “project” of the GO in Appendix A.

We do not adopt CEQA language defining a “project,” including with the
phrase “whole of the action,” asthis is not necessaryhere. The CEQA review
that accompaniesthe CPCN application will adhere to CEQA requirements, but

a simple definition of project is sufficient for purposes of the application
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requirement under this GO. We do not adopt either SDG&E or UCAN’s
proposed definitions asthey lacked clarity or were inappropriate for our
purposes here.

We do not limit the types of activities that may qualify asa “project”
under this definition to those identified by Southwest. This is because,as
discussedin Section12.6.3below, we include all sizesof pipelines within the
scopeof the GO, with the exception of service pipelines connecting to customer
facilities and work on customer meters.3®> As discussedwith regard to our
adopted sensitive receptorstrigger threshold, it is appropriate for this
Commission to require a CPCN application for any type of project that meetsthis
criterion, regardless of size or cost, subjectto the GO exemptions outlined here.
Southwest does not provide any rationale to explain why an infrastructure
project falling outside certain categories(i.e.(1) liquified natural gasplant or
storage facility; (2) compressor station; (3) gas storage facility; or (4) transmission
line) should not receive scrutiny under this GO if it meetsthe monetary or
environmental triggers we adopt here.

We decline to specifically identify hydrogen gasinfrastructure projects as
covered by the GO at this time.

11. Emergency Projects
11.1. Staff Proposal
The preamble to SectionlIV of the Staff Proposal identifies certain work

that would not be covered by the proposed GO, including emergency projects as

35We usethe term “service pipeline connecting to customer facilities” synonymously with the
terms “service lateral,” or “service pipe” asused in the gasutility’'s GasTariff Rule No. 16.
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defined by CEQA Guidelines Section15269and Pub. Res.Code Section21060.3%6
Staff propose, however, that gasutilities invoking an exemption for emergency
projects shall nonethelesscomply with the notification requirements setforth in
SectionV(C) (“Notification Requirements for Claimed Exemptions”). 3/

11.2. Party Comments
SDG&E supports excluding emergency projects from the GO. SDG&E

recommends that the Commission not require compliance with SectionV(C)
notification requirements for excluded emergency projects. SDG&E observes
that the Staff Proposal would require notifications of emergency projects even if
the emergency project would not otherwise trigger an application requirement,
making the noticing requirement for emergency projects broader than for any
other category of exempted projects. SDG&E arguesthat giving notice of such
projects servesno useful purpose and adds burden to both the noticing utility
and the receiving entities. SDG&E requeststhe Commission clarify, at
minimum, that the required notice may be given after implementation of the
emergency project has begun.

PG&E concurs with SDG&E on this point, observing that GO 131-D
requires neither an application nor a notice for emergency projects. UCAN
disagreesand recommends the Commission require notifications regarding
temporary emergency repair projects.

In comments on the proposed decision, EDF requeststhat the filing

deadline for notifications of claimed emergency exemptions be reduced from 90

36 The Staff Proposal additionally identifies projects excluded from the GO asthose involving
the installation of environmental monitoring equipment, or any soil or geological investigation,
or work to determine feasibility of the use of a particular site for the proposed facilities that
doesnot result in a serious or major disturbance to an environmental resource.

37 Staff Proposal at Section|V.
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to 60 days, stating that this better balancesutilities’ ability to carry out
emergency projects and the opportunity for stakeholdersto provide meaningful
input. In comments on the proposed decision, Sierra Club/CEJA/NRDC
indicate concernsthat the definition of “emergency project” may be too broad.

11.3. Exempting Rather Than
Excluding Emergency Projects

We add emergency projects asan exempted project type into
SectionIV(B)(c), defined asfollows:

emergency projects (for example: repairs, upgrades,
replacements, restorations) asdefined by CEQA Guideline §
15269and Pub. Res.Code 8§821060.3and 21080(b)(2)& (4)to
ensurereliable gassupplies.

We continue to require exemption notices for emergency projects, so
defined, that also meet our adopted thresholds for a CPCN application
requirement. However, we will not require gascorporations to submit notices of
claimed exemptions for emergency projects until 60 days after the emergency
project has commenced construction. We find this achievesareasonablebalance
that allows gascorporations to begin work on urgent emergency projects as
necessary,but that also provides an opportunity for affected community
members, local governments, stakeholders and this Commission to learn about
the project. A noticing requirement prior to commencement of construction of
emergency projects is inappropriate becausethe focus at that time should be on
addressing the emergency situation in an expedited fashion.

Basedon comments on the proposed decision, we do not expand the
definition of projects covered by this exemption from Staff's proposed language
to include “emergency repairs or upgrades to ensure reliable gassupplies.”
Instead, the final decision clarifies the emergency situations where this

exemption may be claimed. This retains the intent of the GO to not impede rapid
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implementation of repairs or improvements to address emergency situations,
including when the ability of the utility's gassystemto meetits backbone, peak
day, and cold day design standards is threatened, while also minimizing
potentially inappropriate exemption claims.
12. Exemptions

In SectionlV(A)(3) of the Staff Proposal, Staff propose sevenexemptions to
the general application criteria included in SectionIV(A)(1) of the GO. Staff
propose that projects that meet the two threshold criteria for a CPCN application
requirement that also meet the defined exemption criteria would not be required
to file a CPCN application. However, Staff propose that such projects would be
required to comply with notification requirements for claimed exemptions.
Below are Staff's proposed exemption criteria:

a. replacement of existing facilities or structures with
equivalent facilities or structures in a manner consistent
with CEQA Guidelines 8815300.4and 15302(c);or

b. minor relocation, repairs, maintenance or alterations of
existing facilities in a manner consistentwith CEQA
Guidelines 88 15300.4and 15301 (b);or

c. the placing of new equipment on or replacement of
supporting structures already built consistentwith CEQA
Guidelines 8815300.4,15301(b),and 15302(c);or

d. facilities to be relocated, modified or constructed which
have undergone environmental review pursuant to CEQA
aspart of alarger project, and for which the final CEQA
certified document (Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or
Negative Declaration) finds no significant unavoidable
environmental impacts causedby the proposed line or
substation; or

e. any plant, line or extension that is required by the
California Geologic Energy Management Division
(CalGEM) or the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
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Administration (PHMSA) for safety or reliability reasons;
or

f. construction, replacement or repair of distribution
pipelines that are 12inchesin diameter or less;or

g. projects previously approved in a General Rate Caseor
other Commission decision which are currently underway.

We adopt a modified version of the Staff Proposal for two of Staff's
proposed exemptions, exemptions (e) and (g). We do not adopt Staff's proposal
to exempt all pipelines 12inches or lessin diameter from a CPCN application
requirement. Instead, any pipeline project, other than on service pipelines
connecting to customer facilities and work on customer meters, that meetsthe
threshold criteria adopted in Sections7.3and 8.3above (SectionlV(A) of the
GO), will berequired to file a CPCN application pursuant to the GO, unless one
of our adopted exemptions apply.

We do not adopt Staff's proposed exemptions (a), (b), or (c), aswe find
theseunnecessarygiven the other requirements adopted here. We do not adopt
Staff's proposed exemption (d) becausewe do not find it reasonable.

We adopt Staff's proposal that gas corporations must submit notices of
claimed exemptions for all exempted projects.

12.1. Replacement of Existing Structures by
Equivalent Structures

12.1.1. Staff Proposal
The Staff Proposal at Section1V(A)(3)(a) would exempt from an

application requirement “replacement of existing facilities or structures with
equivalent facilities or structures in a manner consistentwith CEQA Guidelines

§§ 15300.4and 15302(c).8

38 Staff Proposal at SectionIV(A)(3)(a).
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12.1.2. Party Comments
SDG&E suggeststhis exemption use the same*“replacement or

reconstruction” language found in CEQA Guideline § 15302. SDG&E requests
that the Commission clarify that the location of a replacement pipeline or other
structure may be adjusted to enhancesafety, easeconstruction or reduce costs.
SDG&E contends that replacing gassystem facilities in a somewhat different
location often makes sensefor safety, construction, costor development reasons,
and arguesthat concern about potential environmental impacts should be
mitigated if the new location is located in franchise (usually roads) or existing
utility easements.

Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI  oppose SDG&E’s recommendations stating that
SDG&E fails to provide any evidence that pipeline relocation projects will not
have a significant environmental effect.

12.1.3. Rejecting Staff's Proposed
Exemption 1V(3)(a), Replacement of Existing
Structures by Equivalent Structures

We decline to adopt Staff's proposed exemption 1V(3)(a). We anticipate
that projects entailing replacement of existing structures by equivalent structures
are unlikely to meetthe $75million monetary trigger or the sensitive receptors
trigger, which are pre-requisites for a CPCN application requirement. Further,
this exemption duplicates a CEQA categorical exemption that will apply as part
of the Commission’s CEQA review of any CPCN application. Oncea CPCN
application is filed, Commission staff will consider whether any CEQA
exemptions apply aspart of the Commission’s environmental review process.

Including this exemption in this GO would make it more complicated
without a corresponding benefit. Eliminating this exemption will simplify and

streamline implementation of this GO.
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12.2. Minor Relocations, Repairs,
Maintenance or Alterations

12.2.1. Staff Proposal
The Staff Proposal at SectionIV(A)(3)(b) exempts from an application

requirement “minor relocation, repairs, maintenance or alterations of existing
facilities in a manner consistentwith CEQA Guidelines §815300.4and
15301(b).”®® CEQA Guideline § 15301exempts from CEQA “the operation,
repair, maintenance, ... or minor alteration of existing public or private
structures [or] facilities ... involving negligible or no expansion of existing or
former use,” including, under Section15301(b),“[e]xisting facilities of both
investor and publicly owned utilities used to provide electric power, natural gas,
sewerage,or other public utility services.”0

12.2.2. Party Comments
SDG&E supports Staff's proposal in this areaand requeststhe Commission

clarify that projects undertaken to comply with federal regulations are included
in this exemption. SDG&E statesthat it is continuously undertaking thousands
of such projects, and it is not helpful nor cost-efficient to require noticing of such
projects under the GO.

SDG&E requeststhe Commission clarify that work undertaken to
recondition an existing pipeline asdefined in GO 112-F,Section125.3(c)and
work to install pressure regulation devices,automatic shut-off valves, block
valves or similar deviceson existing pipelines, or to retrofit existing pipelines to

accommodatein-line inspection devices falls under this exemption, contending

39 Staff Proposal, Section IV(A)(3)(b).
40 SDG&E Comments on Staff Proposal at 9.
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that such work is required to comply with Pub. Util. Code Section957and 958.5
and enhancesthe safety and reliability of the existing gas system.

12.2.3. Rejecting Staff's Proposed Exemption
Section IV(3)(b), Minor Relocations, Repairs,
Maintenance or Alterations

We decline to adopt Staff's proposal for exemption (b) regarding minor
relocations, repairs, maintenance or alterations basedon the samereasoning that
we used to reject Staff's proposed exemption 1V(3)(a), regarding replacement of
existing structures by equivalent structures. Projectsentailing minor relocations,
repairs, maintenance or alternations are unlikely to meetthe $75million
monetary trigger or the sensitive receptors trigger, which are pre-requisites for a
CPCN application requirement. Similar to Staff's proposed exemption IV(3)(a),
this exemption duplicates a CEQA categorical exemption which will apply as
part of the Commission’s CEQA review of any CPCN application. Eliminating
this exemption will simplify and streamline implementation of this GO.

12.3. Rejecting Staff's Proposed Exemption
Section 1V(3)(c)

No party commented on this element.

We decline to adopt Staff's proposal for exemption (c) regarding the
placing of new equipment on or replacement of supporting structures already
built consistentwith CEQA Guidelines §815300.4,15301(b),and 15302(c}! based
on the samereasoning that we used to reject Staff's proposed exemptions 1V(3)(a)
and IV(3)(b) above. Projectsfalling under this category are unlikely to meetthe
$75million monetary trigger or the sensitive receptors trigger, which are
pre-requisites for a CPCN application requirement. Similar to Staff's

proposed exemptions 1V(3)(a) and IV(3)(b), this exemption duplicates a CEQA
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categorical exemption which will apply aspart of the Commission’s CEQA
review of any CPCN application. Eliminating this exemption will simplify and
streamline implementation of this GO.
12.4. Projects with Completed CEQA Documents

12.4.1. Staff Proposal

The Staff Proposal Section1V(A)(3)(d) recommends the Commission
exempt projects with completed final CEQA documents from application
requirements, asfollows:

facilities to be relocated, modified or constructed which have
undergone environmental review pursuant to CEQA aspart of a
larger project, and for which the final CEQA certified document
(Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or Negative Declaration) finds
no significant unavoidable environmental impacts causedby the
proposed line or substation.*?

12.4.2. Party Comments
SDG&E, SoCalGas,and CVGSrecommend the Commission exempt all gas

infrastructure projects that have previously undergone CEQA review from
application requirements, rather than identify alimited number of CEQA review
outcomes where the exemption would apply.

Sierra Club opposes SDG&E’s recommendation, stating that the
Commission should instead analyze projects that have undergone prior CEQA
review to seeif CEQA supplemental review requirements apply.

12.4.3. Rejecting Staff's Proposed Exemption
Section IV(3)(d), Projects with Completed
CEQA Documents

We decline to adopt Staff's proposed exemption (d), projects with

completed CEQA documents. Under CEQA, review by alead agency does not

42 Staff Proposal at IV(A)(3)(d).
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relieve other agenciesfrom their CEQA review obligations. Further, there may
be circumstancesunder which another agency performs CEQA review of a
proposed gasinfrastructure facility aspart of review of alarger project. It is not
reasonablefor a proposed project to be exempt from submitting an application to
the Commission for review under this GO basedon this criterion.

12.5. Projects Required by CalGEM, PHMSA,
or Other Regulatory Agency

12.5.1. Staff Proposal
The Staff Proposal at Section1V(A)(3)(e) recommends the Commission

exempt from application requirements the following:

any plant, line or extension that is required by the California
Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) or the
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration
(PHMSA) for safety or reliability reasons#3

12.5.2. Party Comments
The gascorporations support this exemption and recommend expanding

it. SoCalGascontends the Commission should exempt from application
requirements all activities required to ensure gas system safety and reliability
required by any regulatory agency, not just by CalGEM or PHMSA. SoCalGas
recommends this exemption apply to all regulatory compliance projects,
including environmental compliance projects such asthose required by

air quality managementdistricts and regional water quality control boards, not
just safety regulatory compliance projects. SoCalGasstatesthat requiring the
utilities to seekapproval from the Commission for mandatory compliance work

being performed under the primary discretionary authority of another public

43 Staff's Proposed GO, SectionIV(A)(3)(e).
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agencywith the greatestresponsibility for approving the project is duplicative
and risks causing undue delay.

SDG&E supports Staff's proposal and requeststhe Commission amend the
exemption to include “modifications” and to apply to any work required by a
regulatory agencywith jurisdiction over gasinfrastructure. SDG&E statesthis
exemption should also apply to work undertaken to clear conflicts required by
franchise agreementswhen triggered by government road, water, or sewer
projects and work pursuant to the requirements specified in GO 112-F.

Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI oppose exempting any safety or reliability work
from application requirements, stating that there is no legal or evidentiary basis
for this.

12.5.3. Adopting a Modified Version of Staff’'s
Proposed Exemption Section IV(3)(e),
Projects Required by CalGEM, PHMSA, or
Other Regulatory Agency

We adopt Staff's proposed exemption (e) regarding projects required by
CalGEM, PHMSA, or other regulatory agencywith modifications to reflect IOU
comments and to provide additional clarification, asfollows:

any plant, line, extension, repair, replacement, or modification
of existing facilities or structures that is required pursuant to a
California Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM)
Emergency Order or regulation, the Pipeline and Hazardous
Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA), this Commission,
or any other regulatory agency for safety reasons.

We concur with the IOUs that projects required by any regulatory agency
for safety reasonsshould be exempt from CPCN application requirements.
Exempting projects required by other agenciesfor safety reasonsfrom permit

requirements helps ensuretimely utility compliance with those regulations and
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the accompanying public safety or reliability of gassupplies. This includes PSEP
projects previously approved by this Commission.

Our adopted GO will require gascorporations to file notices of a claimed
exemption for such projects, sowe will have the ability to study and revisit the
scopeof this exemption in the future, if warranted.

12.6. Distribution Pipelines
12.6.1. Staff Proposal
The Staff Proposal at Section1V(a)(3)(f) recommends the Commission

exempt from application requirements the “construction, replacement or repair
of distribution pipelines that are 12inchesin diameter or less.” As with other
exemptions, Staff propose requiring gascorporations to file a notice of claimed
exemption for such projects.
The June27,2022ALJ ruling requestsparty comment on the following
guestions:
Should this exemption be modified? If so, how?

Should other parameters such aspipeline length, volume
of gasdelivered, or pipeline operating pressure also be
considered in determining whether a distribution pipeline
should be exempt?

12.6.2. Party Comments
The gascorporations generally support Staff's proposed exemption for

pipelines with a diameter of 12inchesin diameter or less. Intervenor parties
generally oppose this exemption.

SoCalGas,PG&E, and SDG&E argue the Commission should exclude
distribution pipelines 12inchesin diameter or lessfrom the GO, rather than
exempt such projects from application requirements. The gas utilities argue that
excluding rather than exempting smaller distribution pipeline projects would

mean that gas utilities would not be required to file thousands of notices of
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claimed exemptions for routine repair activities. This would reduce uncertainty
and avoid unnecessarycostsand delays to ratepayers, they argue. SoCalGas
statesthat it installed 27,000new customer metersin 2021and such activities are
unlikely to have significant environmental impacts.*

SDG&E proposes that the Commission exclude distribution mains and
distribution service laterals asdefined in GasTariff Rule 16 from the GO, rather
than exempting them from an application requirement. PG&E supports
excluding distribution pipelines from the GO and arguesthat stakeholders may
use Commission complaint processesshould they have concernsabout small
diameter distribution pipeline projects.

UCAN also supports excluding distribution networks and minor
relocations of pipelines from the GO, stating that such projects are typically
small, low cost,and necessaryfor safety. Instead, UCAN proposesthat the gas
utilities be required to file applications for any proposed line that will operate at
60 lbs. per sq.inch (psi) or higher, or where the combined lengths of the pipelines
being built or replaced exceedsten miles in length. PG&E and SDG&E oppose
this UCAN suggestion. PG&E statesthat there is no evidence that higher
pressure distribution lines result in significantly greater environmental impacts,
costsor increasedrisk of stranded costs. SDG&E statesthat nearly all of
SDG&E's distribution system operatesat a Maximum Allowable Operating
Pressure(MAOP) of 60 psi, thus UCAN’s suggestion is impracticable.

Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI argue that somedistribution projects are highly
likely to createenvironmental impacts and this this type of activity should not be

categorically excluded from the GO. Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI state that

44 SoCalGasComments on Staff Proposal at 9.
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repurposing distribution lines to carry hydrogen or changesin large industrial
companies’ pipelines and throughput are examples of distribution projects that
should bereviewed. Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI further contend that such projects
should not be addressedthrough a complaint processbecausecommunities by
pipeline projects are not likely to be aware of such projects without a notification
process.

Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI  recommend the Commission exclude residential
meters and connections from claimed distribution pipeline exemption noticing
requirements.

EDF proposesthe GO apply to all distribution projects becauseall
pipelines canleak methane, regardless of size. Design of an exemption from
application requirements for distribution projects should consider factors like
leakagerates, pipeline materials, and non-pipeline materials, EDF states.

PG&E and SDG&E oppose theseintervenor recommendations. PG&E
statesthat work on PG&E's distribution pipelines that are 12inchesin diameter
or lessincludes dozens of categoriesof capital projects ranging from service
replacementsto installation of meters. SDG&E similarly arguesthat requiring an
application for distribution pipeline projects could affect thousands of projects
annually.

12.6.3. Including Distribution Pipelines in the
Adopted GO and Rejecting Staff's Proposed
Exemption Section IV(A)(3)(f)

With the exception of service pipelines connecting to customer facilities and
work on customer meters, we neither exempt nor exclude distribution pipelines
of 12inchesin diameter or lessfrom the adopted GO. Instead, asdiscussed
above, gascorporations are required to file a CPCN application for any

distribution pipeline of 12inchesin diameter or lessthat meetsone of our
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adopted threshold criteria, namely the $75million monetary threshold and the
sensitive receptors criterion (seeSections 7.3and 8.3above). We expectthis to be
a modest number of distribution pipeline projects.

In substantiating concernswith the inclusion of distribution pipeline
projects in this GO, the gas utilities primarily refer to the potential for
unnecessarydelay and waste of resourcesif work on service lines and residential
meters is subjectto the CPCN application requirements we adopt here. We
addresstheseconcernshby excluding service pipelines connecting to customer
facilities and work on customer meters from the GO completely. This meansthat
no exemption notices would be required for such projects in the extremely
unlikely event that such a project would meet our CPCN application
requirement thresholds. As noted above, the intent of the GO is to ensure that
only projects likely to have significant environmental and/or community
impacts are deeply scrutinized.

We decline to exclude smaller distribution pipelines entirely from the GO as
recommended by the I0Us asthis is not necessarygiven our threshold criteria.
Additionally, we wish to collect information on planned distribution projects
that meet our adopted threshold criteria but qualify for other exemptions.
Section 16 below, addressing Section X (Report of Planned Gas Investments) of
the GO discussesreporting requirements.

This approach ensuresthat we focus Commission review on the projects
most likely to causesignificant environmental harms or substantial coststo
ratepayers.

We disagree with intervenor parties that this GO should be designed to
result in Commission-level review of the majority of new distribution line

extension projects. Suchan outcome is impracticable and would not be a good
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use of Commission resourcesgiven that such projects are likely to have limited
community and environmental impacts. We also do not believe this would
support positive outcomes for local communities, asthis could result in the delay
of innocuous projects necessaryto support reliable gasservicein the short term.
Instead, much of the remainder of Track 2 work in this proceeding will develop a
processto identify criteria to selectively avoid new distribution line

infrastructure and to “prune” existing gasdistribution line infrastructure, where
feasible and beneficial.

We decline to adopt UCAN'’s suggestedcriteria regarding gas
infrastructure operating at 60 psi or greater, aswe do not find this to be a
practicable method to distinguish between projects. We also do not envision this
GO asaddressing leaking pipelines per se,and assuch decline to adopt EDF’s
suggestedapproach aswell. The Commission addressedthe issue of leak
abatementin D.17-06-015which created a Natural GaslLeak Abatement Program
in accordancewith SB1371.

12.7. Projects Previously Approved
by this Commission

12.7.1. Staff Proposal
The Staff Proposal in SectionIV(A)(3)(g) recommends that “projects

previously approved in a GRC or other Commission decision which are
currently underway” should be exempt from an application requirement.

12.7.2. Party Comments
IOUs and intervenors generally differ on which projects should be

grandfathered in asexempt from an application requirement, with intervenors
contending the grandfathering exemption asproposed by Staff is too broad, and
gascorporations largely supporting it. Cal Advocates proposes defining projects

that are “currently underway,” aspreviously approved projects that have
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approved permits or arein construction. The Sierra Club and EDF propose the
Commission exempt from application requirements those projects that have
commenced construction by Junel, 2022.

The gascorporations, particularly PG&E, disagree with limiting the
grandfathering exemption to projects that have securedall required permits or
have commenced construction. PG&E observesthere are significant costsand
that it takes many yearsto bring projects to the permitting phase. PG&E further
contends that system planners assumethat projects that have been previously
approved by the Commission will be placed into service on their in-service date
asplanned. Delaying or discontinuing such projects createsrisk, PG&E states.

SoCalGasopposesany “relitigation” of projects previously approved in a
GRC application. SoCalGasstatesthat requiring additional Commission review
of such projects could halt authorized projects that have beenunder
development for many years.

SDG&E contends that work undertaken according to the gas PSEPplans
required in D.11-06-017or D.14-06-007 pursuant to Pub. Util. Section958,should
be exempt from the application requirement. SDG&E opposesthe intervenor’s
proposals for defining work “currently in process,” stating that adopting them
could causedelays of up to 38 months for necessarysafety or reliability work.

In comments on the proposed decision, SoCalGasand SDG&E suggestthat
the “grandfathering” clauseshould be revised to include projects that have
submitted an application for the approval of acompliance project from an air

district, prior to the effective date of the GO.
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12.7.3. Adopting a Modified Version of Staff’'s
Proposed Exemption Section IV(3)(Qg),
Projects Previously Approved by this
Commission

We modify Staff's proposed exemption (g) to address previously approved
projects. We determine that projects that have a scheduled in-service date
occurring before January 1, 2024,and projects for which an application for
approval hasbeensubmitted to an air quality managementdistrict for
compliance with an environmental rule, prior to the effective date of this GO,
shall be exempt from filing a CPCN application. We agreewith PG&E that
significant work and costsare incurred to bring large infrastructure projects to
the point of readinessto apply for required permits, of which there may be
many. However, PG&E did not provide us with information to substantiate this
concernor identify the types of projects it may be referring to. The record of this
proceeding lacks information on how significant the expensesincurred to bring a
project to the permitting application stagemight be. We anticipate that many
such projects are likely to be exempt under other provisions of the GO.

It is reasonablethat we require CPCN applications for projects with a
scheduled in-service date on or after January 1, 2024that are not otherwise
exempt. Adopting an in-service date that is over 12 months away from the date
of this decision gives utilities sufficient planning and lead time while exempting
projects that are relatively closeto fruition.

Likewise, it is reasonableto exempt from a CPCN application requirement
projects for which an application for approval hasbeensubmitted to an air
guality managementdistrict for compliance with an environmental rule prior to
the effective date of this GO. Including this exemption allows projects planned

to comply with local air quality managementdistrict environmental
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requirements that required substantive time and resourcesto develop to move
forward in a streamlined fashion.

We agreewith parties that SectionIV(A)(3)(g) of the Staff Proposal —which
recommends that “projects previously approved in a General Rate Caseor other
Commission decision which are currently underway” should be exempt from the
application —lacks clarity and is subjectto interpretation without the adopted
clarification.

Within 60days of issuanceof this decision, eachrespondent gas utility 4°
shall file and serve a list of gasinfrastructure projects that are scheduled to be in-
service before January 1, 2024that have a cost exceeding $75million or where (1)
the project is located within 1,000feet of a sensitive receptor; and (2) operation of
the completed project by the gascorporation requires a permit from the relevant
local air quality district for: (a) anincreasein levels of a toxic air contaminant;46
or (b) anincreasein levels of a criteria air pollutant, if the areais listed asa
serious, severe,or extreme non-attainment areafor that pollutant. Each
respondent shall include in this list, clearly indicated, projects for which an
application for approval hasbeensubmitted to an air quality management
district for compliance with an environmental rule, prior to the effective date of
this GO. Eachrespondent gasutility shall provide, for eachproject listed, the

information identified in SectionV(C)(2) of the adopted GO.

45 SeeOrder Instituting Rulemakingo EstablishPolicies Processesnd Rulesto EnsureSafeand
ReliableGasSystemsn Californiaand PerformLong-TermGasSystemPlanning, Section 6.
Respondentsto this rulemaking are Alpine Natural Gas,PG&E, SoCalGas,SDG&E, Southwest
Gas,West Coast GasCompany, Inc., Wild Goose Storage,Lodi Gas Storage,Gill Ranch Storage,
Central Valley Gas Storage,SacramentoNatural Gas Storage,LLC.

46 Increasein levels of atoxic air contaminant is defined asan increaseexceeding (1) de minimis
levels or (2), where relevant, allowable limits setby the local air quality district.
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12.8. Additional Exemptions
Proposed by Parties

12.8.1. Party Proposals
In responseto the June27,2022ALJ ruling, several parties propose

additional exemptions from an application requirement. PG&E and SDG&E
propose the Commission exempt from an application requirement the following:

a. Projectsin an existing franchise or public utility easement;
b. Projectsrequired for reliability purposes;and,
c. Projectsstatutorily or categorically exempt from CEQA.

CVGSrequeststhe Commission clarify that projects undertaken by
independent storage providers included within the scopeof existing CPCN and
CEQA approvals are exempt from any additional application requirements.
CVGSidentifies the natural gasfacility approved by the Commission in
D.10-10-001asan example of the type of storage project that should be exempt
from any additional application requirement.

12.8.2. Party Comments
Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI  oppose the additional exemptions from

application requirements proposed by SDG&E and PG&E.

UCAN opposesCVGS’sproposal, stating that if a substantial expansion
such asthe installation of a compressor station is planned, the project should be
required to file an additional application.

12.8.3. Declining to Adopt Additional Exemptions
We do not adopt any of the additional exemptions proposed by parties.

Theseexemptions are too broad asproposed. In Section11.3above, we adopt a
new exemption for emergency and emergency repairs or upgrades to ensure safe
and reliable gasservice. This appropriately limits the types of safety and

reliability projects that should be exempt from additional scrutiny. We do not
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adopt PG&E and SDG&E'’s proposed exemption for projects statutorily or
categorically exempt from CEQA, becausethis is too broad.

We clarify that independent storage projects that have previously
undergone CEQA review and are included in the existing property boundary of
acurrent CPCN are excluded from additional CPCN application requirements
under the GO. However, any storage expansion project that meetsthe criteria
and definitions adopted here must apply for a CPCN application asstated in our
adopted GO. Amongst other issues,this GO is concerned with ensuring prudent
investments in the gasinfrastructure system, and this includes gasstorage
infrastructure expansions beyond the existing property boundary of a CPCN.
Section17.3defines “expansion of an existing gasstoragefield.”

13. Exceptions to Exemptions
13.1. Staff Proposal
The Staff Proposal recommends the Commission adopt six exceptions to

the exemptions listed in SectionlV(A)(3). As proposed by Staff, an “exception to
an exemption” meansthat a project that would otherwise not be subjectto a
CPCN application, becauseit met the GO’s exemption criteria, would have to file
such an application if it met the criteria of an exception to an exemption. Staff's
proposed exceptionsto the exemptions are asfollows:

a. there is areasonablepossibility that the project may impact
an environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern
designated, precisely mapped, and officially adopted
pursuant to law by federal, state, or local agencies;

b. the cumulative impact of successiveprojects of the same
types, in the sameplace, over time is significant;

c. thereis areasonablepossibility that the project will have a
significant effect on the environment due to unusual
circumstances;
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d. the project may result in damage to scenicresources,
including but not limited to, trees, historic buildings, rock
outcroppings, or similar resources,within a highway
officially designated asa state scenichighway. However,
this exception does not apply to improvements which are
required asa mitigation by an adopted negative
declaration or certified EIR;

e. the project is located on a site which is included on any list
compiled pursuant to Section65962.50f the Government
Code; or,

f. the project may causea substantial adverse changein the
significance of a historical resource.

13.2. Party Comments
Party comments on Staff's proposed exceptionsto exemptions in the

GO addressthree areas:(1) how the Commission should structure exceptionsto
exemptions; (2) disadvantaged communities; and (3) Staff's proposed sensitive
receptors criterion.

SoCalGasarguesthat the Staff Proposal inappropriately incorporates
CEQA exceptionsinto utility determinations of whether an application is
required. SoCalGasrecommends Commission delete all of Staff’s proposed
exceptions from the adopted GO. SoCalGasarguesthat doing sowould help
restructure the adopted GO to better align it with CEQA requirements.
SoCalGascontends that, under CEQA, the exceptions determine if a project no
longer qualifies for a CEQA exemption only after an application hasbeen
submitted.

With regards to disadvantaged and ESJcommunities, PG&E proposes that
the Commission add a new exception to the list of Staff's proposed exemptions

asfollows:
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there is areasonablepossibility that the activity will have a
significant effect on the environment due to its location within
an [ESJor SB535disadvantaged] community.” 47

PG&E arguesthat projects occurring in disadvantaged or ESJcommunities
deserve special consideration. As such, PG&E contends the Commission could
consider a project’s location within a disadvantaged or ESJcommunity asa factor
in determining whether an application is required for an otherwise-exempt
project. PG&E statesthat this is preferable to adopting a permit trigger for all
projects located in disadvantaged or ESJcommunities, which PG&E opposes.

As discussedin Section8.2above, Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI argue that the
Commission should adopt a sensitive receptors criterion asan exception to the
list of exemptions rather than asathreshold trigger for an application
requirement. 48

13.3. Declining to Adopt Exceptions to
Exemptions as Proposed by Staff
(Section IV(A)(4))

We do not adopt the exceptions to exemptions contained in the
Staff Proposal. Thesebroadly worded exceptions canintroduce uncertainty into
implementation, and as SoCalGasnotes, createa frequently disputed, and
unnecessarily burdensome administrative processto determine applicability of
the GO. Further, the exceptions aswritten arein some casesvague. Exceptions
(b) and (c) overlap substantially with our adopted sensitive receptors criterion,
especially sincethe criterion is triggered in heavily impacted air communities.

We believe that it is preferable to omit these exceptions at present. There

may, however, be instanceswhere a gasutility’s exemption claim is not well

47 PG&E Reply Comments on Staff Proposal at 17.Use of [ ] in the original.
48 Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI  Comments on Staff Proposal at 6.
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supported. The Commission’s complaint processgives stakeholders a
mechanism to contesta gasutility’s exemption claim. Similarly, Commission
Staff should inform the Executive Director, and the assigned ALJ and
Commissioner in this or any successorproceeding of any instanceswhere Staff
believe a gas utility hasinappropriately claimed an exemption under our
adopted GO. This Commission will investigate such instancesaswarranted.

We also do not adopt the additional exceptionsto exemptions proposed by
PG&E and Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI. Instead, regarding PG&E’s proposal, we
addressthe potential location of a gasinfrastructure facility in a disadvantaged
or ESJcommunity by requiring additional information in relevant project CPCN
applications, asdiscussedin Section15.3below. Requiring corporations to
consider, and for the Commission to undertake, additional evaluation of
alternatives for projects proposed to be located in a disadvantaged or
ESJcommunity addressesthe similar concernsidentified by PG&E, but with
greater clarity and specificity to the circumstancessurrounding actual proposed
projects.

We do not adopt Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI's proposal becausein Section8.3
above we have adopted athreshold criterion for sensitive receptors that is clear
and practicable.

14. Notification Requirements for
Claimed Exemptions

14.1. Staff Proposal
SectionV of the Staff Proposal setsforth Staff's proposed notification

requirements for claimed exemptions.
The June27,2022ALJ ruling asksthe following regarding Staff's proposed

notification requirements:
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Should certain types of infrastructure projects be exempt from
any of the notification requirements in SectionV? If so, what
types of projects should be exempt? Should any modifications
be made to the notification...requirements provided in
SectionV?

14.2. Party Comments
Intervenor parties generally support Staff's proposal regarding notification

requirements, while gascorporations generally opposethem. The gas
corporations state that the notification requirements in the Staff Proposal are too
broad. SoCalGasproposesdeleting the entirety of SectionV(C) of the

Staff Proposal from the adopted GO. SectionV(C) addressesnotification
requirements for all claimed exemptions.

SDG&E objectsthat the Staff Proposal asworded would require noticing
for thousands of maintenance projects. SDG&E assertsthat it undertakes
thousands of maintenance, repair and relocation of existing gasinfrastructure
projects for service lines eachyear. SDG&E statesthese projects are typically
triggered by requirements specified in GO 112-Fand PHMSA regulations, as
well asby work to clear conflicts required by franchise agreementsrelating to
government road, water, or sewer projects. SDG&E statesthat although this
work would be exempt from application requirements under Staff's proposed
exemptions in SectionsIV(A)(3), notification pursuant to Staff's proposed Section
V(C) would still berequired. SDG&E statesthat at a minimum, new service lines
should not require advice letters or other notifications. SDG&E further argues
that maintenance, repair, and relocation work on the existing gas system should
be excluded from the SectionV(C) notification requirement.

Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI state that notifications should be required in all
instanceswhen a gas corporation assertsan exemption to a permit requirement.

Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI propose additions to Staff's proposed SectionV to reflect

-63-



R.20-01-007 ALJ/CF1/sgu

requirements contained in recently passedlegislation, AB 819(Levine, Stats.
2021,Chapter 97),regarding CEQA notice and reporting requirements.*® Sierra
Club/CEJA/RMI  suggestchangesto Staff's proposed SectionV(C) to require
noticing provisions contained in the Commission’s ESJAction Plan related to
accessibility, understandability and availability of information. They further
assertthat the GO should require that all requestsfor exemptions and notices of
exemption are posted on the Commission’s website and are easyto access.

PG&E opposesthe suggestion that information required of CEQA lead
agenciesunder AB 819is required in the GO. PG&E observesthat Staff’s
proposed SectionV governs the notices provided by the utilities to various
agenciesand stakeholders to alert them to the filing of applications at the
Commission, or to claims of exemptions from Commission permit requirements.
As such, theseactions by private companies are not subjectto CEQA noticing
requirements ascontained in AB 819,PG&E asserts.

PG&E statesthat the other suggestions provided by Sierra
Club/CEJA/RMI about noticing are reasonable,for instance that notices of a gas
corporation’s application filing should include referencesto the Commission’s
website. The Commission’s Public Advisor’'s Office could consider these Sierra
Club/CEJA/RMI  suggestionswhen working with IOUs to develop an agreed-

upon template for the notices, PG&E states.

49 Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI  note that AB 819,for example, requires the posting of CEQA notices
to an agency’swebsite and requires agenciesto allow members of the public to file comments
electronically and acceptcomments via email (Pub. Res.Code Section21082.1.dand
Section21091.d.3). Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI  Comments on Staff Proposal at 10.
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14.3. Adopting a Modified Version of
Staff's Proposed Notification
Requirements (Section V)

We adopt a modified version of Staff's proposed SectionV regarding
notices of projects and notices of claimed exemptions. First, regarding
distribution lines, asdiscussedin Section12.6.3above, the way we have
structured the CPCN application thresholds of this GO (adopted in Sections7.3
and 8.3above, seeSectionlV(A) of the GO) meansthat only alimited number of
distribution pipeline projects will meetthesethresholds. Thus, a manageable
number of CPCN applications are likely to be required pursuant to our adopted
GO for distribution projects, which in turn meansthat the number of exemption
notices for distribution projects are also likely to be manageable.

Second,regarding SectionV(A), we incorporate some of the changes
suggestedby Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI.  To the extent possible, we require gas
corporations to submit notices regarding a CPCN application pursuant to our
adopted GO in aformat accessibleto the visually impaired and to servethem to
relevant service lists, which shall include the service list of R.20-01-007and any
successorproceeding, aswell asthe service list of eachutility’s most recent
general rate caseapplication proceeding. We require gascorporations to consult
with the Commission’s Public Advisor’'s Office regarding the format of both
project CPCN application and exemption notice requirements, including ways to
ensure the notices are easily accessible. Further, we direct Commission staff to
post submitted notices to the webpage on Long-Term GasPlanning on the
Commission’s website within 30 days of receiving it.

Third, regarding SectionV(B), which addressesthe information required in
CPCN application notices, we require gascorporations to include information

about how individuals or organizations may electronically fle comments on the
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application. We also require the noticesto include a summary of potential
environmental impacts, including emissions, from the proposed facility.

Fourth, regarding SectionV(C), which addressesnotification requirements
for claimed exemptions, we clarify that gascorporations must submit the
required information no later than 60 days prior to the planned commencement
date of construction. Setting a date certain for the notices of claimed exemptions
will contribute to orderly implementation of the GO and provide Staffand
stakeholders with areasonablelevel of advance notification.

Fifth, asdiscussedin section 11.3above, we clarify that notices of a
claimed exemption for emergency projects must be submitted no later than
60 days after the commencement of construction on the project. This achievesa
reasonablebalancethat allows gascorporations to begin work on urgent
emergency projects asnecessary,but that also provides an opportunity for
affected community members, local governments, stakeholders and this
Commission to learn about the project within areasonableamount of time from
project commencement.

Finally, we retain the requirement that gas corporations must submit a
Tier 1information-only advice letter when claiming an exemption under the GO.
Pursuant to GO 96, Tier 1 information-only advice letters are effective
immediately upon submittal and protests are not permitted. 5 As discussed
above, Commission Staff should inform the Executive Director, and the assigned
ALJ and Commissioner in this or any successorproceeding, of any instances
where Staff believe a gas utility hasinappropriately claimed an exemption under

our adopted GO. This Commission will investigate such instancesaswarranted.

50 GO 96-Bat 10, Section6.2. Available asof October 21,2022at:
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M023/K381/23381302.PDF
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15. CPCN Application Information Submittal
Requirements (Section VI)

15.1. Staff Proposal
SectionVI of the Staff Proposal contains Staff's proposed information

submittal requirements for CPCN applications. Amongst other required
information, Staff propose that gasutilities file a PEA with eachCPCN
application.

15.2. Party Comments
Party comments addressthree main areasregarding Staff’s proposed

application information requirements. Theseare: (1) non-pipeline alternatives;
(2) health impacts; and (3) unique considerations for gas storage projects.

Regarding non-pipeline alternatives, several intervenors (CforAT, EDF,
UCAN) recommend the Commission adopt more detailed requirements
regarding how gas corporations should assesson-pipeline alternatives in their
applications. EDF statesthat additional clarity will help the Commission more
fully evaluate proposed projects, support safeand reliable natural gasservice for
Californians at just and reasonablerates, and help achieve California’s
decarbonization goals.

CforAT provides a number of specific recommendations in this area,
namely:

a. The analysis should describe who is intended to be served
by proposed project and what options for efficiency or
managed consumption may be available to reduce need for
project;

b. If aprojectis primarily intended to serve residential
customers, electrification options should be considered,
including direct support for electrification if it could be
done at lower costthan the construction project;

-67-



R.20-01-007 ALJ/CF1/sgu

C.

Consideration of costshould include external costs,such as
the environmental impacts and the public health impacts
of the proposed gasinfrastructure project, aswell asthe
direct dollar costs;and,

If the project is primarily intended to serve commercial and
industrial customers, consideration should be included
regarding alternative methods to provide necessaryenergy
supplies, again considering both direct and externalized
costsof new infrastructure. 51

UCAN proposesthat the Commission require applications to demonstrate:

a.

That the potential facility will be neededin light of the
California Energy Commission’s long-term projections of
natural gasdemand,;

That existing facilities are inadequate or need repair to
meet applicable safety standards;

That no reasonablealternatives exist to the proposed
project;

That the adverse environmental effects of the project can be
adequately mitigated; and,

That the proposed project does not substantially increase
the density of existing infrastructure facilities in a given
location without offsetting substantial economic benefits.52

SoCalGasopposesadopting additional details regarding how non-pipeline

alternatives should be evaluated by permit applicants at this time. SoCalGas

observesthat questions regarding non-pipe alternatives are scopedinto Track 2a

of this proceeding regarding initial stepsto develop along-term gas planning

processin this proceeding. SoCalGascontends that requiring analysis of

non-pipeline alternatives in the proposed GO is therefore premature.

51 CforAT Comments on Staff Proposal at 3.
52UCAN Comments on Staff Proposal at 4.
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Regarding health impacts, CforAT recommends the Commission modify
Staff's proposal to ensure more meaningful review of the public health impacts
of proposed gasinfrastructure projects. CforAT suggeststhe Commission
require consideration of the impacts of new gasinfrastructure on public health,
including risks of air pollution, increasedrates of asthma and other chronic
health issuesin communities located near gasinfrastructure, and the public
health risks of gasleaks.

The gas corporations oppose CforAT’s suggestion. PG&E and SDG&E
state that Commission PEA requirements, which include a Health and Safety
Plan and a Health Risk Assessment,already addresstheseconcerns. SoCalGas
observesthat there is substantial oversight from various agenciesto evaluate air
emissions and public health impacts from projects, through PHMSA
requirements, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), CARB, and regional
air quality districts.

Regarding independent storage projects, CVGS arguesthat such projects
should not be required to comply with several SectionVI information
requirements becausethe projects were not approved under cost-basedrates.
CVGS statesthat independent storage providers’ CPCN applications should not
have to consider alternative routes or non-pipeline alternatives or provide capital
and budget estimates. CVGS assertsthat independent storage providers should
not have to provide the information requestedin Staff's proposed Section
VI(A)(10), which addressesgovernment agenciesthat have beenconsulted on the
route of a proposed project and their responses.

Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI objectto the exclusion of information required in

SectionVI from the CPCN applications of storage projects.
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In comments on the proposed decision, SoCalGasstatesthat
considerations surrounding the Ventura Compressor Station mean that it would
be helpful if the requirement for submittal of adraft PEA at leastthree months
prior to filing a CPCN application could apply to an amended application.

15.3. Adopting a Modified Version of Staff's
Information Requirements (Section VI)

We adopt a modified version of Staff's proposed CPCN application
information requirements. We adopt many intervenor recommendations,
including providing more guidance on our expectations for utility evaluation of
non-pipeline alternatives. The suggestions are reasonableand adopting them
will ensure that the information contained in the CPCN applications is
sufficiently robust for this Commission to appropriately review and take action
on the application. Requiring the additional information proposed by
intervenors will help avoid unnecessarycoststo ratepayers and will assistthis
Commission in evaluating and addressing potential environmental harms to
local communities surrounding proposed infrastructure.

Specifically, we require the following elementsto beincluded in any
analysis of non-pipeline alternatives:

a. The customersto be served by the proposed project, and
whether direct support for electrification, consumption
reduction (energy efficiency, conservation and demand
response),and/or alternative methods to provide
necessaryenergy supplies for these customers could be
accomplished at alower costand/or with lesser
environmental impact than the proposed project;

b. The potential environmental impacts of alternatives,
including emissions;and

c. An estimate of the environmental and health impacts of the
project, aswell asthe direct costsof the project.
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We also direct the inclusion in CPCN applications of information required
pursuant to Pub. Util. Code Sections10032and 1005.5%* Requiring this
information is reasonableand will prepare this Commission to make a
determination regarding the maximum costthat is reasonableand prudent for
eachinfrastructure project for which a CPCN application is filed. Information
added for this purpose is contained in SectionVI(A)(5) and SectionVI(A)(6) of
the adopted GO in Appendix A.

We disagree with SoCalGasthat the GO should not explicate expectations
regarding consideration of non-pipeline alternatives. Undertaking this type of
analysis for large infrastructure projectsis a central rationale driving the need for
this GO. Although questions regarding analysis of non-pipeline alternatives are
scopedinto other elements of Track 2aof this proceeding, it would be
inappropriate to delay to a later date consideration of such alternatives for
projects subjectto a CPCN application. Thereis an urgent need to minimize the
risk of stranded assetsand rising energy bills, which place an especially heavy

burden on low-income customers. As needed, we canrefine our requirements

53 Pub. Util. Code Section1003requires inclusion of the following information:
(a) Preliminary engineering and design information on the project;

(b) A project implementation plan showing how the project would be contracted for and
constructed;

(c) An appropriate costestimate;
(d) A costanalysis comparing the project with any feasible alternative sourcesof power; and

(e) A design and construction managementand cost control plan which indicates the
contractual and working responsibilities and interrelationships between the corporation's
management and other major parties involved in the project.

54 Pub. Util. Code Section1005.5(a)equires consideration of the maximum costusing an
estimate of the anticipated construction cost, taking into consideration the design of the project,
the expected duration of construction, an estimate of the effects of economicinflation, and any
known engineering difficulties associatedwith the project.
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for evaluating non-pipeline alternatives for projects subjectto this GO aswork on
along-term gasplanning strategy continues.

In this regard, we require an additional information elementto reflect
recommendations from Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI, EDF, CforAT, PG&E and other
parties regarding disadvantaged communities. If the proposed project is located
within an ESJCommunity asdefined in the most recent version of the
Commission’s ESJAction Plan, we require gascorporations to consider in their
CPCN applications, aspart of consideration of alternatives, whether it is possible
to relocate the project and, if so, stepstaken to locate the project outside such
areas. This requirement reflects the Commission’s ESJAction Plan and helps
minimize environmental impacts from gasinfrastructure in such communities,
reflecting the equity purpose of the GO. It also helps implement Pub. Util. Code
Section454.52(a)(1)(l)which statesthat the Commission should adopt a process
to develop plans that minimize localized air pollutants and other greenhousegas
emissions, with an early priority on disadvantaged communities. We also
require in SectionVI(A)(7)(b), asproposed by Staff, that gascorporations provide
asummary of outreach to, and engagementundertaken with, local communities
(including relevant community-based organizations), likely to be impacted by
the proposed project.

We do not modify our adopted GO to reflect CforAT’'s comments on health
impacts. We concur with the gascorporations that theseissuesare adequately
addressedin the PEAs that must be filed concurrent with the CPCN applications.

Regarding information requirements for independent storage providers,
we modify our adopted GO to clarify that independent storage providers need
not include an analysis of non-pipeline alternatives in their CPCN applications,

asoutlined in SectionVI(A)(4)(a), nor an analysis of alternative routes, as
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outlined in SectionsVI(A)(4)(b), VI(A)(4)(d) and VI(A)(5)(c). Additionally,
regarding costinformation required in SectionlV(A)(6), independent storage
providers may file a motion for this information to be filed under sealas
confidential. Theseare reasonablemodifications to required information
elementsto reflect the different circumstancesof independent storage providers
ascompared to other gascorporations.

Review of the required costinformation will enable a broader
understanding of the pass-through costsfrom gasstorageto utility customers,
which will in turn support broader consideration of alternatives to minimize
coststo ratepayers and stranded costsin this era of declining gasconsumption.

15.4 Clarifying PEA Requirements
(Section VI(A)(12))

Regarding the required PEA, we modify and adopt here Staff's proposed
SectionVI on CPCN application requirements to indicate that the PEA filed with
the CPCN application must be prepared according to the most recent version of
the Commission’s Guidelines for Energy Project Applications Requiring CEQA
Compliance: Pre-filing and Proponent’s Environmental Assessments
(PEA Guidelines).®> We clarify Staff's proposed SectionlV to indicate that that
gascorporations may provide the required information elementsas part of their
PEA if they provide a clear mapping to the location of the required information
within the PEA. We modify Staff's proposed SectionlV to require gas
corporations to initiate a prefiling meeting with Commission CEQA Staff no later
than 60 days prior to filing of the application to assistwith ensuring the

completenessof the CPCN filing. With the exception of CPCN applications filed

552019Version available asof September13,2022at: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-
website/files/legacyfiles/c/6442463239-ceqa-pre-filing-guidelines-pea-checklist-nov-2019.pdf .

-73-


https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/files/legacyfiles/c/6442463239-ceqa-pre-filing-guidelines-pea-checklist-nov-2019.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/files/legacyfiles/c/6442463239-ceqa-pre-filing-guidelines-pea-checklist-nov-2019.pdf

R.20-01-007 ALJ/CF1/sgu

within 120days from issuanceof this decision, we require gas corporations to
submit adraft PEA to Commission CEQA Staff at least three months prior to
application filing. Theseare reasonablerequirements that will ensure the
Commission hasarobust PEA with which to consider potential environmental
impacts and to initiate CEQA review of the proposed project. Exempting the
requirement for submittal of adraft PEA three months before a CPCN
application is filed for CPCN applications filed within 120days from issuanceof
this decision is reasonablebecausethis helps avoid delay in timely application
filings or the filing of both an initial and an amended application, review of
which expends scarceStaff resourceswith little gain.

Commission Staff will conduct the CEQA review simultaneous to the
consideration within the formal proceeding of the substantive policy issues
associatedwith the project. The CEQA review may inform the policy
considerations of the proceeding - especially the costsand benefits of alternatives
and impacts on overburdened communities.

We note that this decision adopts Staff's proposed definition of a PEA in
Sectionlll of the GO. This definition indicates that the PEA filed aspart of the
CPCN application must include all information and studies required under the
Commission’s Information and Criteria List adopted pursuant to Chapter 12000f
the Statutesof 1977(Government Code Sections65940through 65942),which is
published on the Commission’s website (Section1701,Public Utilities Code).

16. Reporting Requirements
16.1. Staff Proposal
In Section X of the Staff Proposal, Staff recommend gas corporations report

annually on planned gasinvestments for any system expansions or projects that

are expectedto exceed$100million. Staff recommend the Commission require
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gascorporations to provide a 15-yearforecastfor investments subjectto a CPCN
application requirement. Staff recommend the Commission require gas
corporations to file additional detailed information for projects scheduled to be
in-service within five years.

The June27,2022ALJ ruling invited comments on the following questions:

Should certain types of infrastructure projects be exempt
from the reporting requirements in SectionX? If so, what
types of projects should be exempt?

Should any modifications be made to the... reporting
requirements provided in... Section X?

16.2. Party Comments

Gascorporations generally support Staff's proposed reporting
requirements with few changes. Intervenors and Indicated Shippers generally
advocate expanding Staff's proposed reporting requirements.

Indicated Shippers, Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI, and EDF propose lowering
the reporting threshold to $50million and requiring utilities to provide detailed
descriptions of eachplanned system expansion including its intended purpose.
Indicated Shippers recommends this detailed description include:

a. the projected capital expenditure;

b. adetailed description of the gasinfrastructure project that
includes what will be modified or constructed, what
specific actions will be taken, and why the project will be
conducted,;

c. projected operating costsover the expectedlife of the asset
asof the year the report is filed (in both nominal and
net-present value terms);

d. adescription of the costdrivers; and
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e. total projected quantified reliability benefits over the
expectedlife of eachproject expectedto come online
within the next 5 years from the date the report is filed. 56

In addition to helping the Commission avoid stranded infrastructure costs,
Indicated Shippers contends that the report, with the additional information
recommended, would benefit new and existing gasindustrial customers by
providing information about the repair and replacement schedule of relevant
transmission and distribution lines. Indicated Shippers assertsthat annual
reports reflecting planned infrastructure investments would provide new
industrial customerswith insight into these schedulesand help them to
understand the potential risks and costsof interconnection. Indicated Shippers
recommends the Commission require use of areporting template.

Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI assertthe Commission should require reporting
on all planned capital investments, regardless of cost. Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI
state the report should indicate if the project is located in a disadvantaged or
ESJcommunity or in a High ConsequenceArea, the expectedlevel of gas
throughput over the project’s useful life, and the expected customer utilization of
the project by customer class. Theseparties recommend the Commission
undertake a systematic review processof the contents of the reports to provide
visibility into future planned investments and to provide opportunities to
identify non-pipeline alternatives. UCAN proposes a $25million threshold for
reporting requirements.

CVGS suggeststhe Commission exempt independent storage projects
within the scopeof existing CPCN and CEQA approvals from Staff's proposed

reporting requirements. CVGS statesit would be competitively damaging for

¢ Indicated Shippers Comments on Staff Proposal at 9.
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theseentities to provide the costdata recommended by Staff in Section X(D)(2).
CVGSarguesthat Indicated Shippers’ concernsabout the risks of stranded costs
do not apply to independent storage projects asthese projects don’t recover costs
through rates, including any reporting costs. CVGS observesthat D.10-10-001
waived both costcapsand costdata reporting requirements for independent
storage projects.

SoCalGasassertsthat only projects subjectto the GO should be required to
comply with reporting requirements. SDG&E requestsclarification whether
exempt projects are subjectto the GO’s reporting requirements.

PG&E supports Staff's proposed $100million reporting threshold but
observesthat the 10to 15-yearforecastperiod is inconsistent with GO 131-D,
which only requires afive-year forecastfor smaller projects.

PG&E and SoCalGascontend that GRC applications already contain the
additional information suggestedby Indicated Shippers. PG&E statesthat GRC
applications review the prudency of projected operating costs,a description of
the costdrivers, and quantification of projected reliability benefits over the life of
the assetand would contain more accurateinformation than a 15-year projection.
PG&E assertsthat it would be inefficient and problematic to litigate the need for
projects in multiple proceedings.

In comments on the proposed decision: (a) UCAN expressesconcern with
allowing gasuutilities to file annual gasreports in the years 2023,2024,and 2025
that have beenrevised to respond to party comments; (b) PG&E requests
additional time for utilities to consider changesto reporting requirements
proposed by parties, from 60to 90days; and (c), SDG&E requestsgas utilities be

given 45rather than 30 days to respond to party comments on their reports.
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16.3. Adopting a Modified Version of
Staff's Proposed Reporting
Requirements (Section X)

We adopt a modified version of Staff's proposed reporting requirements.
First, we lower the reporting threshold to projects with a costof $50million or
more, with “costs” defined asthe “fully loaded” costestimate, including direct
and indirect costs,and taking into consideration the design of the project, the
expectedduration of construction, an estimate of the effects of economic
inflation, and any known engineering difficulties associatedwith the project.5’
This lower threshold will help provide transparency into utility infrastructure
planning processesand will give us insight into a greater range of planned
projects than will be covered by our CPCN application requirements. The
additional information will allow us to evaluate the impact of our adopted
threshold of $75million and adjust this threshold asnecessary. The reporting
requirements in Section X, asadopted, are not overly burdensome or onerous
enough to justify a higher monetary value reporting threshold.

Second,we clarify that reporting shall include projects that the gas
corporations anticipate claiming asexempt from CPCN application requirements
pursuant to the GO. Including projects for which gascorporations intend to
claim exemptions in the annual reports will enhancetransparency and give
stakeholders and Commission staff visibility into planned projects. This will also
give stakeholders the opportunity to track projects and assesswvhether there is a
sufficient basisfor potential exemption claims.

For projects for which the gascorporation anticipates claiming asexempt

from a CPCN application requirement, the gascorporation is not required to

5T Explanations of “direct” and “indirect” costsare provided in the GO in Appendix A.
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include in the annual report information describing non-pipeline alternatives
considered, asrequired in Section X(D), and information regarding cumulative
environmental impacts of successiveprojects, asrequired in Section X(C)(6). It is
reasonableto not require gascorporations to report this information for exempt
projects, asthesewill consistof required safety projects, minor relocations or
repairs, emergency projects, and other exempt project types asoutlined in
Section|V(B) of the adopted GO.

Third, we reduce the forecastperiod for reporting from 15to 10years.
This will allow for more accurateand useful reporting. Requiring a 15-year
projection could introduce too much uncertainty into the reporting on
anticipated projects becauseso many contingencies may play out in unexpected
ways over such along time period. We disagree with PG&E and SoCalGasthat
requiring costand related information in the annual gasreports conflicts with
information provided in GRC applications. The filings serve different purposes
at different time frames in project development and the information we require
here is reasonableto provide on a 10-yearadvance timeframe.

Fourth, we require the gascorporations to include for all reported projects
the following information recommended by Indicated Shippers:

detailed description of the gasinfrastructure project that
includes what will be modified or constructed, what
specific actions will be taken, and why the project will be
conducted; and,

the projected capital expenditure and a description of the
costdrivers.

Including this basicinformation in the report will contribute to the
Commission and parties’ understanding of the planned investment and support

long-term planning.
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Fifth, we augment the information that we require gascorporations to
include in the reports regarding facilities scheduled to be in-service within
five years of the date of the report. Basedon Indicated Shippers’
recommendations, we add to the information elements proposed by Staff. We
require gascorporations to include in their annual reports for facilities scheduled
to be in-service within five years of the date of the report the following
additional elements:

total projected quantified reliability costsavings over the
expected life of the project;>® and,

projected operating costsover the expected life of the asset
asof the year the report is filed (in both nominal and
net-present value terms).

We clarify Indicated Shippers’ suggestion regarding quantified reliability
benefits by requiring a projection of anticipated costsavings from the project,
and by specifying that gas corporations shall consider “1 in 10” winter days
when making such projections. The definition of gasdemand on a 1-in-10 winter
day should reflect the approach used by the gas utility in its design standard,
including adjustments basedon changing weather patterns, adapted to extend
over the life of the project. Gascorporations shall disclose the methods and
assumptions used to make these projections in their CPCN applications.
Including this information in the report will contribute to the Commission and
parties’ understanding of the planned investment and support long-term
planning.

Sixth, regarding facilities scheduled to be in-service within five years of the

date of a given report, we retain Staff's recommended information element —

S8 Basedon inclusion of an appropriate number of 1in 10winter days.
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“analysis of non-pipeline alternatives” —and specify that gas corporations should
summarize the analysis conducted. Gascorporations should addressat a

high level the analytical questions regarding non-pipeline alternatives adopted in
Section 15.3above (pertaining to SectionVI(A)(4) of the GO regarding CPCN
application information requirements).

Seventh,we require gascorporations to indicate if the planned project is
located in an ESJcommunity asdefined in the Commission’s ESJAction Plan.
This is not an onerous requirement and requiring this will advance ESJAction
Plan aims.

Eighth, with the exception of the information required in SectionX(D)(1)
regarding non-pipeline alternatives, we do not exempt independent storage
providers from our adopted reporting requirements. We emphasize, however,
that independent storage providers may file concurrent with their annual reports
amotion to file information under sealasconfidential. Review of the required
costinformation will enableabroader understanding of the pass-through costs
from gasstorageto utility customers,which will in turn support broader
consideration of alternatives to minimize coststo ratepayers and stranded costs
in this era of declining gasconsumption.

Finally, we adopt a processthat will support careful review of the filed
reports in the initial implementation years of this GO and provide an
opportunity for parties to recommend revisions to the report, and to the
reporting requirements, asneeded.

We direct PG&E, SoCalGas,and SDG&E to jointly convene a “Report of
Planned GasInvestments Workshop” no lessthan 60 days from the date of filing
their annual gasreports pursuant to Section X of the GO adopted here, for the

years 2023,2024and 2025. The workshop shall be designed so that utility
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representatives provide an overview of projects listed in the report and
stakeholders are afforded an opportunity to ask questions. Eachutility’s

overview shall provide explanatory information on listed projects that is
additional to that included in the filed report. To the extent a gascorporation
other than PG&E, SoCalGas,and SDG&E has upcoming projects listed in that
year’s annual Report of Planned GasInvestments, the gas corporation shall
participate in the workshop and present on such projects. PG&E, SoCalGas,and
SDG&E shall provide 30-day advance notice to the service list of R.20-01-007pr a
successorproceeding, of eachannual workshop.

Parties may serve and file comments on the annual reports recommending
changesto them, asneeded, to the docket of R.20-01-007pr a successor
proceeding, in the years 2023,2024,and 2025,no0 later than 15days from the date
of eachannual Report of Planned GasInvestments Workshop. In their
comments, parties may also suggestchangesto the reporting requirements
adopted here and contained in the GO in Appendix A that would improve the
usefulnessof the reports.

During the years 2023,2024,and 2025,gas corporations shall consider filed
party comments on their reports, and shall refile their reports, with revisions that
add additional information or clarifications to address party comments, no later
than 45days from the date party comments are filed. Gascorporations shall
include in their refiled reports an appendix that summarizes how eachparty
comment was addressed. If no party comments on a gascorporation’s annual
Report of Planned GaslInvestments during the years 2023,2024,and 2025,the gas
corporation is not required to refile arevised report asdescribed here. Theseare

reasonablerequirements that add transparency to the reporting process.
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No later than 90days from the date party comments are filed in 2023,2024,
and 2025,PG&E, SoCalGas,and SDG&E, and other gascorporations as
interested, shall jointly submit a Tier 3 Advice Letter requesting any changesto
the reporting requirements suggestedby parties and agreedto by the
gascorporations. If no changesto the reporting requirements were proposed by
parties and agreedto by the gascorporations, PG&E, SoCalGas,and SDG&E are
not required to file a Tier 3 Advice Letter.

Requiring an annual Report of Planned Gas Investments Workshop during
the years 2023,2024,and 2025,and providing an opportunity for parties to
comment on the reports and reporting requirements in away that may result in
revisions to them, adds transparency, accountability, and the opportunity for
engagement. This processwill help improve the report information and its use
in the early years of implementation of this GO.

17. Definitions
17.1. Staff Proposal

Sectionlll of the Staff Proposal contains proposed definitions for a variety

of terms used in the draft GO.
17.2. Party Comments

Severalparties propose modest refinements to definitions included in

Sectionlll of the Staff Proposal.

SoCalGasrecommends modifying definitions of the terms:

a. “non-attainment area,” which SoCalGasstatesshould be
adjusted to align with the Federal Clean Air Act, Part D;59

b. “severe and extreme non-attainment area,” which
SoCalGasstatesshould berevised to align with the US
EPA’s “Green Book” of National Ambient Air Quality

59 SoCalGasComments on Staff Proposal at 10.
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Standards basedon the area’sdesign value for a specific
criteria pollutant; 60

c. “sensitive receptor,” which SoCalGasstatesshould be
adjusted to align with the California Health & Safety Code,
which is the samedefinition used in the Commission’s
PEA Guidelines.61

SoCalGasrecommends that the Commission define “gas storage field” to
ensure that CPCN applications are only required for a“new storagefield or the
expansion of the property boundary of a storagefield due to acquisition in fee of
property with the intent to install new gasinfrastructure on the newly acquired
property.” 62 SoCalGasstatesthat expansion or construction within “buffer
areas’— land acquired to establish a greater distance between an adjacent
landowner and a gas storage facility —should not trigger a CPCN application
requirement.

In line with its proposal that the sensitive receptors criterion include toxic
air contaminants, Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI propose the Commission define
toxic air contaminants as:

Air pollutants identified by the California Air Resources
Board that may causeor contribute to an increasein mortality
or an increasein serious illness, or which may pose a present
or potential hazard to human health.3

17.3. Adopting Modified Versions of
Staff's Proposed Definitions (Section III)

We adopt many of the parties proposed revisions to Staff's definitions. We

also define three new phrases.

601d. at 11.

61 1bid.

62 SoCalGasComments on Staff Proposal at 17.

63 Sierra Club/CEJA/RMI  Comments on Staff Proposal at Appendix A-2.
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First, we define the following new phrases:

a. “Toxic air contaminant” — an air pollutant which may
causeor contribute to anincreasein mortality or an
increasein serious illness, or which may pose a present or
potential hazard to human health, pursuant to
Section 396550f the California Health and Safety Code;

b. “Project” — construction or physical modification of any
gasplant with independent utility in the gassystem,
including any compressor or regulator stations, any
pipeline or pipeline extension, or any expansion of an
existing gas storage field. 64

c. “Expansion of an existing gasstorage field” — expansion of
the property boundary of a Commission-authorized
storagefield to increasenatural gasstorage inventory
capacity.

We discussedthe first two terms and definitions earlier in this decision.
Theseare reasonableclarifications. We also adopt here SoCalGas’ssuggested
definition of “expansion of an existing gasstoragefield.” We agree with
SoCalGas’ssuggestion becausethis clarifies that the “expansion” in question
pertains to the land basewhere equipment is located rather than to expansion of
equipment placed on the land for which a CPCN has already beengranted. This
definition excludesland acquired to createor expand a buffer zone. We agree
this is areasonableclarification. As we stated in Section12.8.3,although gas
utilities need not submit applications for new projects within the existing
property boundary, any storage expansion project that otherwise meetsthe
criteria and definitions adopted here must apply for a CPCN application as

stated in our adopted GO.

64 Exclusions from the definition of “project” are indicated in the GO in Appendix A.
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We redefine the term “non-attainment area” asrecommended by
SoCalGas,such that our adopted definition is:

for any air pollutant, an areawhich is designated
“nonattainment” with respectto that pollutant within the
meaning of Section 7407(d)of the Clean Air Act (CAA).
CAA Section7501(2).

We clarify the definition of “severe and extreme non-attainment areas” so
that our adopted definition reads:

non-attainment areasdesignated as “serious,” “severe” or
“extreme” by the US EPA in the “Green Book” of National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) basedon the area’s
design value for a specific criteria pollutant type.

We do not modify the definition of sensitive receptorsin responseto
SoCalGas’'scomments. The phrase we adopt in Section 7.3 originates with Pub.
Util. Code Section1103(b),which pertains to CPCN requirements for gasstorage
facilities, and is appropriate for use here. The definition of sensitive receptorsin
the Commission’s PEA guidelines, referencing the California Health and Safety
Code, is more general, and we decline to changethe definition to this usage.

Theseare reasonablemodifications that add clarity and will assistin the
efficient and beneficial implementation of the GO.

18. Adopting All Other GO Sections as Proposed by
Staff or With Minor Modifications

Parties generally did not fle comments concerning Section| (General),
SectionVIl (Complaints and Preemption of Local Authority), Section VIl
(Review of GaslInfrastructure Projectsby Other Stateor Federal Agencies), or
SectionlV (CEQA Compliance). Thesesectionsare reasonableand are adopted

in full or with minor modifications to provide clarity.
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19. Comments on Proposed Decision
The proposed decision of ALJ Cathleen A. Fogelin this matter was mailed

to the parties in accordancewith Section311of the Public Utilities Code and
comments were allowed under Rule 14.30f the Commission’s Rules of Practice
and Procedure. On November 15,2022,CVGS, SoCalGas,SDG&E, EDF,
Southwest, PG&E, Indicated Shippers, UCAN, CforAT, and Sierra
Club/CEJA/RMI filed opening comments. On November 21,2022,
NRDC/Sierra Club/CEJA, PG&E, SoCalGas,EDF, UCAN, and SDG&E filed
reply comments.

The final decision contains revisions basedon party comments on the
proposed decision in the Summary section, in sections7.2.1,7.3,8.2,8.3,10.2,
10.3,11.2,11.3,12.7.2,12.7.3,14.3,15.3,15.4,16.2,16.3,17.3.,in several Findings
of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Ordering Paragraphs,and in the GO contained
in Appendix A.

20. Assignment of Proceeding
Clifford Rechtschaffenis the assigned Commissioner and

Cathleen A. Fogelis the assigned ALJ in this proceeding.

Findings of Fact
1. Utility-served statewide natural gasconsumption is projected to decrease

at an annual averagerate of 1.1 percent per year through 2035.

2. Declining gasconsumption meansthere may be lessneed for large natural
gasinfrastructure projectsin the future.

3. Declining gasconsumption suggeststhere may be a declining customer
baseacrosswhich to distribute the costsof existing and any new infrastructure.

4. If agiven gasinfrastructure facility is not necessaryover its estimated

useful life, it could becomea stranded asset,imposing costsbut limited benefits
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to adeclining pool of ratepayers, and increasing the cost burden on individual
ratepayers.

5. Recentcontroversies and the Commission’s ESJAction Plan underscore
the need for public participation opportunities regarding gasinfrastructure
projects.

6. The Commission hasnot previously required permit or CPCN applications
for gasinfrastructure and has conducted relatively few CEQA reviews of gas
infrastructure projects.

7. Establishing a gasinfrastructure GO will allow the Commission to exercise
discretionary approval authority over certain gasinfrastructure.

8. A gasinfrastructure GO is responsive to:

a. the requirements of CEQA;

b. the needfor public notice and the opportunity for affected
parties and members of the public to be heard by the
Commission;

c. the obligation of the utilities to servetheir customersin a
timely and efficient manner; and

d. the needto review significant investments in gas
infrastructure for consistencywith California’s long-term
greenhouse gas emission reduction, air quality, equity,
safety and reliability goals.

9. The CPCN application requirements we adopt here both initiate and are
distinct from Commission CEQA review of a project.

10.Stakeholdersand local communities will have the opportunity to review
and comment on proposed gasinfrastructure projects subjectto a CPCN
application requirement pursuant to this decision during both the application
review processand the accompanying CEQA review process. SectionVI(A)(7)(b)

of the adopted GO requires gas corporations to undertake outreach to and
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engagementwith local communities likely to be impacted by proposed projects
(including relevant community-based organizations) and to provide a summary
of theseactivities in their CPCN applications.

11.A $75million threshold for a CPCN application under anew
gasinfrastructure GO will ensure Commission focus on the largest projects with
the greatestpotential to createstranded assetsand environmental impacts.

12.Requiring gasutilities to use“fully loaded” costestimates,including direct
costsand indirect costs,in their estimatesof project costs,for purposes of
assessingif a project costexceeds$75million for purposes of a gas GO, will help
ensure that the full coststo ratepayers of the project and potential alternatives
are considered.

13.Requiring a CPCN application if (1) a project is located within 1,000feet of
a sensitive receptor; and (2) operation of the completed project by the gas
corporation requires a permit from the relevant local air quality district for: (a) an
increasein levels of atoxic air contaminant (asdefined in this decision); or (b) an
increasein levels of a criteria air pollutant, if the areais listed asa serious, severe,
or extreme non-attainment areafor that pollutant, will focus Commission review
on those gasinfrastructure projects most likely to have significant local air
pollution impacts, including projects located in historically pollution-burdened
communities.

14.Areas designated asa “serious” non-attainment areafor a particular
pollutant are likely to disproportionally implicate ESJcommunities asdefined in
our ESJAction Plan.

15.1t is reasonableto basethe criterion describedin Finding of Fact13on
criteria pollutants for which there is an established National Ambient Air Quality

Standard (40 C.F.R.Part 50),and to limit application of the criterion, for any air
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pollutant, to any non-attainment areawithin the meaning of Section7407(d) of
the CAA Section7501(2)for that air pollutant, with “serious,” “severe” or
“extreme” basedon an area’sdesign value for a specific criteria pollutant in the
US EPA’s Green Book of NAAQS.

16.Including toxic air contaminants in the criterion described in Finding of
Fact13is reasonablebecausesuch pollutants may causeor contribute to an
increasein mortality or anincreasein serious illness, have beenextensively
reviewed by CARB, and are documented to causesignificant human health
impacts at a variety of exposure levels.

17.The appropriate locus of review of localized noise, traffic, vibrations, or
fugitive dust effectson a neighborhood associatedwith gasinfrastructure
projectsis with local agencies.

18.Requiring gas utilities to consult with local agenciesregarding land use
matters involving gasinfrastructure supports resolution of conflicts between
utilities and local agenciesin atimely manner.

19.Becausethe Commission has exclusive jurisdiction over state gas
infrastructure, in instanceswhere the public utilities and local agenciesare
unable to resolve their differences, the local agency should promptly file a
complaint with the Commission.

20.Defining a project for purposes of agas GO asthe “construction or
physical modification of any gasplant with independent utility in the gas
system, including compressor or regulator stations, any pipeline or pipeline
extension, or any expansion of an existing gasstoragefield” helps ensure that
gascorporations’ proposed projects address a single setof infrastructure
modifications over time, regardless of the time period over which the project is

implemented.
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21.This decision does not address whether hydrogen gasinfrastructure
projects should be covered by the adopted GO.

22.This GO is intended to minimize potentially inappropriate exemption
claims while not impeding rapid implementation of gasinfrastructure repairs or
iImprovements to address emergency situations, including when the reliability of
gassupplies is urgently threatened.

23.Requiring utilities to file claims of exemptions for gasemergency projects
no later than 60 days from commencement of the project allows utilities to begin
work on urgent emergency projects while providing an opportunity for affected
community members, local governments, stakeholders and this Commission to

learn about the project.

24 .Exempting projects required by any regulatory agencyfor safety reasons
from CPCN application requirements ensurestimely utility compliance with
those regulations and the accompanying public safety of gassupplies.

25.Excluding service lines connecting gasinfrastructure to customer facilities
and work on customer meters from the GO is reasonableasthese projects are
unlikely to causesignificant environmental impacts.

26.Requiring a CPCN application for any sized distribution pipeline, other
than service pipelines that connectto customer facilities and work on customer
meters, that otherwise meet our adopted criteria, will focus Commission review
on the distribution projects most likely to causeenvironmental harms or
substantial coststo ratepayers.

27.The record of this proceeding lacks information on the costsincurred to
bring a project from conception to the permit application stage.

28.Authorizing an exemption from filing a CPCN application for projects that

have an in-service date scheduled to occur before January 1, 2024gives utilities
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sufficient planning time while exempting projects that are relatively closeto
fruition.

29.Authorizing an exemption from filing a CPCN application for projects for
which an application for approval hasbeensubmitted to an air quality
management district for compliance with an environmental rule prior to the
effective date of this GO allows projects planned to comply with local air quality
management district environmental requirements that required substantive time
and resourcesto develop to move forward in a streamlined fashion.

30.1t is not necessaryto adopt exemptions to CPCN application requirements
for projects involving the replacement of existing facilities by equivalent
facilities, minor relocations, repairs, maintenance or alternations of existing
facilities in amanner consistentwith CEQA guidelines, or the placement of new
equipment on structures already built consistentwith CEQA guidelines because
these projects are unlikely to meet our adopted threshold criteria and these
exemptions duplicate CEQA categorical exemptions that will apply aspart of the
Commission’s CEQA review of any CPCN application.

31.1t is not reasonableto exempt from a CPCN application requirement those
projects with completed CEQA documents becauseproject review by one agency
doesnot relieve other agenciesfrom their CEQA review obligations and there
may be circumstancesunder which another agency performs CEQA review of a
proposed gasinfrastructure project only aspart of alarger project.

32.Adopting broadly worded exceptionsto the exemptions adopted here
could introduce uncertainty into implementation of the GO and is not necessary.

33.The notification requirements in the adopted GO are reasonable.

34.Requiring arobust setof information in gas CPCN applications filed under

this GO will help avoid unnecessarycoststo ratepayers and will assistthis
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Commission in evaluating and addressing potential environmental harms to
local communities.

35.The need for analysis of non-pipeline alternatives is a central rationale for
adoption of agasinfrastructure GO at this time.

36.Requiring gascorporations in their CPCN applications, if a proposed
project is located within an ESJcommunity, to consider whether it is possible to
relocate the project outside such areas,and, if so, stepstaken to do so, reflects the
Commission’s ESJAction Plan, helps minimize environmental impacts from
gasinfrastructure in such communities, and reflects the equity purpose of the
GO.

37.Due to the unique circumstancesof independent storage providers, it is
reasonablethat such gascorporations are not required to provide information
elements contained in SectionVI(A)(4)(a) SectionVI(A)(4)(b), VI(A)(4)(d) and
VI(A)(5)(c), regarding non-pipeline alternatives and alternate routes, in their
CPCN applications, or information element Section X(D)(1) in their annual
Report of Planned GasInvestments.

38.Review of costinformation provided by independent storage providers
will enable a broader understanding of the pass-through costsfrom gasstorage
to utility customers, which will in turn support broader consideration of
alternatives to minimize coststo ratepayers and stranded costsin this era of
declining gasconsumption.

39.Requiring gascorporations to initiate prefiling meetings with
Commission Staff and, with the exception of CPCN applications filed within 120
days from issuanceof this decision, to submit a draft PEA at leastthree months

prior to filing a CPCN application will ensurethe Commission hasarobust PEA
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with which to consider potential environmental impacts and to initiate CEQA
review of the proposed project.

40.Requiring gasutilities to report on projects they intend to claim asexempt
from a CPCN application requirement in their annual Report of Planned Gas
Investments will assiststakeholders and the Commission in evaluating the
effectivenessand implementation of theseexemptions.

41.Adopting an annual reporting requirement for projects with costsin excess
of $50million over a 10-yearhorizon and projects meeting the sensitive receptors
criterion described in Finding of Fact13,including projects a gascorporation
plans to claim asexempt from a CPCN application requirement, adds
transparency, is not onerous, and will provide stakeholders and the Commission
with insight into a greater range of planned projects than addressed by our
CPCN application requirements.

42 .For projects the gascorporation anticipates claiming asexempt from a
CPCN application requirement, it is reasonablethat gas corporations not be
required to include in the annual Report of Planned GasInvestments information
describing non-pipeline alternatives considered (Section X(D)), and information
regarding cumulative environmental impacts of successiveprojects
(Section X(C)(6)).

43.Requiring an annual Report of Planned GasInvestments Workshop during
the years 2023,2024,and 2025,and providing an opportunity for parties to
comment on the reports and reporting requirements in away that may result in
revisions to them, adds transparency, and accountability, and provides an
opportunity for engagementin and improvement in the report information and

its usein the early years of implementation of this GO.
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44.Requiring additional information in the annual Report of Planned Gas
Investments on projects planned to be in-service within five years of the date of a
given annual report provides transparency and is reasonable.

45.The definitions contained in the adopted GO are reasonable.

46.The information required to beincluded in the annual Report of Planned
Gaslnvestments is reasonable.

Conclusions of Law
1. This Commission retains exclusive authority to regulate gascorporations

pursuant to Article Xl, Section8 of the California Constitution, which statesthat,
“[a] city, county, or other public body may not regulate matters over which the
Legislature grants regulatory power to the Commission,” including jurisdiction
to regulate all aspectsof the design, construction, modification, or relocation of
public utilities.

2. The Commission hasdiscretion to require CPCN applications for gas
infrastructure projects with costsexceeding$75million or where (1) the project is
located within 1,000feet of a sensitive receptor; and (2) operation of the
completed project by the gascorporation requires a permit from the relevant
local air quality district for: (a) an increasein levels of atoxic air contaminant (as
defined in this decision); or (b) an increasein levels of a criteria air pollutant, if
the areais listed asa serious, severe,or extreme non-attainment areafor that
pollutant.

3. The $75million monetary threshold we adopt here for a CPCN application
encompassesall phasesof a project.

4. Projectsmeeting the criteria described in Conclusion of Law 2 should be

subjectto CEQA review and closely scrutinized to determine need, identify
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potential alternatives including non-pipeline alternatives, and identify ways to
eliminate or mitigate environmental impacts.

5. Declaring that CPCN applications are not required for gasinfrastructure
projects that do not meet the criteria in Conclusion of Law 2 allows the
Commission to focus its resourceson costsand need for and the environmental
iImpacts of projects most likely to effectlocal communities.

6. Requiring a CPCN application would serve no useful regulatory purpose
for projects that meet the following criteria:

a. any plant, line, extension, repair, replacement, or
modification of existing facilities or structures that is
required pursuant to a CalGEM Emergency Order or
regulation, PHMSA, this Commission, or any other
regulatory agencyfor safety reasons;

b. projectsthat have a scheduled in-service date occurring
before January 1, 2024and projects for which an
application for approval hasbeensubmitted to an air
guality managementdistrict for compliance with an
environmental rule, prior to the effective date of this GO;
or,

c. emergency projects (for example: repairs, upgrades,
replacements, restorations) asdefined by CEQA Guideline
§ 15269and Pub. Res.Code §§21060.3and 21080(b)(2)&
(4) to ensure safeand reliable gassupplies.

7. The Commission should require, within 60 days of the issuanceof this
decision, eachrespondent gas corporation to this rulemaking to file and serve a
list of gasinfrastructure projects that are scheduled to be in-service before
January 1, 2024,that have a costexceeding $75million or where (1) the project is
located within 1,000feet of a sensitive receptor; and (2) operation of the
completed project by the gascorporation requires a permit from the relevant

local air quality district for: (a) an increasein levels of a toxic air contaminant (as
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defined in this decision); or (b) an increasein levels of a criteria air pollutant, if
the areais listed asa serious, severe,or extreme non-attainment areafor that
pollutant, should require this list to include, clearly indicated, projects for which
an application for approval hasbeensubmitted to an air quality management
district for compliance with an environmental rule prior to the effective date of
this GO, and should require eachrespondent gas utility to provide for each
project listed the information identified in SectionV(C)(2) of the adopted GO.

8. For gasinfrastructure projects with costsbelow $75million or where (1)
the project is not located within 1,000feet of a sensitive receptor; and (2)
operation of the completed project by the gas corporation doesnot require a
permit from the relevant local air quality district for: (a) an increasein levels of a
toxic air contaminant (asdefined in this decision); or (b) an increasein levels of a
criteria air pollutant, if the areais listed asa serious, severe,or extreme non-
attainment areafor that pollutant, the Commission’s complaint procedure is
adequate for addressing concernspublic agenciesor the public may have with
regard to utility projects.

9. Requiring gascorporations, if a proposed project is located within an ESJ
community, to consider in their CPCN applications whether it is possible to
relocate the project outside such areas,and, if so, stepstaken to do so, reflects the
intent of Pub. Util. Code Section454.52(a)(1)(1).

10.Independent storage projects that have previously undergone CEQA
review and are included in the existing property boundary of a current CPCN
should be excluded from additional CPCN application requirements under the
GO. However, any storage expansion project that meetsthe criteria and
definitions adopted here should apply for a CPCN application asstated in our
adopted GO.
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11.The Commission should require independent storage providers to provide
the sameinformation asother gascorporations in CPCN applications and annual
reports, with the exception, in CPCN applications, of the information elements
contained in SectionVI(A)(4)(a) SectionVI(A)(4)(b), VI(A)(4)(d) and VI(A)(5)(c),
and with the exception, in the annual Report of Planned Gas Investments, of
information element D(1) in Section X.

12.The Commission should direct PG&E, SoCalGas,and SDG&E to jointly
convene a Report of Planned GasInvestments Workshop no lessthan 60 days
from the date of filing their annual gasreports pursuant to SectionX of the
GO adopted here, for the years 2023,2024and 2025. To the extent a
gascorporation other than PG&E, SoCalGas,and SDG&E hasupcoming projects
listed in that year's annual Report of Planned GasInvestments, the Commission
should require that gas corporation to participate in the workshop and present
on such projects.

13.The Commission should allow parties to file and serve comments on the
annual Report of Planned GasInvestments and to recommend changesto the
reports and to reporting requirements, asneeded, in R.20-01-007or a successor
proceeding, in the years 2023,2024,and 2025,n0 later than 15days from the date
of eachannual Report of Planned GasInvestments Workshop. During the years
2023,2024,and 2025,the Commission should require gascorporations to
consider filed party comments on their report, and to refile their reports, with
revisions that add additional information or clarifications to address party
comments, no later than 45 days from the date party comments are filed,
including in the refiled reports an appendix that summarizes how each party

comment was addressed.
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14.The Commission should require PG&E, SoCalGas,and SDG&E, and other
gascorporations asinterested, no later than 90 days from the date party
comments are served and filed on the annual Report of Planned Gas Investments
in 2023,2024,and 2025,to jointly submit a Tier 3 Advice Letter requesting any
changesto the reporting requirements suggestedby parties and agreed to by the
gascorporations. If no changesto the reporting requirements were proposed by
parties and agreedto by the gascorporations, the Commission should not
require PG&E, SoCalGas,and SDG&E to file a Tier 3 Advice Letter.

15.The Commission should adopt the GO setforth in Appendix A.

ORDER
IT IS ORDERED that:

1. The General Order attachedto this decision asAppendix A, General Order
177,which prescribesthe rules relating to the planning and construction of gas
infrastructure located in California, is adopted.

2. Gasinfrastructure planned or constructed by California gasutilities under
this Commission’s jurisdiction shall adhere to the rules setforth in General Order
177.

3. Prior to the construction or physical modification of any gasplant with
independent utility in the gassystem with a costexceeding$75million, or where
(1) the project is located within 1,000feet of a sensitive receptor; and (2)
operation of the completed project by the gas corporation requires a permit from
the relevant local air quality district for: (a) an increasein levels of a toxic air
contaminant, defined asan increaseexceeding de minimis levels or, where
relevant, allowable limits setby the local air quality district; or (b) an increasein
levels of a criteria air pollutant, if the areais listed asa serious, severe,or extreme

non-attainment areafor that pollutant, the gasutility shall file an application for
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a certificate of public convenienceand necessity,unless the project qualifies for
exemption asprescribed in General Order 177.

4. Gasutilities invoking exemptions (a)-(b) listed under SectionIV(B) of
General Order 177shall provide 60days’ prior notice of claimed exemptions to
General Order 177asdescribed therein. Gasutilities invoking exemption (c)
under SectionlV(B) shall provide notice of claimed exemptions to General Order
177no later than 60 days of initiating the project asdescribed therein.

5. Gasprojects asdefined in General Order 177that have a scheduled in-
service date occurring before January 1, 2024and projects for which an
application for approval hasbeensubmitted to an air quality management
district for compliance with an environmental rule prior to the effective date of
General Order 177,shall be exempt from the requirements adopted here.

6. Within 60days of issuanceof this decision, eachrespondent gas utility
shall file and serve alist of proposed gasinfrastructure projectsthat have a
scheduled in-service date occurring before January 1, 2024that have a cost
exceeding $75million or where (1) the project is located within 1,000feet of a
sensitive receptor; and (2) operation of the completed project by the gas
corporation requires a permit from the relevant local air quality district for: (a) an
increasein levels of atoxic air contaminant, defined asan increaseexceedingde
minimis levels or, where relevant, allowable limits setby the local air quality
district; or (b) an increasein levels of a criteria air pollutant, if the areais listed as
a serious, severe,or extreme non-attainment areafor that pollutant. Each
respondent gas utility shall include in this list, clearly indicated, projects for
which an application for approval hasbeensubmitted to an air quality

management district for compliance with an environmental rule prior to the
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effective date of General Order 177,and shall provide, for eachproject listed, the
information identified in SectionV(C)(2) of General Order 177.

7. The gasutility shall annually serve and file, in Rulemaking 20-01-007or a
successorproceeding, a Report of Planned GasInvestments on or before March 1
of eachyear, starting March 1, 2023,asdescribed in Section X of the General
Order 177.

8. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, Southern California GasCompany, and
SanDiego Gas& Electric Company shall jointly convene a Report of Planned Gas
Investments Workshop asspecified in this decision no lessthan 60 days from the
date of filing their annual Report of Planned Gas Investments reports pursuant to
Section X of the General Order 177,for the years 2023,2024and 2025.

9. Tothe extent a gascorporation respondent to this rulemaking, other than
those listed in Ordering Paragraph 8, hasupcoming projects listed in their
2023,2024,0r 2025annual Report of Planned Gas Investments, the
gascorporation shall participate in the workshop described in Ordering
Paragraph 8 and shall present on such projects.

10. Partiesto Rulemaking 20-01-007 or a successorproceeding, may serve and
file comments on the annual Report of Planned Gas Investments recommending
changesto the reports, or to the reporting requirements included in the
General Order 177,in the years 2023,2024,and 2025,no0 later than 15days from
the date of eachannual Report of Planned GasInvestments Workshop.

11. During the years 2023,2024,and 2025,gas corporations shall consider filed
party comments on their annual Report of Planned GasInvestments, and shall
refile their reports, with revisions that add additional information or
clarifications to address party comments, no later than 45 days from the date

party comments are filed. Gascorporations shall include in their refiled reports
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an appendix that summarizes how eachparty comment was addressed. If no
party comments on a gascorporation’s annual Report of Planned Gas
Investments during the years 2023,2024,and 2025,the gascorporation is not
required to refile arevised report asdescribed here.

12. Pacific Gasand Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Gas
Company (SoCalGas),and SanDiego Gasé& Electric Company (SDG&E) shall,
and other gascorporations may, no later than 90 days from the date party
comments are filed on the Report of Planned GasInvestments in 2023,2024,
jointly submit a Tier 3 Advice Letter requesting any changesto the reporting
requirements contained in General Order 177suggestedby parties and agreedto
by the gascorporations. If no changesto the reporting requirements were
proposed by parties and agreedto by the gascorporations, PG&E, SoCalGas,and
SDG&E are not required to file a Tier 3 Advice Letter.

13. Rulemaking 20-01-007remains open.

This order is effective today.

Dated December1, 2022,at SanFrancisco, California.

ALICE REYNOLDS
President
CLIFFORD RECHTSCHAFFEN
GENEVIEVE SHIROMA
DARCIE L. HOUCK
JOHN REYNOLDS
Commissioners
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