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Decision S9 04 073 APR 26 1989:"-

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES· COMMISSION OF THE STAx.&~F~XF2~IA 

In the Matter of the Application of ) ~TD)i ~:~1UII': n .0-~r 
Standard Pacific Gas Line ) ·lJil.J 1.;.1/ Ji :UUJ 
Incorporated for a certificate o·f ) Application. 86-08- ~ 
public convenience and necessity ). (Filed August 22', 19"8G.; . 
to-replace and enlarge pipeline ) amended AprU 1, 1988:) 
facilities. ) Mailod 
-----------------------------) 

OPINION 
IAPR 271989 

x. Sugaaa 

We approve the application of Standard Pacific Gas Line 
Incorporated (S·tanPac) for a certificate of public convenience and 
necessity (CPCN) to replace 52.63 miles of 26-inch outside 
diameter, 5·00 pounds per square inch gauge (psig-),. pipe segments 
along its No.2 natural gas transmiss.ion pipeline. The replacement 
program authorized in today's decision incorporates the te:cns. and 
condi~ions of the Settlement Agreement dated December 28, 1988, and 
appended as Attachment A to this order. 

StanPac is a nonprofit carrier of natural gas through its 
pipeline system for Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E).l 

1 Prior to December 1988, StanPac reserved 6/7ths of the 
capacity of its pipeline for PG&E, with the remainiDq 1/7th share 
reserved for Chevron tT.S· .. A (Chevron).. In Oecision (D .. ) S8-10-0Z8 
(Application (A.) 88-06·-036) we authorized StanPac to- sell 
Chevron's &hare to· PG&E.. Pursuant to· that decision,. PG&E acquired 
the StanPac Now 2 (SP-2) pipeline on Oecember 30,. 1988: and assumed.' 
the status of applicant in this. proceeding. 
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StanPac previously operated under a CPCN, granted by the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)'.' StanPac originally filed with 
the FERC an application for authority to, replace sections of its 
SP-2 pipeline. 

On December 4, 198~, this Commission issued Resolution 
No. L-234 asserting jurisdiction over StanPac and requiring StanPac 
to obtain a CPCN before commencing r&OOn$truction of the SP-2 
pipeline. StanPac then petitioned the PERC to allow the withdrawal 
of its FERC application. In May 198&, the FERC approved the 
withdrawal of StanPac's application. 

StanPac then filed" A.86,-08-038 with this Commission to 
replace 17.4 miles of its SP-2 pipeline, consisting of two segments 
of existing 22-ineh and 26-inch diameter pipe (one segment of 3.$ 
miles and one of 13.9 miles) with 36-iDeh diameter pipe. StanPac 
requested ex parte treatment of its application to replace the two 
pipeline segments pursuant to General Order 112-D. In its 
application, StanPac described these two replacements as. part of a 
10-year upgrade program for the SP-2 line.. When completed" the 
program would replace 54.8 miles of pipe- anel increase the SP-2 
pipeline transport capacity from SO 2'IJ'Jt:f/d to 375 1!fl'I.cf/d .. 

E1 Paso Natural Gas Company, Kern River Gas. 'l'ransmission 
Company (Kern River), and Mohave Pipeline Company (Mohave) filed 
protests to A.86-08-038' alleging inadequate notice and failure to­
comply with environmental review procedures. 

On November 14, 1986", the Co.mission issued an In'terim 
Opinion, D.86-1l-076" ordering StanPac to provide proper no'tice of 
A.86-0S-38 and to s.ubmit a Proponent's Environmental Assessment 
(PEA) as required by Rule 17.1. The Commission also- ordered that 
StanPac could make emergency repairs within the existing riqht-of­
way as long as. the Commission staff concurred that the· repairs. were 
necessary" and as, long as. the throughput capaeityof the. line WAS 

not.increased. 
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In December 1986, StanPac requestedanthority to replace 
the 3.5· mile section with 36-inch pipe and the staff of the Service 
and Safety Branch found that the public safetyrequi:ed the 
replacement.. On Janua::y 9', 19'87, StanPac filed A petition to 
mod'ify 0.8'6-11-076· to obtain clarification on tlIe meaning of 
"'existing ri9'ht-of-way~"' On January 16, 198,7 StanPac filed its 
PEA. 

On January 27, 1987, Kern River renewed its protest to 
StanPac's application for a CPCN. Kern River criticized StanPac"s 
PEA in its failure to address the long-term environmentAl impacts 
of StanPac's 10-year upgrade program and other cumulative impacts 
of the project. 

On March 25, 19'87, the Commission issued D.8-7-03-080 
clarifying the term ~existing right-of-way~ used in D.86-11-07&. 
The Commission held that the existing right-of-way included A 

35-foot adjacent strip of right-of-way acquired by StAnPac in 1985· .. 
The Co:mmis,sion went on to order StanPac to amend A.86-08-038' to· 
include all planned improvements to the entire SP-2 pipeline system 
from Brentwood terminal to Panoche junction and to file an amended 
PEA. 

On April 1, 1987, the assigned Administrative Law Judge 
(ALJ) held a prehearing conference to schedule an environmental 
review procedure and to, provide all parties with an opportunity to 
discuss the environmental impact report. StanPac proposed to 
submit the amended PEA in May 198·7. 

On August 10, 1987, StanPac filed a MOtion for Expedited 
Approval of Emergency Replacement of Four Miles of Pipeline and 
Exemption from Environmental Requirements (Motion). StanPac stated 
in its Motion that the four-mile segment should be replaced and 
back in full operation by November 1, 198·7.. Mohave filed an 
Opposition to this. Motion on August 1S, 1987. 

At a prehearing conference on September 18, 1987', the 
assigned ALJ' informed StanPac that Public Utilities Code'S 311(d') 
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precludes the Commission from issuing a decision sooner than 30 
days following the filing and service of the A'J.,J's p:roposed 
decision. The ALJ concluded that the Commission could not issue a 
decision by November 1, 1987 if an evidentiary hearing was held. 
To accommodate StanPac's desire for an expeditious decision, the 
ALJ allowed StanPac to submit additional information to support its 
Motion in the form of affidavits. 

On Octobe:r 2'8, 1987, the Commission issued Interim 
0.87-10-082 q:ranting StanPac's Motion. The decision to grant the 
motion was based on the safety conce:rns raised by the Service and 
Safety Branch, which met the Section 21060.3 eme:rgeney definition 
of "·loss of, or damage to, life, health, property o:r essential 
public services .... 

On April 1,19'8S, StanPac su~mitted its amendment to 
A.S'6-0S-038 (Amended Application), along with a revised PEA 
(Amended PEA), pursuant to 0.8·7-03-080. On Ap:ril 30, 1985, the 
Amended Application was accepted as complete for filing-

On July 22, 1988', a prehearing conference w~s held, and 
the assigned- ALJ set the schedule for evident.iary hearings. In 
December 198:S, the Division of Ratepayer Advocates (DRA), PG&E, and 
StanPac informed the ALJ that a settlement agreement was being 
drafted to resolve the issues in this case. A further prehearing 
conference was held on December 19, 198:8_ By letter dated 
December Zl, 198:8, applicant consented to extend the one-year time 
limit for processing this application and completing the Final 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), to allow the Commission time to 
consider the proposed settlement .. 2 By ALJ ruling dcted' 

2 Section 15108 of Title 14 of the California Code of 
Regulations and' Section 6,$95·7 of the Government Code- requires. the 
Lead Agency to complete its permit processing and Final EIR . 

(Footnote' continues on next page) 
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Oecember 21, 1988, a new procedural schedule was adopted consistent 
with the Commission's Rule~ for Stipulations and Settlements.3 

On January 17, 1989, ORA, StanPac, and PG&E filed a Joint 
Motion requesting the Commission to adopt the Settlement Agreement 
appended as Attachment A to· this order. Among other things, the 
Settlement Agreement revised the project scope to eliminate all 
pipeline replacement projects which were not proposed due to safety 
cons·iderations. (See Section II.B below.) PUrsuant to Rule 5-1 ... 4, 
parties not expressly joining in the settlement were given the 
opportunity to· contes.t all or part of the stipulation.. On 
Februaxy 10, 1989', Mohave filed a Statement of Non-Opposition to 
the' J'o·int Motion. On February 2'4, PG&E filed a response to 
Mohave's Statement of Non-Opposition. No· other comments or. 
protests. were filed·· •. 

(Footnote continued from previous page) 
certification within one year after the date the application was 
accepted as complete for filing. Both &ections allow for a one . 
time extension of not more than 90 days upon consent of the Lead 
Agency and the applicant. Without an extension, the Commission 
would have been required to issue a final decision on StanPac's 
application no later than April 30, 1989. Section 311 of the 
Public Utilities Code requires that the ALJ draft decision for 
matters which have been heard be published at least 30 days prior 
to' the Commission"s. final decision. At the December 19, 1988 
prehearing conference I the assigned ALJ cond'i tionecl her 4pproV'al 
for delaying-evidentiary hearings upon the· applicant's consent to a 
90-clay extens.ion ... , (See Trans::ript pp .. 88-89 .. ) 

3 CPUC Rules of Practice and' Procedures, Article' 13 .. 5-, Rule $1. 
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xx. Pr91eet De!l!s:ription Md Scope 

A. Location ODd Operating ChaXllcteriQticl! 

The SP-2 pipeline is an ll~ mile long, 26 to 36 inch 
diameter pipeline which extends along the western edge of the ~n 
Joaquin Valley and adjacent to· U.S. Interstate Highway 5.. It 
extends from Panoche Junction in Fresno County to Brentwood 
Terminal in Contra Costa County. Figure 1 shows where the'SP-2 
pipeline is located, and how it fits into the StanPac and PG&E 
natural gas transmission system in northern California. 

SP-2 is an integral part of PG&E's gas transmission 
system. It links PG&E's Lines JOOA and 300B, which extend from the 
California-Arizona border to the San Francisco Bay Area, to PG&E 
systems transporting gas from the Canadian border and northern 
California ga$ fields· to the Bay Area (Line 400 and the Antioeh­
Milpitas pipeline system). The SP-2 line also connects to the 
McDonald Island underground Storage Field, and delivers natural gas 
throughout the San Joaquin Valley via PG&E transmission and 
distribution pipelines. 

Wi th its optional gas supply from each end, SP-2 can be 

operated either as an unidirectional or a~ a bidirectional line. 
As illustrated in Exhibit C of StanPac's- Amended Application, it is 
currently designed to' operate as· the latter under winter peak day 
conditions, with gas supplies flowing towards the center of the 
line. from each direction. 
B. J?xo:leet ScOW 

During the course of this proceeding, the project scope 
of the SP-2 replacement program was sealed back significantly'. In 
its original application, filed August 22, 1986, StanPac proposed 
increasing the outside diameter of the SP-2' replacement pipe (:fr~ 
26· to' 3·6 inches) in addition to· increasing the MAOP from· 500 to· ~O 
paig.. This. would have increased the north-south'transport 
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Source: Pro onent's Environmental 
Asses·sment reVl,·se 
ApriI 1 §S$ (Amended PEA) 
S·t~ndard Pacific Gas 
Lir.le, Inc. 

,---------- LO$MEOANOSSTORAGE FIELD 
~~------- STANPACNO.3PIPELINE 
,...-;;..;;....;;;~....;;...---- ANTIOCH TERMINAL. 

L.INE 303· (ANTIOCH-MILPITAS PIPELINE) 
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No Seale 
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capability of SP-2 from 50 "101.cf/d to 375 'MJ.IJ.cf/d under winter peak 
day conditions. 

In its Amended Appl.icat.:i.on, StanJ?ac requests a CPCN to 
replace a total of 56.54 miles of p1peline along SP-2. StanPac now 
proposes replacing se~ents with the same outside diameter (26-
1nch) pipe. The pipeline MAOP would still be increased from 500 to 
890 pSig, but the overall increase in north-south transport 
capability would be less than under StanPac~s original replacement 
progrmn. 4 

Under the replacement program proposed in StanPac~s 
Amended Application, approximately 48.37 miles of 1930s pipe would 
be replaced and' upgraded'. Another S.17 miles of pipe anci relate(i" 
equipment (e.g., valves., metering stations, requlatinq stations, 
and taps) would be upgraded.. The replacement program would be 
staged in a series of 19 major and minor projects, commencing in 
1989. (See Table 1.) This program would complete the up,grade of 
entire SP-2 pipeline to S90 psig-capable pipe.5 

The Settlement Agreement proposed by DRA, PG&E, anci 
StanJ?ac represents a further, and more dramatic "'scaling down Of of 
project scope. (See Attachment A.) That agreement excludes all 
pipeline replacement proj'ects contained in the Amended Application 
and PEA which were not proposeci for immediate safety 
considerations. In addition, SP-2will continue to operate at its 

4 Under the replacement pro9'r~ proposed in both StanPac's 
original and Amended Applications, the SP-2 gas flow would change 
from b.:i.directional to (north-south) unidirectional. The north­
south transport capability would increase from.SO MMcf/d to- 290 
l'J.I.cf/d (assuming winter peak load conditions.) under the replacement 
program proposed in StanPac's Amended Application. See Exhibit c 
of StanPac's Amended Application. 

5, To, date, approximately 6·1.5 miles of SP-2 have Already been 
upgraded to 8-90 ps,ig pipe over a 20-year period.. 
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CcmtI:uctl.on 

BwofPmject
b Iqth ~ 

MI''V?'!Yc ,"".) 1m; _lac ",d. JWw= of .",. ee 

1. Pancche RoaI:tA' 48.79 - Lt8:.81 0.02 ~-l99O Val.'v" lD::reue ~ to 890 

2~ a.:.ey 50.65 • 54.29' 3.64- 1990 ftpelb ....... WfCWq 

3. Shields* 59.39 - 59'.40 O.Ol Post .. l99O Value Xn::rease WCP' to-890 

4. Hot~ 59.65 .. 62'~il 3 •. 12 Fost-l99O 1'1pel1ne! Fmat.c.e :Rel1ab1l1t:y 
& lrIc:r;eue WIJP' 1» 890 

5. Nees* 65.78 • 65.99 0.21 Postool99O P:tpelb In::reue MAOP' to- 890 
Cros.s~ 
~ 

6. b P&I.os 68 .. 1£ .. 72~86. 4.70' 1990 'fdw,.W1tbfl.1t:r 
&1'0 Fe JIItP'tO.~ 

7. ltw 1IaD& 78.79- .. 79/n 1.].8, 1990 :ata •• Jel1COi:ey 

8~ s..Rella 82;.24 .. 99.32 U.08: 1989 BIw'.IeUAHl1!yagcf 
& In J ... til). 

9:- o-rs".. 99;.32 .. mr..40 5.(8- 1969 Mw.,.. "UAM11ty agrf 
&1>" • -..'to 

10. a:... mr..L,() • 115..20 U.J 1989 tiKn Btl1tMUty ~ 
J..aldJ~ &1 .. = .. to-

115..20 .. m.lD 2.90 1989' 

122.05 .. 129;.10 7.05- 1989' 

• 
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Camtr.u::dm 

.. qf' Pmioctb Mllcgqrt'Bc 
IqZb 1'l.-.cl d' 
tMIlm) 1m "'ft C I\m:ge of _1. ,e 

13. Vemal1s* 131.92 .. 132.00 0.08: Post-l99O Pipel1ne ID:::eue MII':e to 890 
Cross1:l& 
h'MWRy 

14. Cbr1sman* 332.30 .. 132.48, 0.18 Post-1990 P1pellile. In:xease WtOP' to 890, 
Croaing 
/qJe(b:e 

lS~ MeArcb.a: l.34.20 .. 1.34.21 0.01 Post-1990 Val\ll!S :In:xuse l'IICP" to 890 
~ 

16. Tracy 142.40 .. 142.50 0.10 Pos1:-1990 Valvu :t.ncxease WDP 1». 890 
Stat:1on* 

17. Delt&* 148.91 .. 149.09' 0.18 Post-1990 P1pel1rle Iraease MNJP to 890 
CJ:ouing 
/qJe(b:e 

l8. Btentwood 1SB.OO NA. Post-199O Val..." Irx::ruse MNJP' to 890 
'I'exm:f.ml* 

19. Varlous Varicus Post .. l990 ~t- Xn:rease MAOP to at#-
Regulat:1onW ~ 
Stad.cm Eqdpnme 

56.54 ~'Appliead.M) h 
52.63 (Sett1 -= Itgr::6aad:) 

a. P1pel1:ne:r:ep~ projects marked w:tth asterisk (*) . axe withdrawn :fz:tm ccm1deud.oc WIder the 
tems of the SeecJ.emenc AgreeIDerI:. (See: Table 3.1-1" PIJ8t! 3 .. 2~ Iarf;ded' PFA. cxi Page 8. of 
AttadIDect A to· th1a order (SettlaDent Agreement) .) 

b Ustec1. in m.Uepost: oxder. 

c 
~, fran· sooth· 1» 1'm'tb.. 

d All rw'p1pel.ines w1ll be 26.1n:h outside diameter (0.0.'. 

e 1:'Il),P' - Max:lDun A.l.loItIable Opel;ad.xlg Pressure. 

f Includes a. O~20"ID1l.e-loog eomecd.on between the ~ and 'DeW' p1pel1nes ae M1lepo61: 112. 
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(Cont1nJat1on of footnotes) 

g 'lhe SP-2 m:xease 1n MAOP' to, 890 ps1,g .....w. xequ.fre that the pnsssuxe be ndJced to 
SOO ps1g fr.tr off-line feeds. 

h Under the Setl:lement Agr:tlemeflt. gp·2 w11l eond:I:1Je to operate at its ~ ~ etpIC1o/ 
d MAOP of 500 psig ~ .m4 ~t to' p1pel1ne xeplacement. 
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present carrying capacity and MAOP of SOO psiq during and 
subsequent to pipeline replacement. Under the Settlement 
Agreement" S2.6.3 miles of SP-2 pi~line would 1» replaced. (See 
Ta:ble' 1.) 6. 

IV. Exoject costs 

Replacement of the 52.63 miles of SP-2 covered by the 
Settlement Agreement is estimated to, cost $31.64 million, in 19S9 
dollars. (See Table 2.)7 An independent comparative cost 
analysis of the proposed replacement program was conducted as part 
of the Draft EIR.8 The comparison estimate presented in the 
Draft EIR is 9.,7%- higher than applicant's, capital estimates 
(materials and labor, only).. The report concludes. that applicant's 
estimated costs are ':reasonably accurate, aner will most likely be 

6 The 52.63 miles is comprised of 48.37 miles of 1930's pipe 
plus an additional 4.26 miles of pipeline that is to be replaced 
"':because of pipeline location considerations and the economic 
inefficiency and 1mpracticality of multiple connections to short, 
isolated sections of Stanpac pipeline." (Se~ Settlement Agreement, 
Section B.) 

7 At the request of the ALJ, the applicant presented updated 
cost estimates (in 1989 dollars) for the replacement proqrmn 
covered under the Settlement Agreement. Copies were served on all 
parties. (See letter from PG&E to, ALJ Gottstein dated January 17, 
1989. ) 

8 See Draft EIR, Appendix B ... 
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Planned 
Cons~ruetion Xear 

1989 

1990 

Table 2 

Construction Year and 
COst for .Beplacemel!t Pro1ects'" 

Estimated 
Construction Cost 

Ex9ject (19ag .s in lfillioM) 

1.. Santa Nella $ 9".6 
2. Gustine and" Crows Landing 9 .. 8: 
3. Westley North and South 6.2 

Subtotal 25.& 

4. Chaney, Dos Palos, and 
Los Banos 

Total Program Cost 

6.04 

31 .. 64 
. 

• Including engineering, materials, land, and construction. 

Source: Amended PEb, page 3-14, updated by letter from PG&E to 
ALJ Gottstein, dated January 17,. 1989' .. 
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within 10% of the actual price (adjusted for annual dollar value 
changes).9 

v. Safety Consider4tiQ!! 

Approximately 4S.37 miles of SP-2 consist of original 
1930s pipe. At the time of original conetruction, the west side of 
the San Joaquin Valley was arid rangeland, 4Dd cattle production 
was the major industry.10 StanPac argues that the intensive 
irrigated agriculture, p~lic works pro'jects and urban development 
since then have created safety and reliabili~problems for the 
SP-2 line. Over 46, miles of the original pipe is bare, and cannot 
be cathodically protected from the corrosive effects of the 
surrounding so,il.. StanPac has· recorded 90 le4ks. over the 1930s 
original pipe or an average of 1.59 leaks. per project mile. 11 

StanPac asserts that, without pipeline replacement, continued 
deterioration will occur and increase the severity of the leakage 
problems. 

In addition, StanPac states that SP-2' has become 
increasingly vulnerable. to' pipe damage due tc>shallow, 8011 
coverage. ~he80il cover of pipes varies from 1 to 4 feet~ with 
much of the pipeline having less than 3, feet. The practice of 80il 

9 The authors of the report acknowledge that the analysis 
considers a replacement program of larger scope (i.e~, the program 
reflected in StanPac~s" Amended Application) than the one contained 
in the proposed Settlement Agreement.. However, they state that,. 
despite these s~sequent changes in project scope, the basic 

'conclusions of the' report remain valid.. (See Draft EIR, Appendix 
B. ) 

10 See Amended PEA (April, 19S:8:), pp. 2-10 to 2-13-. 

11 Amended PEA, ~able 2~4-1. 
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ripping (deep plowing) has- hit and damaged sections of the pipe 
many times.. StanPAC _ argues that, unless. the existing pipeline 115 
~eplaced w~th a deeper pipeline, equipment strikes are likely to 
continue which would increase the potential for pipeline 
failure. 12 

DRA concurs with StanPac's Assessment of project need.13 

As described in Appendix A to- the Draft EIR, the physical impact on 
SP-2 has been a significant problem s.ince the development of 
cultivated land around and over the pipeline. The Draft EIR also 
identifies. external corrosion of bare pipe as. a major detrimental 
factor to SP-2 reliability.. ORA concludes that leaks will continue 
to- occur at an accelerated rate over time unless the replacement 
program is implemented.. (See Figure 2.) 

VI. bvi;ronmental ConsidUAtio!!s 

The environmental impacts of the replacement progrAm, as 
proposed under the Settlement Agreement, were evaluated in the 
EIR prepared under the-direction of DRA.14 Table 3 summarizes the 
results. of the impact-assessment. 

12 As proposed in StanPac's Amended Application, replacement pipe 
would be buried deeper than existing pipe in agricultural areas to 
protect it from damage or breakage by agricultural equipment. 

13 The Draft EIR was prepared under ORA's direction, with 
assistance from Stephens & Rae Ltd.. in association with Harding 
Lawson Associates. See Draft EIR, p. 1-9 and Appendix A for a 
discussion of safety and reliability considerations. 

14 The CPUC solicited participation in its EIR environmental 
review by issuing a Notice of Preparation (on June 17, 1985) and 
conducting two- meeting8 in Santa Nella on July 12-, 1988.. On 
December 12, 198-8" the Draft EIR was issued for written comment .. 
t;l'he Final EIR WAS issued- in March 19-89. 
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LEAKS 

Source: 0.0. Craig. PG&E. '987 i DE'IR, page A-20. -
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San Francisco. California 
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I 

TABLE 3 

SunmaX'Y of x.cts 

R~P!.:8C~MOO: PROGRAM 
(Note: Impacts.auld be the same 
8S for the No ~ject Alternative) Proposed 

New Pipe 0]4 Pipe Removal Project 
IMPACT ConstructionS <".10 mlles • Total 

(Topic/Type) (52.6, miles) JS-'00t-w1de ROW) (61. n miles) 

GEOLOGY 
Surface fault rupture potential None None None 

Miles of landslide potential None. None None 

Ml.les . of' slope greater than S% ... 10 a -10 

PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES 
Acres or impact to significant None None None 
formations 

SOILS; 
. Miles of high erosion potential (1 a (1 

en slopes greater than 5%" 

Miles of soils subject to 2 a 2 
hydrocompaction hazard 

AIR QUALITY NSI NSI NSI 

SURFACE WATER 
Number of stream crossings 14 0 14 

Perennial stream crossings 0 0 0 

GROUNOWATER 
Miles or potential 1mpact None None None 

a ~1pe removal 1n these areas· would not cause ROW disturbance beyond that needed 
lor new pipe installation. 

NSI =No Significant Impact 
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IMPACT 
(Topic/Type) 

BIOLOGY 
Vegetation 

Acres of woody vegetation kept 
cleared for the life of the 
project 

Acres. of' riparian habitat 
crossed 

Acres· of' federally threatened 
or endangered' plant habitat 

. affected·, 

Acres, of Cali forn1a state 
l1sted:plant habitat affected 

Wildl1,fe 
Big game sensitive habitat 
(acres) 

Upland game bird sensitive 
habitat (acres) 

Waterfowl critical nesting 
areas (acres) 

Raptor nesting areas· (nests) 

Field evidence of San Joaquin 
kit fox 

Field' evidence of San Joaquin 
pocket mouse 

TABLE 3 

(continued) 

REPLACEMENT fROGRAt-1 
(Note: Impacts would, be the same 
as for the No Project Alternative) 

New Pipe Old Pipe Removal 
Constructiona ('.10 miles I 
f}2.63m11es) 'S-fODt-w1de ~ 

o o 

-1 o 

o 0' 

o o 

o 

o 0, 

o o 

o o 

NO No· 

Yes 

Proposed 
Project 
Total 

(61.U mllesl 

o 

-1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

No 

Yes 

a Pfipe removal 1n these areas would not cause ROW d~banee beyond that needed 
or new Pipe installation. 

NSI = No Significant Impact 

- 18 -
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". ," ., 

I 

TABtE :3 

(continued) 

REPLACS~NT PRO~ 
(Note: Impacts would be the same 
as for the NO Project Alternative) Proposed 

New Pipe Old: Pipe Removal Project 
IMPACT Construction8 , (9.l0,mlles I Total 

(Topie/Type) .02.63 miles) 'S-foot-w1de ROW) !61."Q mUes) 

NOISE 
Operational noise None None None 

S1gnificance of construction 
noise 1mpacts 

NSI NSI NSI 

TRANSPORTATION NSI NSI NSI 

LAND USE 
Number- of public use area None ' None . None 
conflicts, 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Percent of line actually 100 100 100 
surveyed 

Number of known sites 1n the None None None 
direct impact zone 

VISUAL RESOURCES 
Acres, of high visual impact 0 0 0 

Areas Of long-term visual ,impact 0 0 0 

SOCIOECONOMICS 
Population change >10%, No No No 

Total employment change >10% No No No 

Income change >10% No No No 

Local tax base change >10% No No No 

Oemand for tempora~ housing No No No 
exceeds capacity 

a Pipe removal 1n these areas, would not cause ROW disturbance beyond that needed 
for ~ew pipe 1nstallation. ' 

NS-I = No Significant Impact 

Source:: Draft EIR, Tabl~ ~3~ pp. ~8 to $-10. 

- , 9 -
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Generally, the EIR concludes that there will be no short­
or long-term effects resulting from the proposed project that could 
be considered significant impacts. None of the impacts associated .. 
with the proposed project constitute an irreversible commitment of 
environmental resources. 'rhe EIR also concludes that the proposed 
project has certain enVironmental advantages over the 
No Project Alternative. 1S. Further, while the EIR considered 
locational alternatives, none was recommended as preferable based 
on environmental or land use factors .. 16 However, the EIR does 
recommend that certain mitigation measures be implemented in order 
to, minimize the short-term or temporary project impacts identified 
during environmental review, including a Biological Resources. 
Mitigation Implementation Plan to be coordinated with the 
California Department of Fish and Game .. 

VII - Di8C!lSUon 

As initially proposed (and amended), the StanPac SP-2 
replacement program represented a si9'Xlificant upgrade in PG&E's, 
north-south gas transport capability. As a result, StanPac's 
original and amended, applications raised controversial issues. 

lS Since the purpose of the project is to replace pipe for safety 
and reliability purposes, the Draft EIR concludes that 
environmental impacts associated with the project are expected to 
occur in the future from either planned or unplanned emergency 
replacements. Delays in implementation could exacerbate the degree 
of leakage and subsequent impacts on land usage and the 
environment. See Draft EIR, pp. 1-33. 

16· Draft EIR, pp. 1-32'.. In add'ition, the proposed. schedule for 
segment replacement was reviewed to determine whether an 
alternative scheduling priority should be considered, based on 
reliability or safety considerations .. , No scheduling alternatives 
were recommended.. See Draft EIR, Appendix A. 

- 20 -
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regarding the need for, and optimal configuration of, additional 
gas pipeline capacity for serving ~he California market. We are 
curre~tly embarking upon a major re-examination of these and other 
related issues in a separate proceeding, Investigation 
(I.) 88~12-027 .17 As we state in I .88'-12-027, we intend to 
develop an integrated, lonq-ter.m policy for new gas pipeline 
capacity to meet the needs of all Califo~~ia customers. 

Consistent with those objectives, we will need to 
evaluate individual proposals to expand or construct new gas 
pipeline facilities within a systemwide context. It is our 
expectation that future CPCN applications for gas. pipeline 
construction or upgrades will contain the infor.mation needed to do 
so. Piecemeal consideration of CPCN applications makes little 
sense from a publiC poliey perspective, and when the requirements 
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEOA) are concerned. 

By limiting the pro'ject scope (see Section II above), the 
Settlement Agreement proposed by StanPac, PG&E, and ORA effectively. 
removes systemwide issues from this ease. It also eliminates the 
need to evaluate project alternatives that provide increased gas 
transport capability to the California system. The issues 
remaining concern pro'ject need, based on safety And' reliability 
cons.iderations, and pro'ject environmental impacts_ 

We concur with ORA ancr StanPac that the pipeline 
replacements contemplated under the Settlement Agreement are needed 
as a prudent approach to sustaining system safety and reliability. 
The evidence presented in the EIR and PEA documents. c:lecrly 
establishes the deteriorating. condition of SP-2" 19308 pipe. Based 
on the "comparative cost analysis presented by ORA, we also conclude 

17 The Commission issued I.88-12-027 on Oecember 19, 1988. Among 
other things, that order'requests utilities to comment· and make 
recommendations on the need for new pipeline capacity additions ana 
preferences for the nature of such additions. 

- 2l -
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that the project cost estimates appear accurate_ However, project 
costs will be e,xamined in greater detail as part of PG&E'& ga& 
plant in service, in conjunction with PG&E's test year 1990 General 
Rate Case .. 

We have also carefully considered the evidence on 
environmental matters contained in the Final EIR and make findings 
under 21081 of the California Publie Resourees Code~la First, we 
find that the SP-2 replacement program, as proposed under the 
Settlement Agreement, has environmental advantages over the 
relevant alternatives (e.g., the No Pro'ject Alternative) considered 
during the environmental review. We further find that the 
replacement program, as proposed under the Settlement Agreement, 
will not produce significant adverse environmental effects. The 
mitigation and monitoring measures contained in the EIR will ensure 
that the short-run, tempora:ry- impacts described in the PEA And 
identified during environmental review are rendered negligible'. 

All of the mitigation and monitoring measures d~scr1bed 
in the EIR documents should :be implemented including the Bioloqical 
Resources Mitigation Implementation Plan approved by the california 
Department of Fish and Game.19 As soon as poSSible, PG&E should 
enter into a memorandum of understanding, or other ,,-pplicable form 
of agreement with the-California Department of Fish and-Game to 
implement this ,PlAn. ,AlI'reasonable costs of the mitigation and,. 
monitoring program, will be borne :by applicant as. part of project 
costs.. 

18 A comprehensive record on environmental matters was developed 
in this proceeding through consultation with public agencies and 
others, the iSSUAnce of a Draft EIR, and request for written 
comments. All are elements in the environmental process which 
culminated in the' issuance of the Final EIR. 

19-, See Final ElIt, Appendix B' for a copy of t.he Biological 
Resources Mi tiqat·ion Implementation Plan, and' Appendix C for the 
written findings of the Department o,f Fish and· ~e. 
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With regard to Mohave's wunderstanding w of the 
settlement, as discussed in its Statement of Non-Opposition, we 
agree with PG&E that the settlement speaks for itself, and contains 
the entire agreement of the parties. We conelude that the 
Settlement Agreement, as proposed by ORA, PG&E, an~ StanPac 
represents a reasonable resolution of the. issues in this case. We 
therefore approve StanPac's application for a CPCN to replace 52.53 
miles of pipeline along its SP-2 line, consistent with the terms 
and conditions of that agreement. 
Findings of Fact 

1. StanPac is a nonprofit carrier of natural gas through its 
pipeline system for PG&E. 

2. ~he SP-2 line is an 118 mile long 2& to 36 inch diameter 
pipeline which extends from Panoche Junction in Fresno· County to 
Brentwood Terminal in Contra Costa County. 

3. On August 22, 1986, StanPac filed·A .. 8G-0S-038 requesting 
authorization to replace 17.4 miles of its SP-2 pipeline'. StanPac 
requested' ex. parte treatment of its. application pursuant to General 
Order 112-0. 

4. In its 1986 application, StanPac described the requested 
replacements as part of a 10-year upgrade program for the SP-2' 
line. When completed, the program would replace 54.8 miles, of pipe 
with increased (36-inch) diameter pipe, capable of operating at 890 
psig. ~he north-south transport capability of SP-2' would increase 
from SO '1.'fMcf/d· to, 3,75, '1.'fMef/d (under winter peak day conditions) .. 

50' In 0.8·7-03-080, this Commission ordered StanPac to amend' 
A.86-08-03,8 to include all planned improvements. to the entire SP-2 
pipeline system fromB~entwood terminal to Panoche Junction and to 
file an amended PEA. 

6·. On April 1, 1988., StanPac submitted: its Amended 
Application and Amended PEA pursuant to 0.87-03-080. 

7 • In its, Amended Application, StanPac requests A CPCN to 
replace and upgrade. 56:.54 miles of pipeline along SP-2: with the 
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same diameter (2'6-inch) pipe. The pipel.i.ne DOP would increase to 
890 psig. North-south ~ransport capacity of SP-2 would increase to 

290 MMcf/d (under winter peak day conditions). 
8'", Before the start of evidentiary hearings, ORA, S't4nPac, 

and PG&E filed a Joint Motion requesting Commission adoption of a 
Settlement Agreement, dated Oecember 2a, 1985 (Attachment A). 

9.. On Oeeember 30, 19'88" PG&E acquired the SP-Z pipeline and 
assumed the status of applicant in this proceeding. 

10. Pursuant to Rule 5,1.4, parties not expressly joining in 
the Settlement were given the opportunity to contest all or part of 
the stipulation.. Mohave filed a S,tatement of !fon-Opposition, to 
which PG&E filed reply comments. No other comments. or protests 
were filed. 

11. Onder the Settlement Agreement, 52.63 miles of SP-2 
pipeline would be replaced. The Agreement excludes all pipeline 
replacement projects which were not proposed for immecl.iate safety 
considerations in the Amended Application~ SP-2 would continue to 
operate at its present carrying capacity and ~OP of SOO psiq 
subsequent to pipeline replacement. 

12. Replacement .0£ the 52.63, miles of SP-2 covered by the 
Settlement Agreement is estimated to cost 31 .. 64 million (in 1989 
dollars) • 

13. An independent comparative cost analysis. of SP-2 
replacement program was conducted as part of the Draft EXR.. The 
study concludes· that estimated program costs are reasonably 
accurate. 

14. Pro'ject costs will be eXAmined as part of PG&E's gas. 
plant in-service, in conjunction with PG&E's test year 1990 General 
Rate Case. 

lS. Approximately 48.37 miles of SP-2' consists, of original 
1930spipe,. over 46 m.i.les of which is bare and- cannot be 
cathodically protected' -from corrosion. 
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16. StanPac has recorded over 90 leaks over the original 
psig. 

17. The soil cover of pipes along SP-2 varies from 1 to· 4 
feet, with much of the pipeline having less than 3 feet .. 

18. The practice of soil ripping in agricultural areas along 
SP-2 has hit and damaged sections of the pipe many times. 

19. A comprehensive record on environmental matters was 
developed in this proceeding through issuance- of a Draft EIR, 
consultation with public agencies and others,and public meetings. 
All are elements in the environmental process which culminated in 
the issuance of the Final E·IR.. 

20. There are no· short- or long-term environmental or land­
use effects resulting from the project, as proposed under the 
Settlement Agreement, that could be considered significant impacts. 

21. None of the impacts. associated with the project 
constitute an irreversible commitment of environmental resources. 

22. The environmental L~pacts associated with the project are 
expected to occur in the future under the No· Proj'ect Alternative 
from either planned or unplanned emergency replacement. 

23.. None of the locational alternatives considered are 
preferable based on environmental or land use factors. 

24. The Draft and Final EIR documents· certain mitigation and 
monitoring measures· designed to· ensure that the short-run impacts 
described in the PEA and: identified during environmental review are 
rendered negligible. 
Conclusions of Law 

1_ Present and future convenience and necessity require the 
replacement of 52.&3 miles of SP-2 pipeline subject to the terms 
and cond'itions of the Settlement Agreement attached to this order 
(Attachment A) •. 

2'. The FinalEIR has :been completed .1.n compl.1.ance with tho 

CEQA qu.1.delines and we have reviewed and· considered. the information 
contained in the Final EIR in reaching this decision. 
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3. ~he mitigation and monitoring measure~ set forth in the 
Draft and Fina'~ EIR, including the Biological Resources Mitigation 
Implementation Plan approved by the California Department of Fish 
and Game, should be conditions· of authorization. 

4.. Because the Sp ... 2 pipeline replacement proqram is required. 
for immediate safety considerations, this deeision shoulcl :be 
effective today. 

ORDE..".R 

IT' IS ORDERED that: 
1. A certificate of public convenience c:lncl necessity is 

granted to Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) to· replaee 52.63 
miles of the StanPae No. 2 (SP-2) pipeline subject to, the terms and 
eonditions of the Settlement Agreement attached to this order 
(Attachment A) .. 

2. PG&E shall implement all mitigation and monitoring 
measures contained in the Craft c:lnd Final Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) .. 

3. All reasonable costs related to the mitigation and 
monitoring measures contained in the EIR shall be considered as 
construction expenses related' to this project. 

4. Within 60 days of the effective date of this order, PG&E 
shall file an amended cost estimate for the project, reflecting: 

a. My adjustments in adopted pro'ject costs· 
due to anticipated delays in starting the 
project or inflation; 

b. My 4djustments in project costs as a 
result of final de,sign criteria; and 

c. Additional project costs resulting from the 
adopted mitigation measures (and mitigation 
monitoring program). 

~his filing will be made in the form of a late-filed exhibit in 
A •. S:8-12-00S" PG&E's test year 1990 General Rate Case, to- :be 
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examined in conjunction with PG&E's gas plant in service for the 
SP-2 repla~ement program. 

5·. The- Executive Director of the Commission shall file a 
Notice of Determination for the project, as set forth in 
Attachment B to· this decision, with the Off!ce of Planning and 
Research. 

This order is· -ef fecti ve today ~ 
Dated APR2 6~ '1ge9 ,. at San Franciscc>, Californ1a~ 

- 27 -

G~ MITCHE~ Wlt.K 
Prosidont 

FREDERICK R. OUDA 
STANLEYW. HULEiT 
JOHN' B. OHAN!AN 
PAT~rCjA M. ECKERT 

Commis$ionors 



" 

A.86-0'8-038 /ALJ/MEG/bg Attachment A 

ATTACHMENt "A" 

J01NT MQ1ION IQR A CQMMISSIQN ORP£R R~ABPIg? 
THE SETILEMS'NT' AGREEMENT IN THE APPLICATION 

STANDARP fAClI-I.e GAS LINE INCORPORATED FOR h 
CE)ftftICA'l'E' OF PUBLIC COmmENCE 'AND NECE~SITX 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application 
of Standard Pacific Gas Line 
Incorporated for a certificate of 
public convenience and necessity 
to replace ana enlarge pipeline 
facilities. 

Application 
No. 86-08-038 

JOINT' MOtION-IQR A CQMMISSlQN ORDER BEGhRP1NG 
THE SEIILEMENT AGREEMENT IN tHE APP~ICAIION or 

STANDARD EaCI[IC QAS.LlNE INCOReORbTED FOB A 
CEB1lfIChIE OF eYBLIC CQNXENIENCE AND BECESSITX 

The Division of Ratepayer Advocates ("ORA"') of the 
California Public Utilities Commission ("CommisSion"), Standard 
Pacific Gas Line Incorporated ("StAnpac"), and Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company ("'PG&E,'"), collectively referred to herein as the 
"'settling Parties", have engaged in discussions regarding the­
application of Stanpac for a certificate of public convenience 
and necessity to replace pipeline facilities.. As a result of 
their d.iscussions, the settling Parties have agreed to a 
Settlement Agreement for the purpose of providing the Commission 
a recommended resolution of the issues involved. in this 
proceeding. 

Prior to the signing of the Settlement Agreement, the 
settling Parties convened a settlement conference on December 28, 
1988': in San FranciscO'. Notice and opportunity to part.ieipate 
were provided to all parties for the purpose of discussing the 
Settlement Agreement. 

The settling Parties believe that the Settlement Agreement, 
set forth herein as Attachment ~A", represents a reasonable­
compromise that produces a result that is in the interest of 
ratepayers, and the public and at the same time will avoid further 
costly and time-consuminq review and' litigation .. 

WHEREFORE, the. settling Parties. respectfully move for an 
Order of the Commission· adopting, this. Settlement Agreement as set 

1 
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forth in Attochment "A", and request that the Commission iS8ue 
its decision on this Settlement Agreement and motion 4S soon AS 

possible .-
Each party, through its respective counsel of record,. 

entered into this Settlement Agreement and Motion on December 28, 
1998, at San Francisco, California. 

Respectfully submitted" 

Dated: January J 7 , 199:9 STANDARD PACIFIC GAS LINE, INC. 

DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES 

BY~?k-~uerrero 
Staff Counsel 

PACIFIC GAS, AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

By /fPL!:J. W&~ -

2 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application ) 
of Standard Pacific Gas Line ) 
Incorporated for a certificate of ) 
public convenience and necessity ) 
to' replace and enlarge pipeline ) 
facilities. ) 

-----------------------------) 

Application 
No. 86-08-038 

SETTLEMENT' AGREEMENT 

I 

INTRODUC'I'lON 

Standard Pacific Cas Line Company Incorporated 

("Applicant" or "Stanpac:"), Pacific: Cas and Electric Company 

("PG&E") Y and the Division of Ratepayer Advocates ("DRA") 

of the California Public Utilities Commission ("cpuc't or 

"commission"') (collectively referred to' herein as the 

"Parties") have entered into this Settlement Agreement for 

the purpose of providing to, the Commission a recommended 

resolution of the issues involved in this proceeding- The 

Parties urge the commission to, issue to Applicant r pursuant 

to the Commission's Rules on Settlement and Stipulations and 

III 

Pursuant to' Decision 88-10-028, PC&E will acquire the 
stanpac No.2 pipeline on or about December 31, 1988-. 
On the effective date o'f the- transfer,. PC&E will assume 
the status. of the Applicant in this proceeding,. 
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1 the terms of this Agreement,. a Certificate of Public 

2 Convenience and Necessi ty (" CPCN") authoriziDg the proposed 

3 construction and operation of the facilities and 

4 transportation service described herein. 

~ II 

6 BACKGROUND 

7 Stanpac is a nonprofit carrier of natural gas 

a through its p:i.pe1ine system, extenc1ing approximately 40 

9 miles south of Los Banos, California., to· the San Francisco 

10 Bay Area, for the companies which own its. stock,. viz .. , PG&E 

II ana Chevron U .S·.A., Inc. ("Chevron").. There are 1,400 

12 shares of Applicant's stock outstanding. Twelve hundred of 

13 these shares are owned by Pc;&E and two hundred shares are 

l4 owned by Chevron. Stanpae reserves 6/7ths of the capacity 

15· of its pipeline for the transportation of gAS forPG&E and 

16 1/7th for the transportation of gas for Chevron. At various 

17 points along its pipeline, St.anpac receives natural gas 

18 owned by PG&E and Chevron, produced both within and outside 

19 California.. Stanpac transports that gas for PC&E and 

20 Chevron by delivering it at various points enroute and at 

21 the' San Pablo Terminus of its pipelines. 

22 Stanpac does not engage in the production, 

23' purchase,. sale or interchange of natural gas and· accordingly 

24 has· no customers other than the owner-sbippersxeferred to 

25- above. 

26 1/1 
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1 The Stanpac pipelines, including the facilities 

2 for which replacement authorization is requested, previously 

3 operated under a certificate of public convenience and 

4 necessity granted by the Feaeral Power Commission in Docket 

5 No. G-1823, reported at 19 FPC 162 (1958:).. On December 4, 

6- 1985, the Commission issued Resolution No .. L-234, asserting 

7 jurisdiction over Stanpac, and requiring Stanpac to' obtain a 

8 certificate of public convenience mel necessity before 

9 commencing reconstruction of the Stanpac pipeline.. In 

10 accordance' with the Resolution, Stanpac withdrew its pending 

11 application before the Federal Energy Regulatory commission 

12 ( "FERCH) (Docket No, CP85-684-000). Stanpac' s withdrawal 

13 was accepted by the FERC on May 19, 1986. (35- FERC 

14 11 61,199.) Stanpac received a "Hinshaw" exemption. from the 

15- jurisdiction of the FERC, pursuant to, Section l(c) of th e 

16 Natu:ral Gas Act (15 U.S .. C. § 7l7(c», on October 29, 1986, 

17 reported at 37 FERC 11 62,,08S. (1986). 

18· On Auqus't. 22, 1986, Stanpac submitted Application 

19 No. 86-08-038-, pursuant to the conditions of Resolution No. 

20 L-234.. The Application primarily covered replacement of two. 

21 segments of its pipeline system, a 3 .. 5-mile section near 

22 Panoche Junction and a 13. 9-mile section near Westley.. In 

23 Decision 86-11-076, dated November 14,. 198&, the Commission 

24 ordered Stanpac to prepare and file a Proponent's 

25- Environmental Assessment ("PEAIf
),. addressing' the 

26 environmental impacts of the replacement program. The PEA 

-3· .. 
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26· 

was filed on January 16, 1987. In Decision 87-03-080, dated 

Mareh 26, 1987, the Commission required Stanpac to file an 

amended application and PEA, covering the entire Stanpae 

No-. 2 pipeline replacement program. 

On April 1, 1988,. Stanpae filed an Amended 

Application and PEA with the commission, seeking a 

certificate of public convenience and necessity to replace 

5-6.64 miles of Applicant's 26 II' outside diameter Stanpac 

No.2 pipeline with same-size pipe capable of operating at 

8:90 psig pressure. The 118 .. 1-mile-long Stanpac No.2 

natural gas pipeline lies along the western edge of the san 
Joaquin Valley be~ween Panoche Junction in Fresno County and 

Brentwood Terminal in Contra Costa County.. Approximately 

two-fifths of the pipeline is in poor condition and in need 

of replacement. In its Amended Application, Stanpac 

proposed a series of 19 construction projects. to correct 

this condition in order to maintain safe and reliable 

operation and e%lhance the operational flexibility and 

capacity o,f the pipeline.. This series of projects- makes up­

the Stanpac No-. 2 Replacement Program. Tbe reconstruction 

proqram will start in 1989 and extend into: the 1990s. The 

April 1," 1988 Amended Application and' PEA were accompanied. 

by exhibits supporting stanpac's estimates of project need 

and expenses. 

On April 30, 1988, the Executive Director of the 

Commission accepted· Stanpac's Amended Application and PEA. 

-4-
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1 

1 On July 12, 1988, a public scoping meeting was conducted by 

2 the Commission in Santa Nella, California, for the purpose 

:3 of (1) rendering information and an explanation of the 

4 proposed Stanpac No. 2 natural gas pipeline replacement 

5 program and (2) soliciting public comments and questions 

6 concerning the economic and environmental effects of the 

7 proposed project. 

8 On July 22, 1988, a prehearing conference was 

9 held, and the assigned Administrative Law Judge set the case 

10 for hearings, commencing on January 3,. 1989'. At the 

11 prehearing conference, Stanpac and DRA. expressed their joint 

12' intent to explore the resolution of some or all of the 

13 issues in this proceeding through commission issuance of a 

14 negative declaration pursuant to California Environmental 

15- Quali ty Act (ItCEQA"') or other acceptable means. 

16 Starting- immediately after stanpac filed its 

17 Amended Application and continuing through November of 1988, 

18 DRA s·ubmi ttecl over . SO data requests to Stanpac covering all 

19 aspects of Stanpac's Amended Application. The DRA also 

20 assigned a project manager and outside consultant for a 

2l period exceeding six. months to review the financial, 

22 economic and environmental aspects of the Amended 

23 Application. l'he. Parties to this Settlement Agreement 

24 believe that DRAt s review o'! Stanpac' s Amended Application 

25·, and supporting materials was both'extensive anc1 complete. 

26 III 

-5-
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'I'he Parties hereto urge that this Settlement 

Agreement be adopted by the Commission. The Parties believe 

it to be clearly in the public interest.. The Settlement 

Agreement represents a resolution that is fair and 

reasonab.le for both Stanpac and' the utility ratepayers.. It 

6 does so in a manner that alleviates the need for the major 

7 commitment of time and resources that would otherwise ~ 

S devoted to litigating the case in full. The opportunities 
9 

10 

11 

12' 

13, 

14 

lS 

16, 

17 

that will be made available to, scrutinize, the Settlement 

Agreement through the prehearing conference and,. if 

necessary, public hearings ensure that there will be 

adequate opportunity to assess its· reasonableness. 

III 

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 

It is understood and agreed by the Parties hereto 

that this Settlement Agreement is made for the purpose of 

expediting hearings and a decision in this case. All 

18 parties agree that this Settlement Agreement, either in 

19 whole or in part, shall have no express, or implied 

20 precedential effect in any future proceeding. Based on the 

21 foregoing considerations, the Parties agree t~the following 

22 Settlement Terms: 

23 A. Amendment Of Project Scope 

24 1. Applicant hereby withdraws from consideration 

25- in its pending, CPCN application all pipeline replacement 

26 projects contained' in the Amended Application and, the PEA 

-6-
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lO 

II 

l2 

13 . 

14' 

15-

16 

l7 

l8 

19 

20 

2l 

22 

23 

24 

25-

26, 

which are not proposed due to immediate safety 

considerations. Specifically, Applicant withdraws from 

consideration in its. Amended Application the following 

Pipeline Replacement Projects listed in Table 3 .. 1-1 of the 

:PEA (hereinafter' referred to as the "Post-1990 Additions"): 

III 

III 

II/ 
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1 

2 Name of Project Mileposts 

3 1. PaJlocbe Road 4S. 79-48 .81 

4 3. Shields 59.39-59' .40 

S 4~ Hot Springs 59~65-62.77 

6 5,. Nees 65.78-65.99 

7 

8 13. Vernalis 1~1.92-132.00 

9 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15. McArtbur 
Road 

16·. Tracy 
Station 

lS, 17 ~ Delta 

16, 

17 18. Brentwood 
Terminal 

18 
19. Various 

19 Regulation 
Stations 

134.20-134.21 

142.40-142.50 

148.91-149.09 

158.00 

Various 

TOTAL 

Construction 
I.eogth 
(Miles) 

0.21 

0.08 

0.10 

0 •. 18, 

NA 

NA 

l.91 

Year 
Planned 

Replae~t 

Post-1990 Valve 

Post-1990 Valve 

Post-1990 Pipeline 

Post-1990 Pipeline 
Crossing 
Aqueduct. 

Post-1990 Pipeline 
Crossing. 
Freeway 

Post-1990 Pipeline 
Crossing· 
Aqueduct 

Post-1990 Valves 

Post-1990 Pipeline 
Crossing 
Aqueduct 

Post-1990 Valve 

Po.t-1990 Regulating 
Equipment 

20 

21 

22 2. The CPCN application, as amended, shall 

23 request approval for S2 .. 63 miles of pipeline replacement 

24 needed immediately in order to maintain safe and reliable 

25 operation of the Stanpac: No.. 2 pipeline. ~he Parties agree 

26· that the Stanpac: No.2 pipeline, during, and' subsequent to· 

-8-
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the implementation of the replacement projects contemplated 

in the Settlement Agreement~ shall continue to operate at 

its present carrying capacity and its present Maximwn 

Allowable Operating Pressure ("MAOPft) of 500 psig-. 

s'. Recommendation or commission Issuance Of CPCN 

The Parties agree that DRA. shall recommend 

Commission issuance of a CPCN to Applicant for a total of 

S2 .. 63 miles of Stanpac pipeline replacement work. The 

'Parties agree that because of pipeline route and engineering 

considerations, an additional 4.26 miles of pipeline,. which 

are located between the' 48.37 miles of pipeline segments, 

must be replaced' in order to properly effectuate replacement 

of the 48.3·7 miles of deteriorated 1930 pipe. 

Specifically, the Parties agl:'ee that the segments 

comprising the remaining 4.2& miles will be replaced because 

of pipeline location considerations and the economic 

inefficiency and impracticality of multiple connections to 

short,. isolated sections of Stanpac pipeline .. 

c. Stipulation Regarding Environmental Impact 

DRA stipulates, pursuant to its published Draft 

Environmental Impact Report ("EIR't) of December 15-, 1989, 

subject to the findings of the 45-day public review period. 

of the Draft EIR, that there are no significant adverse 

environmental" effects associated with the Stanpae He>.. 2 Pipe 

Replacement Program ("PRP1t
·). 

11/ 
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D. Limitation Of Settlement Scope 

The Parties expressly Agree that the DRA Draft 

EIR, in finding that there are no adverse environmental 

impacts Associated with the Stanpae No.2 Pipeline 

Replacement Program, has not addressed,. and does not 

indicate DRA. approval, of the need for Stanpac pipeline 

replacement of' an addi tional 3.91 miles of pipeline 

originally proposed' in the Amended Application for Stanpac 

system operational flexibility and capacity concerns. 

IV 

TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

A. Precedential Effect 

No part of this Settlement Agreement shall have 

any precedential value in any proceeding~ 

B. Indivisibility Of Settlement Agreement 

This Settlement Agreement represents a compromise 

of many positions. and. interests of the Parties hereto·, and 

no individual term is assented to by any party except in 

consideration of other parties' assent to all of the other 

terms of this Settlement Agreement. ~he Settlement 

Agreement is accordingly indivisible, and each part is 

interdependent on each and all of' the other parts.. Any 

party may withdraw from 'this Settlement Agreement if the 

commission modifies, deletes or adds any tetm. Parties 

agree, however,. to· negotiate with regard to any Commission 

. ordered changes in good fai th to restore the l>alanc:e of 

-10 .. 
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benefits and burdens, and to exercise the right to withdraw 

only if such negotiations are unsuccessful. 

C. EVidentiary Effect Of Settlement Agreement 

No portion of this Settleoent Agreement,. or any of 

its terms or conditions,~ or any of the discussions leading 

to it,. may be used in hearings,. other than those conducted 

for this proceeding~ in support of or in opposition to any 

party or position without the prior express written consent 

of all parties hereto-. 

D. Settlement Agreement In The PUblic Interest 

The DRA and Applicant agree that the Commission's 

approval and adoption of the Settlement Agreement is in the 

public interest;: that it resolves in a fair manner the 

environmental and safety issues aubmi tted in this. case;. and 

that it will avoid- much of the lengthy litigation that would 

otherwise result. 

E. Effectuation Of Settlement Agreement 

The Parties agree to· take all actions and perfor.m 

all agreements required or implied hereunder diligently and 

in good faith, including,. but not necessarily limite4 to, 

the execution of any other documents required to effectuate 

the terms of this Settlement Agreement, the preparation of 

exhibits for the presentation of witnesses at hearings to 

obtain the approval and adoption of this settlement 

Agreement by the commission. It is un4erstood by all 

parties that the Commission's approval must be obtained- as 

-ll-
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soon as possible to- avoid the need for a full presentation 

by Stanpac, the DRA and other parties, which would be 

necessary should Commission approval not be forthcoming. 

Therefore" the Parties Agree to urge the Commission to, act 

as quickly as possible, consistent with the proposed Rules 

for Settlement as set forth in D. 88-09-060, to approve this 

Settlement Agreement~ 

F. Entirety Of Settlement Agreement 

This Settlement Agreement contains the entire 

Agreement of the Parties hereto. The terms and conditions 

of the Settlement Agreement may only be modified by a 

writing sub scribed- by all parties. 

Entered this ~ .. 2 day of (k.c.(,-J<~, 1988, at San 

Francisco, California. 

STANDARD PACIFIC GAS LINE, INC. 

DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES 

B~ 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I have this day served the 
foregoing document upon all known parties of record in this 
proceeding by mailing by first-class a copy thereof properly 
addressed to each. party. 

Dated at San FranciSco, California, this 17th day of 
January, 1989. 

, .- / .... , A :z../... ' , I, .', . , . / .. ~e;.~ .~.",-._ ~ 
~ ,~, .... <II' - •• .,~; ~ 

. .IMary BQve Holton 

(ENO OF ATTACHMENT A) 
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Attachment B 

'1'0:. ~ Offiee of Pl.aml1ag and Research 
1400 Tenth· Street" Room· 121 
Sacramento·. CA 95814 

PROM: (Pabl1c Agency) 
California Public UU1~""'i -c ..... i-es--
Cotr1llU.ss1on 

County Clerk 
County of _______ _ 

. 
SOBJECr: Filing of Notice of Determination in compl1anCe with Section 21108 or 

21152 of the Pu~lic Resources Code. 

Project Description To reconstruCt appro>:iJmtely 52.53 miles of 2b-inch pipe and related fad.l1ties in 
order to replace corroded pipe and ensure safety and rellability of t1X" pipeline system. Construction of 
'!:hI!" impt';ov~ts \oOUld be ~AAd in a Sl!!1"'i~ of ~Me ~ts. 

This 15 to adVise tha:t the Califomla Public Ut:iliti~ Cormission <tad Agency or ReSpotiSi6Ie Aiency) 
lla.S approved the a.bove described project Oil and· bas made the follow-

(bite) 
ing deter:n1nations rega.rd.ing the a.bove described. project: 

1.. The project X rill, rill not lla.ve a. s1s~i!ica.nt effect on the 
envirocment. - -

2. X An EnVirotullental Impact Report was prepa.red tor this project 
- p1Jl'S\l3.Jlt to' theprO\"1sioQS of CEQA.. 

A Negative Declaration was prepared for this projeet pursuant to 
- the provisions of CEQA. 

3. Mitigation measures X wer~,. were not In:I.c1e a. conditiQn of the ap-
proval of tlle pX'Ojec~ -

4. A statement .of OVerriding Considentions was, was %JOt adopted for 
this project.. - -

Tb1s. is to· certify tl:I.3.t the f1na.l EIR with ccmnents axld responses and record of 
project approval 15 available to the General. Public at: 

California Public Utilities CommiSSion, Central Files 

Da.t~ Received for F111ng, and 'Post1ng a.t CPR _____________ _ 

S1g:aa.ture (Piib1:tc Agency) Tide 

Revised· !4a.reh. 1986-

(END OF A'l"l'ACHMENT B), 
'" 


