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',":C' I.-''-;Slr.aary:',: "j'!': ~, •. ,i', "',' -,,:' 

. " 
I' • - : •• ,t :.;:-";'" 

A. 'Co_issioD' ApproV'al,t As CoJ)ditioned .'; . ;', ,,;,:,- '-'-',~ ,,;, 'i,'"r-::h 

;'j: This' de'oision'gt-a.nts' a.certiticat&' ot" pUblic c~iwenitM\ce<\:' f-1 

and: necessity-' to: Pacifio Gas and Eleotric, coinpanY~(PG&:Ef to' ~kpal\d1:'il: 
its natural gas transportation system from Malin, Oregon, to 1<ern l')-;:,-'': 

River Station, California. This expansion would' inb'r~asl:!<'PG'E/s.l'( .H 

capacity to transport, natura119as,on 'a' firm;;year~to\n\d~basi.s by at 
least· 755 MMcf/d, PG&E's'proposal i to treat' its: Expansi6i\1proj~6ti iq·:~", 
as a separate operation~' analogous to its -stean)/-'elect~icF'and 'gAs'':<); 
operations, :is approved. Rates for·service'on the Expansion-- : .. ' " ' ' 
Project will, be established itl' th~ project's first qeilerili : rate', ',: .,' . ,-" 
case, at which time the reasOnableness of'construction costsand:'-" , , 
the allo~ation of risk ~ill,alsOb~ addr.sSed~ : 

,PG&E is authorized' to USe incremental 'cost': ailocatlon' t6, 
establish th~ cost bf the Ex~Ansi6n Project~ 'Its·tl~~~t t~llJfi~~~ 
variable rate design' and a non-mileaqe based rate to a single'~' 
delivery point are also approved, ,',,-', '. ' 

since PG&E' has not demonstrated the rieed: for its 100 ,-, ,'. 
MHcf/d subscription to tira capaoity on th~'Expansion project_' 'PG&E ' 
must show either the reasonableness ot that~subsoription or'the " 
fair allocation of that capacity to other shippersi~-the 
Expansion's first general rate case. 

The Commission certifies the final environmental~impact 
report (EIR) which it' has prepared as the lead agency pth:'suant ,'to 
the California Environmental Quality Act.,; PG&E must comply with' -, 
the mitigation measures and mitigation monitoring, plan 'rec6mmendad ;',C" 

by the EIR and, adopted as Appendices Band c, 'respectively I to', this 
decision, as a condition of accepting its certificate 6f public' 
convenience and necessity. 

- 2 -
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The Commission is nQ~_, in a- position to find that, in all 
cases, construction of the EXpansion Project is needed to serve the 
public. PG&E lUust determine wh.ether"the market tor natural gas 
transportation justifies construction of the project and 
demonstrate the reasonableness ,otits ~jud'JlDent in·,its. first' (jeneral .:~ 

rate _c~~e. ",<rhe certificateol· public convenience' and. necessity 
nust,.~e issued, cas'conditioned,. to enable PG&Eto respond,·to:market".'; 
force~L" ,:' ::,. - ,> 

B. Procedural History 
_, . On·April .. i4;,. i~8?, PG&E .(the Applicant) tiled' its·' '/:: :.':;,':--. 

appl i~i1~~O~ : fpr a c~.rtiticate 9f publio c;:onvenience and._ necessity -,': .:' ; 
(cPCtn ;t9 expand its e~isting natural gas pipeline from the ~. 

California:-:9:regon border to Kern River station insan'Joaquin.:; 
county, california (Application). The eXpandedtacilities 
(Expansion) would accommodate PG&E's-receipt·at Malin~-oreg6n of 
Canadian natural gas to be delivered·by pacific Gas'Transmissio~ 
company. (PGT),PG&E's wholly owned. subsidiary~ ,for transportation 
by PG&E to-Kern. River station •. Aschematicdepiction of the 
Expansion.~roject is attached-as Appendix A to this.deoision. 

The Application consisted of materials required by: 
§ 1003.5 of the ~blic utilities (PU) Code; Rule 17.1 -of the 
Commi~sioJl's ·.Rules of Practice and. Procedure (Rules). (Special 
Procedure for Implementation of the California ErtvironmentAl 
Quality Act of 1970), and Rule 18 of the Commission's Rules -
(Applications for CPCN). 

PG&E described its ·Precedent Agreements· with shippers . 
in its Application. According to the Applicant, the commitments-
embodied in the Precedent Agreements will provide the Commission 
with . evidence of need for the Expansion project. Copies of the j- ~ 

Precedent Agreements were filed as a supplement to the Application' .. 
on June 15, 1990. 

- 3 -
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,e 
'-OTt' 06t6be't ;:j'F {9-~f9'?~PG&~ \1ff~'dia ~->.SU~~i€ift~r:tl ffi{ 

Appl.icati6n'·'(A.-)~· 8·~}'.!.64j-633 'lo~~/a: ce-itfffbat~::6t[P\ibfi((cC;hVeri'i~lJd~!f' 
and Necessit}'" 'wheZC~by···'Il(';-'ifincreasea' 'the :'C;~li,id'ftyj~f th~' ;E>tp-~hkigi{ 
fr6m(60()mili'i'oti'c\lliio; te'~t per"da\r~{MKctid')~of j·55~-~(j't/(l".··'YJ~: . ;':.:'{ 

.~ .. Oh'-N6Vembe~"'36,' '1989', ;PG&if til~d' 'ah")iAlJ~hmJehe;to1 ~hie ~·'i,Y.·.· 

App'licatio'n&l:"consisting' iof Ptec~'d'e'rit" Agteehient!:f;rth'at?'hid" b'e~k~>·t \ 'F',\ 

exe'cuted"siJitEf the'~une is'/-19'S9 1fiiinq :a~(f \ih'i~h\ i~fiedtl~J tt>t1{'-,f; 
subscription' ~of its\ 'amerided pipei1n:e 'fJ~'pacifty/ 1/55 IDfHf/d:offf 'ilrm)fi '. 
t'rans'portati"on:: ,';' .: :.. '.~ : . , , ',' ,to:': ,': ,',-' T~" ~ '. !h,;' ': j t/,} 

'.;, ,'" . " On Jahuary:12', 1990,',' PdtE" \til:~d: it~'!NsE!6ond; 'Ahl&ilchnenth t~:{~' 

the AppliCatibh"consistinq of 'partial ·Assi~~~nt~;~f l'he p~~b!~-dehf 
. . - ill· ~ . . - - - - -, "'. - -, _ .: --. '.' . ~ "-Agreement of th'eCl.ty Of LOng Beach. ' .. 
, . . ~ The Appl iea tit>T\ is intended· to·: obtaill' t.h~': tl)?'pro~al' ';;1·' .~.).,. -

this Commissi6n 'for the ce'rtific'atioT\' and c6tistrU~ti6n'-6f th~:' c, . 

california setjlnent ofa larger pi.pei.ine~Xpiui-sionprbj~bt " i 

originilting in' KiJlgsgate, British Colb.tnbia and tern.b\atihg at' :K"~ri{" 
River station; in califorilia. " PGT, , rot-E's int~i-s'tate ~ipeliil~': ' -
subsidiary I · had filed' an' ApPlica'tion'· oil 'January -23 ,"1989 for 'a 
certificate' 6f: public c6nVenieiic~ ~nd n~bessify at' the Fedetai ..':: 
Energy Regulatory Commission' (FERe) -'to'tiuthorlze' its~'devei6tnfi~nt 6f' 
the int~rstate' portion' of' the pi~eilne' proj~ct.' '(FERC Docket 
No. CP89~466~ooo.) -"That application' is stii.i:pl!ndi~g befor~ the 
FERC. 

The cpuc determiilf~d that one" environment~l 'doCulfient'that 
would satisfy the requirements' of. both F~der.:l1 ~ild: 'caiifottliA 
environmental review laws should be prepared putsuantto s-ection 
6S951 of the PUblic'Resources code. preparation 'bf the)oitat·
Environmental Impact studY/Environm~ntai.· Impact Report (EIS/EIR) 
under this authority' entitled the commission to postPone 'a'etian ott 
the application for CPCN bayomt one year. The 'commission "is'sde'~ -.' 
Decision (D.) 89-12-049 confirming that it was not required to 
issue a decision on the application for CPCN within a year of-the 
date PG&E last amended the Application. 
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, f!~~~,~r9~d«?P'!;~e /'C?l\;-:.~l\V~i~~l'l;m~l!\~~' ~~pet~t.~,ot ~~ 
a~p~r~'~i~~.~.~n,~l'l~~~.fi~;nd.~p~~,d ~~t,~ett:~, !faYJ~,l t~~~ ,Jun~ 8". A9~.() ;:1.1):,>[ r "1";;. 

~-~~l J~f,~Rc:-i~R~,' ',(~~A~y':-:-~~x~,~~rye.s~~~. ~res}~~t,ed1 ~ix~pt -~~s.~i~()ny. ~I:\.Q 
PGtrE pres.eJ\t!~d ,~o_~.~. ~ep~~t.~_l :w~t~~~~e,~.,~ .P'!~ ~,",~p.z:e~,.~ive, ~~,~bits .. 
were },~~r~\ic;~q ,~nd r ~e<?~'i ~~<1.~; ~~st,il1l:0~Y' iWa.~. ,-repe~ Y~4 : ~J;Qm the 
Applicant,., ~~ well as, So~~e~n CCll,~fo:r:ni~ ~dis?~,Cglll~flY'I.(~d.isQJ))'d'" 

~ .. ~. ..: '.' ~ .. '. .'. • -.: ... .1.... _ _ '. .. , _ . _ __ _ -. • ~. _ .. ... 

alid~ ;s:~.~ D~e~~,Gas, ~ { E,~~C~Z:.i,c 5?mp~ny.,: ,(~DG,~E) , '. ~l\ich.:,bqtJ~, c~upp.().~eq.," 
the 9-ppl,i~~t,i~n., .W).,tn~,sses~or A~tamoc~~~~s, .Tral1~m.is~i(m ,<:;qmpanY\(J ~ 

• ~ .-0- ~ ~ .!.. • .-',. '. _ _. _" \ ~ _ .... _ _ ~ ... 

(Altamont), Kern River Gas Transmission Company (Kern.~Jy~r) n_fu.n9c Q 

Car:'~d~ "Pe~.:t:9leum Company" ~td,. ,(~qC?) ,I,' ,El. P!l~o ,NAt~~aJ ,q.as Company 
(~t,?~~9)'!",~l;t~ 's,~a,te ofJleW,HeXico(Ne"r ~e?"ico),: ~nd .~o_~ther~l'~~!' ,,;i

c'ai"t'fornia Gas Company <,soCalGas.> te.stif~e~in oppos.ition tq ,_tile <',\ 

proje9t. A representative of Bonus Gas Producers,' Inc., (Bonus) 
testifi¢d th~~: whi'ie Ik>nus sUPported '~onstr~ct.ionof:~h~ project,; 

.: . -

it objected to ~he project's a,llocation9t gas transportatJO:I:l:-
cap~~:d.ty ~ ,The: Commission; s Division' of RatepaY,er' Adyocate,s (OWl) 

~ ~ ~ .;;, .;- . - . " .. . - . ... . .' - -

testiti~d th<l_t it wou,ld support the Exp?ns~on: Project ~,f. DRA IS -

proposed c9ndi.tions. were adopted •. CQncurrent b,riefs on :tpe non~ ;. . '. ... ~. - -. - ~ . .- . 
environmental issues were filed by the above-listed -parties",plus., 

~ - • I • • • " • 

the California Gas Users Group, (Gas U~er~) • '., 

-. The Environmental and Resources Advi~ory :$ection of: ,the .' . . - -- . ..,.. 

Comm~ssion's Advisory and compliance_oiyision(CACD) ancily?e<;i the, 
Proponent's Environmental Assessment, determined the scope of the 
EIR, and oversaw the preparation of the EIR by ~n ~nvironmentai 

consultant. The draft EIR vas circulated on June 29, :i99(h 
.The EIR process and the substantive matters included'in: 

, . 

the final EIR are discussed in detail under. the section, 
·Envi~o~ental ~onsideration~,~ which tollows the discussi9n Qf the· 
Application's merits for the issuance of a certificat~ of public 

. ,I : . '-' , 

convenience and necessity. 
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e 
,'1! ;~ ~'l1 t, ': :;'l'he ,~~m~,~i~~t;a~~ ~e ~ ~,~~ jv.~<J~ -<~L:J) .', rn\~~ ·,,~ha~, _,S9.tnmEmts on 

the dr~~~~J.lL~0141,d ~~ ~C?,<rept~":.uP ~~ .. ,A~CN~t ~l:, i~'9.() .•. ,:9.n .~,q~t! ,,;, 
d~Y!2~~.:~0~~s~ion_ ~Onv~ned,,~ t>~~i~,p~~i~iI>~tt~~ 1l~~,rin9,in ~~,i :,-!'1 

Antioch to receive oralc()mm¢n1:s (rom the. ptililio.on-.the. draft: EIR~ . ; 
\ .' _ Ii" •• ~ ~, . .... ,~ ... __ " __ .~ .-.. . • - t ....... '. '. ~ J.., - - ... 4 _. ~ ." •• I ,-. 

statemeJlt~ ; w~re lDade by lando\!ners, concerne4 ", vith . ~~e. pipelJne I,S ,-, .:' 
~' 11 _. . ~ .. _., • . _ 4: _ • 1 ,~.... ~ , _ ~.' _ ~ ~ ..-. ~ _ ~ '\ ....... -.. . .' J .. ' 4 • \... - - .... 

impao~ .. oll:?rOp~b~aritig ,tree,~ ~nd bYA,1~<lm9n~~:),~j ; :-:; < .~. ;'l"~ :::,'; i III':" 

.,:, ,', EViqentiary, hearin90nenviron~ent_al lssu~~ wa~ J)elq .0":,,, 
• _ : ' , ..: < - • _'. '. _ _ '. _ : _ • _ , l ' • _, ~ _ ".' _ _ ~.' ~ _ ,. ~ • _ .,., ~ • ... _.',_ 

August ~3 ,through 11. i~ San ~ra~ch;co. ,_,Th~ pl,lrp9:~,e .of; t;l;l.e:: h~ari,llg i' 
. • • . 1 ~ _. • '- .. _ ...... , _. t •• _ ~ __ , _, "... '..... _ _. 1 'L _.' • _. ~ ..... \ _ '.:' r. ,,' , • 

was ~() .allow intereste~ p~r.~~es to offer,,~e~tim(:mY :Ql1 ,the aqequ,acy.{. 
- _., ' .,' •• ,. ~ . - ~ .... ~ ...,. ~ :!" - •• • ' - - , \ - ~. - - . .":1. , . 

of the draft EIR and to enable the applicant to cross-examine .tha~ "1 

test~m~nlY .. undet:" oath. Witnesses for PG&E, .~ltamontt.and Amoco 
'. ~.Ii "-- . - : • . • . • : . : - _ _ : . ., • _ L > -

app~~~e~: and .werecross-exa~ined by K-arn .River~ s()calG.a~, PG&E, 
A~~~m9nt, and Amoco. Forty-nine. exhibits were rec~ived in,.:. ' 
evicienc;:e. Concurrent briefs on· environmental issues ·.were filed bY,·.' 
PG&E,.Altamont, and Kern River. 

1. Prel ilIliilary Proc~ural Katt~rs 
. ' 

.on August 11,. Kern River .movedthat PG&E. be or<iered ,to, .' 
produce a ~opy 'Of a sett'lenent that it ha~. ente~ecl into ¥ith. Bonus . 

. . - -. - . - . - . ..' 

in th~ parallel FERC proceeding. On . septembe;r 12, .the ALJ ruled . . - . -. . ~ - . 

that;.,the requ~stwas in the nature of a motion for dh~covery, and . 
_,'._ •• - .• • I' .' • -

ordered PG&E to produ~e the document. PG&~ produced a letter 
agr~ement.between Bonus and PGT d~ted July 21, 199Q(Letter 
Agreement)., Bonus is a party to:this :proceeding w~os~ 
partic~pation is more fully described under Wpositions of the 
Parties.· 

• 1 '_. 

_ On september 24, Kern River and Altamont ~lled ~hei:r. 
"Joint Petition of Kern River Gas Trans~ission co~pany and Altamont 
Gas Transmis~i?n 'company to set Aside Submission and Reopen 
Proce~ding for the Purpose of Taking. Add~tional Evidenc~ • ,If PG&E 
oppos~d thi~. motion in its Response, fil~doct~~er 1, i990. Bonus 
also filed its opposition to the motion on october 1, 1990. 

- 6 -
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,; I 0'" i" "Ke'rri;-R{v~r)AltAin6"t ¢iai1~ t'hat<·thdP.setti~ro~nt;\~~odied in 
the ~tter"A'9re~mbr\t -tit6dtfies.' tne descriptlo'n of tlleCExpArlsibfl'lf> '''fh 

Project f c:uld ,fthiit th~,ipr6p6r\eiit' s rEnvlronDi~ritAi ·'j\ssessmAnt.:'and,lorattY· 
EIR-ddst:'be i inodlfled"'t6"compiy with cal'itorrii~ t'Envir6l'uiietltal ,L:' I :j~:\ 
Quality: A6€:(CEQA)'; :'PGT/PG&Ei s:perfomance 'tinder: the s~ttlem~iitO~ j: >:~ 
requires additional facilitie~ :~nd 'ev:idence of' t66se:fadliitles"':l 'f 
must"b~ l€akeiai' th~' r~c6td'must"b~ 'teopened' to'<d~termirie-: if other 
ship~ers':se~~ tlie>'deiiveri terms'obtaiihld'by B6nri~:"'~nd'i~iies~ .;"j" !/ .. 

cha'nges \lillent~ir"a chiU'lge' ir\rates wliich"must bEi: heitrd')~)Jlt'th~ 
rec6rd. ':',.t ,:' "':j", ::: ; .. ' 

. ··We: iitur that the' Uttet 'Agreement is b~t.Jeen Borius'aria i; -: T 

PGT. 'it' does 'il6t' obligate PG&E'to'transport the 'vohbii~si'that -'PGT':~ ,. 
.. ,~, ~ ',' +' .... ,< .. ,.'. ~ ,_ ' , • • , ';., : •. ~ ... -: : _- • z 

will del1ver to the oreqon-California border pursuant to the Letter 
Agreement.- PGT's deiiverY of gas under the agreement is :sepatate'· 
trom its proposed deliveries using the Eipansion P~oject, because 
under the Letter Agreement, PGT{iso})iig~tedto'.seek teparate f 

authoiit~l'f6· transp6rt gas for Bonus' r~gatdiess 'of th'~'outcome ot 
, ' , 

the ExParisi6n Project application. 
.. - . 

:it~m4 'of the Letter Agreement states, -Bonds wiit'be" ,:' 
responsiblE{:ior iu:'rangingany necessary 'downstream ttanspottatton· 
from Malin.'" This covenant negates the argUment' tlia:t'PG&E'mu~t " 
expand it~'calitotnia proj~ct by the vblumes t6be transported by"': 
PGT. For exampiei 'Bomis may negotiate to use' the capAdity (rights':' ,', 
of other ,'shippers 'for transportation wtthincalifornla. ,c, PGT;~'· 

agreement with Bonus does not atfect the volumes of gas to be 
transported by the 'California segm6nt in such a way that this 
commlssionlnust review PG&E's aiiocationof cAp~city, r~venue 
recovery, 'arid rat~s as suggested by Kern River/Altamont. 

Kern;Riv~r/Aitamont also argue that PGT's agteementhas 
for~s~~abl~c6ns~q\iences on the cai1fbrnia eXpAnsion 'such that-the: 
Expansion ProJect itself has been changed. Thistri9ger~ thetteed' 
to recirculate the draft EIR, according to Kern River/Altamont. We 
disagree. Under Laurel Heights improvement Association V. Regents 

- 7 -
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of ,University '0(·; californiai 47 ,Cal r
.,;- 3d: 376,;'(1988)'(,'" ,"\''. an EIR 

must inolude, an analysis of the envi~omaental~'effeots 'of':(uture: ",~t,': 

expansion or·otheraotion if' (1); it ,1s a' reasonably,foi"e'seeable': U'.'f, 

consequence of the ·initial: projeotl' tlr\d (2) the'" flitu're'-ekpahs'ion);6~": 
action will be si<Jnificant in that it will likely change the~ s'cope)"-: 
or nature .0£ the initial projector. its environmental ~ 'effects. 
Absent these t\lto oircumstances, the future expansion' need 'notJbe' ['lq;', 

consi!1ered in the EIR for the proposed project.");'(ta'uret'~ Height's~;l':" 
supra,' ,at 396.),: " ;,,:: ,.J" :,i;:.',rw' 

, :': The Letter Agreement does' not: obligate PG&E,' the' er\tH:~t ,~; 

whose .intrastate proposal' is~ subject to oUr t-evi'e\i" to do aJ\~thiilg',': " 
in california as a result of the parties' agreement. ''''AnY· futUre';",'" 
expansion or action required by the Letter Agreement"willnot 
foreseeably occur on the California portion of the' pipeiine',,; ~ There'~"l 
is no reason to consider the possible expansion of PGT's' facilities':' 
in the commission's EIR on the Expansion Project.' -The statement of,:; 

one of PGT's· corporate officers ,at. the FERC technical conference' ',: -: 
that accommodation of Bonus' deliveri.eswould entail additional; 
facilities on PG&E's portion assumes that Bonus' deliveries are': , ,',' 
in9remEmtcU to capacity that has been allocated on·the basis 6f,"'the'" 
Precedent Agreements. Kern River/Altamont have; not shown 'that· t6""': 
be the case; the language in the settlement that requires Bonus t6 . 
arrange its own intrastate deliveries implies that PG&E willfnot ' . 
undertake to provide BonUs incremental capacity on~th~ Expansion 
project. Therefore; we find that the settlement,embOdiediiil the q 

Letter Agreement does not give rise to a change in the project 
necessitating either recirculation of the Draft EIR or a reopening' 
of the Commis$ion's proceedi.ng. 

2. Motion of Al:ta.oilt for Official Notice: -1 

On November 14, '1990,Altamont filed a motion reqUesting' 
the AlJ take official notice of the CommissiOn's prepared testimony 
in a PGT rate proceeding, docket Nos. RP90-109-000, et ale before 
the FERC. 

- 8 -
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,;~ >; .~l,t,a,rno1\t, ,asserts '.that the .. testi,mony was'su})z;itted to',:the }'-' 
FERC unqer:~a~eot October!29~'i-1990~. and Was;therefore not','",,: ): J': 

avail~le prio,r to"' the ,conclusion, 'on .. 'June 8,"1990,' of the " ., ~:!r,'::-:<' 

proceeding ~.-
,,'l~he record on the non-environmental portion :of the'" :.1>" iO 

application ,was s\,lbmitted, on July 3el , 1990 with the., filing -of"':!'-"" 
con9urr~nt: replybriefs~ ,~lthough the testinonyat ,the 'FERC may be " 
suitable for official notice, it should not be admitted in evidence' 
at this, point- in' the proceeding" because to do, 'so would require 
giv~J)g, t}.l~ parties additional time t9 make supplementary at"gu'ments ;~ , 
relat,ing ,tha~ ~vidence to their positions. ,,' 

The CPUC testimony was-offered in a PGT rate case, 
proceeding; one where the rates assessed by PGT as a supplier of 
natu~al'gas·are at issue. Altamont would offer that testimony in 
this C?GN proceeding, where PGT and itsintrastate~counterpart, 
PG&E, -propose to'provide firm transportatio'n service, ,,'The " 
activities under consideration are so'different that' extensive.-: 
testimony and briefing would be required to' properly intrOduce the' 
cpuctestimony at the FERC into the record 6f this' CPCN proceeding 0" 

Given the, limited usefulness of the proffered testimony and the 
lateness .. in the case, we find that the commission's process would' 
not be furthered by granting Altamont's motion. The Motion of 
Altamont for offioial notice is accordingly denied' •. " 
C. ProPOsed Decision of the AdaiJiistrative LaW' 'Judge 

The proposed decision of the ALJ was filed and served'on 
all parties on November 27, 1990 in accoidance withSecti6n l110f 
the Public utilities CPU) Code and Rule 77,et seq.~ which 
implements that section·ofthe:COde •. comments 'on the proposed 
decision were received from PG&E, Kern ,River,; Altamont,' Amoco, 'El 
Paso, SOCalGas, Edison, SDG&E, Toward utility Rate Normalization 
(TURN) ,- Pan-Alberta Gas Company, Ltd. (Pa.n';';Alberta) I southern 
California utility Power Pool of the cities of Burbank, Glendale, 

- 9 -
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e 
and Pasadena; ORA, and{the:Indicated ExpansioJi Shippersfwhich':'.;:u: C :i-, 

include Suncor, Inc., BP Resources iCantidti'-LimitedJ American Hunter--"i 
Exploration Ltd., North Canadian Marketin9~ 1 Incr; -and ,salmon, r 
Resources, Ltd ." ,1 COlnl11ents ot~ the'~ Department! Of. Fishi and,' Game (DFG) 
were" received one -day ~ateF; However; l for; good 'caUse f sh6wnr leave:-' 
will be' granted for,this;lAte filin9V;~ 1,:::\'_,:-:'; ;i'-, ,':,.i:~ :",io"l,,,"_. 

\',<' , ,'Reply comments were' receiVed' from PG&E, \'Edisonj Keiil'-' ,1, " 
River. 'Altamont;- Amoco;:' and' The-, Producer/Shipper Group';:' which",' ~ ':,t', 

ino} uded ' Suncor I Inc. r' BP ,Resources' Canada:' Liini tad i', Ameticarf.: Hunter ' 
Exploration' Ltd., - Nc;>rth canadian Marketing lric.} and SP Gas, ~ Inc. : '-,-[ 
for __ the purpose. of: the r reply 'comments ~",) ',.' .f, y :r: "":: , ,< " 

,':"Io'a ruling that established ,the 'dates ,for filing 
comments; the AlJ reiterated the Rule 77i3<requii~ment that 
comments on the proposed decision -focus on 'factual', ~legal'l or: 'f':l 

technical errors in the proposed decisionN ; and warned that ", 
comments which merely:reargued the'positions-takenby,the'parti~s 
in briefs were not to be _ filed. ' several of, the parties disregarded' 
this ruling and sUbmitted argument· against the proposed decision' in ' 
the·guise of comments. 

We disapprove of this abUse of,the section 311 process 
for several reasons. "First, such'comments misconstrue the effect. 
of the AW's proposed decision. The proposed decisi6nis- not'the 
brief of'a'party.to be coUr'lteredwith argument but-the opini.on of 
an impartial-decisionmaker. Secondly, those-comments reiterate 
matters ~lready on· the record: -'the commission does not-have' the 
lUXUry to review repetitive argument'durIng the limited time 
available under Rule 77, etseq.' . Finally,:reargument:by,some of, 
the parties places the other parties at' a. procedural disadvantage. 
Accordingly, comments which'htive reargued,the'parties l positions 
have been accorded nO weight. 

The properly filed comments of the parties have been 
carefully reviewed. Amendments or clarification which in our 
judgment should be undertaken to augment the proposed decision are 

- 10 -
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discussed: below.:1 IThe necess~ry changes, hav~ been lIlade ~o"the'f< r, ';f" 

relevant portions ()f, this 1 deoision •. , ,;; . i .' .' .. ;~" ',,:' .-';:; (:,' 

1 •. ,.- capaoity Brokering. '. ,': ,,:' ~:';" ", ;: ,. ',: !lC'; . ,', ii' ; (~<.: 

\;,:J'; • :PG&E,and its prospective shippers object Ito the ,; '. ,i',. '.' 

requirement t)lat PG&E require. a~· a:term of- its firm .transportation" 
contract that an Expansion shipper may not refuse. to broker· its ,: : ".' 
subscribed capacity when it has nb~b6na fide need:for{t~e:capacity 
and there is c;i~mand fot;: tha~ : capaci ty., ~: Our' developing. pol icy on""" 
capacitY .. brokering is' intended to elimina.te : constraints , imposed; by':

pipelines on hrokering by shippersi ,'HoWever,;:pipelines tunctione~,> 
as bottlenecks because they controlled ·,the ,allocation- of; capaoity," 
on their linesi Under the long term firm transportation'contracts 
proposed bY'PG&E, the shippers will have purchased the right to 
pipeline capacity and thus, the right to e~clude others from using . 
the Expansion pipel ine,.· pending the tinal' outcome of' this 
Commission's investigation into capacity. brokering (I.88-08-018)i 

this.contract term~is necessary to avoid the creation ofa new 
bottleneck in'-natural gas deliveries.' since we have not waived our 
continuing oversight of special utility contracts'as requested by
PG&E, thecontracts:may be amended to incorporate~hatever capacity 
brokering terms are required by the Commission's investigation. 

2. socalGas 
SoCalGas seeks assurance that its recovery.of costs' 

incurred to facilitate the downstream delivery' of EXpansion:Project 
gas would be addressed by the commission in one of,. several' pending, 
proceedings. 'ORA also commented ort this issue. We find that the 
*Petition of southern california Gas company for Modification Of 
Decision No. 90-02-016* would be the appropriate forum. consistent 
with its recommendations in that proceeding; SoCalGas would 
subsequently tile an application for approval of capital expenses' 
to interconnect with the ExpAnsion project. It has done so with 
respect to t: Wycal and Kern RiVer pipelines. 

- 11 -
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Q"·31• (Rls~ Aii6Cati15'J\' ,; j '-"l.Lh::; q , __ 'f::1 j c.d! ~.-t I h;lf ~ '~!!~) 

; -sev(i~al; 'partles' rq\1~stfoned\ ~ur: °falrili-e" tb'~'ill;siqJ\()~nJ. tlsk''' j 
of underrecoVe¥y 'to Pd&E'~f shtl'reh;olders' at' th'l~" time':;Lw~'Jhot~: t.h'at~n 
PG&f!: h~d' prbposed that"th.rl'isk '6f 're\1eriu~I'non':'re~c6v~ry;be\ b6b,e!i>Y''''j 
Expansion spbnsobf a~d' shippe:r's~(! and' t.hat'! roLE" wouhi'~ flot i i;te~'k t('-d.~:};': 
recover"any "of' the costs: (;f the EkpansiC>Jl'projact' flf anY~i\ot.';:.,,~,y,l~'iI 
Expansion Pt:'ojec't rate proceeding>; This p~op(~isai i~ ¢6nsist~ntY''''::'>· \ 
with' our: requ'ir~ent;that: the: 'cost of incremental f pipeiii\e' ba~abH:y h 
must' })e: borne bY' the' lricremeultal: user" (D~ 90":':02'2616) " and"w'6'vhhi''it· \' 
ve'r?y'favorabiy. The 'Exparisiori" S irictem~ritar' seH;!ce "ilt utliiz~":-' .
economi'esOf scale' made' 1)6~sibie' ohly b~l: the';\ise'of' exi'st!ng:'-' ,,- " 
facilities. conseqUently. 'e~isting' users: \oIill~ be'ba'rred f froin'::'~:'! \ 
realizirtg those economle's 6f scaie~ Th'ey should: be'comp~nsated~ '~ in': \ . 
an equitable sense, b~' freedom from the risk 'of' revenuii ~norr~ ": : ::'\"'. ' 
recovery. .. \r _ ~ ,:,._~_ \. 1-_" "':--~ -: 

Until further Commission action, we find that the proj~ct' 
sponsors are PG&E/g shareholders, and it' ·is PG&E's'shareholders and 
Expansiolf shippers, not 'the 'existing' ratapayers," that bear' the' risR- , 
of the Expansion project"s faiiure to'recover its reveihie 
requireme'nt~ The shift of risk to' existing rat~payers may occurji' ' 
if at 'all ~ , onlY· if the commission finds that the' EXpansion " 
Project's contribution to 'margin: wouldc6nstit.ute a: firhulcial"; ,: ", ' 
benefit SUfficient to overcome the' Project's p6tenticH btird~tlof 
revenue underrecovery. However, we conclus i vel y £ lnd thcit::. none: of·' 
the costs of the Expansion Project may' be recovered- inc'any' no1'\
Expansion Project rate proceeding, advice: letter or acc6Urltinq . mechanism. : :,', 

-4. Definitioh of Public ConveniMce aDd' NeceSsity 
.. Many of' the intervenors commented 6n'th~ pr6poi:h~d' .' 

issuance of a CPCN at this time,; when the Commission ciulri6t~find' 
that the Expansi.on Project~ in all' events,: is needed to-serve.the '. 
public. 
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Our finding that the pipeline is ~9x J)~~S\~,Yl!~~l .~vents 
is.~~o~ ~!'Po,I;l~,~st.e"t.: wci~ a ~lp4~ng.~t ,p~~}o:.p<?ny~pi.~l\S~.And 
ne~~,~:?i,~Y::,~or,;th~, plpeJi,l\e.; l~ feX!,~W~n9 ~. 9~~n~ ,}>V ,~~J.~ :' -'] ,,~,~ ;1' 'I"~ 
co~i~si.on'~pre4e<;~s~or:\ot.,a CPCN to a new entrant,.. the california 

\ .' ••• ~ _ • ..& , ," \. '".. ~ • r.. . t _ • ~ . • . ~ _..,.., • • ~ ., • _ _ ~.;. , 

Suprem~ ~.ourt, s,tated, . -The, ph~ase 'publio conveniertcean~",·< , ~;,." :',' : 
'... • - - - • " '.. , , . • - '. - " •• ".' • ' ~ • 0" .,..... _! _ • \ ~ .. ,,' ~ .. . 

necessity' ,cannot be. defined so a~.~o fit all cas~s •. ,.~ The~ord, ... ,,,.,, .. 
• .. _ • l .! _ ~ • _. .' _ 1. _ ~ '-. • . • ... . • -' .. , • ,- . • • ." '1.... -' . 

'neces~.~~y:': ~~st be ~~ke~ i.~ a. ,rela~~v~ s,ense., ;' 'l'h~ ~up~~e ,~9~Z:~ j"; 

of::q.liJ\o~s h~s well expresse.~ its meaning in Wabash Cd~ w., Ry •. Co." 
\ ... ~" ............ ; .. ' .. ', '-- . '. .. .... ". '. 

v. -commerce Com. , , •• whe,re, i~1 was. saidt .... 'When the: statute requires, ' . . .... ,' ,..' - .. ' ..... " " . .. " " '.. .... , .. " , .. ........ 

a certificate·of public convenience andnec~s~ity as ap~er~quisite,,, 
.' '. , ~. . _ ~ ~. • ~ ~ ~ I ~ • ~ _ 1, .,' _ ... ,,-. ." •• • " .. _ , .' _ _ ". _ , 

to the const.~c~ion or .. extensi<;>n. of any; public. ,utility,- the word , .. , ~- . - , .. - . - - . '- '. ... .. ~ - .. . -- - -

'necessity,' .. is not:used,in.its lexic0:9raphi~,ali,~ense of. . ... 
'i~di~J)E~nsal?l~ requisite.,' If, it ~ere, no certi~icate o.f; public 
convenienc~ and necessity ,could ever be granted.'·, (San Diego etc. 
Ferry Co. v. Railroad Com., (1930) 210 Cal. 504, 511, citations 
omi~ted.) " 

.. The Commission's grant; ~t ~. cpcn. toil new utility has .... 
be~n,':lpheld even though no curre~t:,dem~nd.tor the proposed servl~e 
was shown. The Commission may reasonably rely on estimat~s .of ' ... 
future business to establish need tor the s~rvice.(san Diego 

" -' 

Ferry, at 5p8~ >. I~ th,is case ~e, have found that the present public 
convenience a.n4 necess.ity. require.s the issuan,ce of the CPCN based 

, 

on a public d~mand that may arise under the terms of PG&E's 
Precedent ,A9r~ements ... 

. The Applicant has tendered its Precede.nt Agreem.ents wlth .. 
interested shippers. to demonstrate t.,he existence .ofneed for: the. 
Expansion Project. Upon review of the contract terms, we conclude 
that the Precedent A9re¢ment~do not impose an irreV9cable 
obliqation on the shipper to use the~xpansiort pipeline; thus, they 
provideno~nsurartce against under:\lti~izatioil'of capaoity. 
Howev~r,·~he pcecedent.Agreement~ are evideI\ce. ot market interest 
in the Expansion Project. Their terms demonstrate that the 
shippers are committed to using the Expansion project, and no other 
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pip~~io~f -!t9. \~ral)sPQ~ .t::h~,;V9lu~~s ~4e.l1~i(~~(j: in t;l}e.tl9!~~~1.~l)t.s 'It',' ,re 
shippers who have executed Precedent A9rE!eD).~J)t::~ :tt,av~ ~.ls~. ,~gt:~e.<! ~o, 1 

execute Firm Tr~m~PC?rt::at~,?n , .. A9ree~.el:\t~ ~,(or the :«ol.um~~. sp~_oified 
upon approval 6f ,'the EXpcinsi,qn' by 'th,l{'FERC ~n'd ·\:;t\rscommi~sion. 

A ~efin~tive ,\le~ci~fi~~' t?~J~~'sih9~'::(oi/!~6[O~ ;~~i?~~~~f the 
155 MMof/d of the 'EXpiuls,i6n'g ~£.irm ,tra'nsportati.6n' q:a(pifoity, as that 
capaoity is sJb~~~ib~d'\'o ~by ··Eat~ .. ~~a'rid :'s;&iE\\f)i'{cih~ criii~n'tlY have 

no access to canadici(l"suppl,ies& :~Ail'addit'i6nal'-3~~of/d [of firm 
capaoity is sub~oiib~'d "~lO c'b:y ~ci·u·t:li~~n'\~~l·ft6~~i~{~ni~'ii~~ip~,llities. 
Thus, we find that (:l:irrentlY"s6m~lle~d "exist's ",f6r ·theExpa:nsion 

-. ~ - . . . ~.. . - ::- . 1. . . 1 i ";,. .. .;:. : .' ; _ .' . 

Proj ect . . .' Ie. f. 

The "court in San Diedo Ferry recoqllized the role' of the 
mark~tpl~c~;i~ determining the e~istence of publiq n~cesslty with 
its-pronouncement,IJHowever, any improvement which Js highly:;;, 

_ r '. _ . .... -""'. > • • ._ ; 

important ,to the publio convenience and desirable ,for the public 
, '. - . . .' '- ~ - - - ' . . . - -~. . - ~ 

welfare nay, be regarded, as necessary. .If .. .,it; is of., ~ufficien,t 
importance to .warr~~t: the expense of m,aking it, it is a public 
necessity.~: (Ibid, .at:5ll,: citations om~~ted~) ... " ", 

-, :..) -. 

II) this <?ase, ·PG&E's s~areholde~.s would pro~eedwi~h tQ~' 
con~truotionofthe pipeline. in res~nse ~o the demand~, of the 
market. tor new s~rvice. ;consistent with san DiegOFerry,O~:r .',' ',,: 
issuartce of a CPCN Jllay be based on a finding :that, if the, Expansion r .' 

Project is of SUfficient importance to warrant PG&E's construction . , .. .' '.' . .' ~' ~ 

of the pipe~ine at shareholder risk, then a public need for the 
project will have been established. 

Finally, the commission's own requlatoryapproach, to 
ensuring that incremental need is met furnishes t~e nec~s~ity for 
issuance of the certificate. It is within the discretion of the .. . - ~ . _. - , .' , 

commission to. determine the factors material. to public convenience, 
~, • > - - • .. • '.' > - " , _. I .:;. '". ; : 

and ~ecessity. .(California,Motor TransBo~t Co. V',Public utilities 
commission (1963) 59 Cal. 2d 210, 275.) "A strongor.urgent reason 
why a thing should be done oreates a necessity for doing it. (San 

- 14 -



Diego 'Fe'tW'-:"sUpra';,:: a~ ~acje '51'2)".; :weithinJt;"the':f6l16win~"passAge~ (,-: 
is'particUlarlY' It\st}:u'6'tiV-et«;':';~ \;"" ,',: r ,~; .. ~ ',\., ';\',:j ,·,i,,· "", ,:';L 

C' ~: 1. '''The' Commerc~ "Couliisio'nha's 'a~··ri9ht'ft:Of~"and'l ~ '. , <" , 

,j, \} ~~~~~~t,:~i~,~a~~o~~.e",~~f~,~~irttle:'~af~;t~~ ,: ' ",ji, 

c':!: expe"cted'to provide" tor tne pUbiio·.nec'essities,·' 
, .,.' .no1? ,only, t9<iay,' .b~~.i\t~a~tioipa~,~ :f9.r .~1:l"fi.; .;., !.".' 

. future' developments reasonably to bef~rese~n. 
~ ... : '\. J 1.- ~ _. ~. '.. ...,. ~ - • ~"' • .- ~ .~ •• ~ (. '~ 3 t t ,.~. i ): J ~ ~ ~ .- - " . ! ~ . i 

~)le J\~'T~~si_ty ,·t.o J.>~ i prov.i~e4 ~ fQr ~.t~ ~ n9~ : 9r-l y·'; 
the ,exlsting urqellt jleed, but th,e -need ,~o b~ 

. 'expecb~d in the":tuture/,:so'tar·:as'~it'lIiay'be·t;: 
~:m~i9i~ilted '.f~<?m ,t,qe i.d~Y.f,qop~eJ)t :9tJ~~~. :,' .:; i ,: f; l ; : 

communlty, the growth,of lndustry, the lnCrease 
in wealth and population, and all the elements 
to b.e expeoted,in the proqress,o( a l;ommunity.". 

; ~ .. f ~ .. 

, ',' We have deterniried that : the publicis incremental"demand 
for natural gas <ian best be met' by 'eriabl ing "market, forces, not this' 
Commiss'i6ri, to select the preferred 'gas pipeline.' In D.90-02-016, 
the commiffsionconflrm.edthe 'criteria that would enableariy 
intersta:t'e' pipeline' to meiit.,·theCommissi'on/s support before' the' 
FERC. since California/'s incremental' suppli~s6f gas wili be 
supplied by6Ut of state' sources, D.90-02~oi6 ettecti~elY 
established 'the c'riteria by which' the Commission wbUld eV'aluatehoW 
any new pipeiine would serve the' public iriterest. ''i'hos'e 'ctiterifl 
have been u~h~d to asceItcHri' whether' th~ txpimsi6n Proj ect' wouid ' 
serve the pUblic convenience and necessity. 

By the same tok~n; we must observe the new market-based 
method of determining which pipeline shoulci be'constrUct~d when 
considerinq this application for CPCN. We cannot reverse our 
policY without revisitirig' 'th~ 'investigAtion that:' gave rise to 
D. 90-()2-016,;' To find in this 'cas~ 'that the construction of the 
Expansion" Pro) ect '. is needed in any eVent WQuld dndermlne the market: 
forces we haVe IncHcated' should 'govern the decision; to 'build any 

- 15 -
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We find that a CPCN must be flffl!i'J~td-'{t6d1yll6J:e:h\Yie PG&E 

to meet i-fU:tJ.r~'~d6mand'~'t6~rfi~·rtraiis~6tta~Ji~W~ ;a~i~-i{·'iilY)'~~ise. We 
find ,'tllAt '"thfere" is:rg6m'e '"ri6~a ft6\- fth6iJE~~arisf6n ip~~jebt: k~ fi.~~ ;:.'," 

evidenc~d ~bY "t.h~·vsUb~ortpti<S-i\s :ar{d t'~sti~6hy)'6f I!df(sbh '~h'd' SOO&~i.,~,"> 
Horeover;"iodayis<i'ss\laI\6~"o' \'~h'e :(£i>c~ ~i;li.rrai'low··p(;lE't~:/ ~e~Pbh'at :,.'.~ 
to' 'th~(lnark'e~{s<di6~ate'~;of;he~d :'}t6~ 'the' !taciIity~; rCoh~ts't'~n'tL~tth':f'~, 
the court's dEitfnit'i6h '61 "'pill)ii~' lned~s~itylr"~ri~ [olti' ;6~n{ b~fk~t'::"':~ ," ':. 
based appZ"tiacb 'to-{tli'~' d~\r~io~m~r\t 6f<irtc;rEilr\ent~1': i.\tek~t~t~:t c lC"" 

transmission 'capacH:Y.~'- 'Th\i~", 6ur i~~uclJlce; :of''''th~'' 'tpc~i l~ ~ enabi~"" ,-: . 
PG&E to meet -lutu'ie' demand "f6'-' 'iritei'st'~te\;~a1f trahsinl~si6fi { si~kvi~e :;.:: 
is well \ "'ithlri the corb.missi()n'I~(fi~crl~~lo~ 'und~r' ,·s'ectl&'il'·" 1001 of 
the ptJ cOd.e~· ' " , " ,. ; , , ' " : -'" 

,~ ,.,', 'irl the' a~plication' ot' Pac i fi<: , Lighting: Ga'~:- suppiy- co~'~' 

the' comaission issued a 'c'pe» fbi: th~' coh~tructi6n'6f; a qAt'· pipi!ilil~ , 
based' on' the' 'applicant's demohstratlonof a preseni.: ne~d., . e'ieh ': -
though there was insufficient evidence: that the pipel!r\ei'\ibui<i'be 
utilized fully dti'iirig it:sus'eful'·life. , (ri~634'i4)'~!':Th~ finding of 
need is generally'reqUired' t6'mitigate" the' rl~k of revenue" 
underrecovery ... ReVenti~~ under-recoVery can b~ minimH:ed. if PG&E i~ 
requidid'to 'file' ltsexecuted Firm' Tr~nsp6~tati6il c6ntra.cts' iftthis' 
docket no later than 90d.AYshefore; itbec}'ins coi1st~hcti6ri. '- AS' in 
the Pacific' Lighting '<:ase. ~ the' risk' 'ofre,jenuer~co\tery resides 
with shareholders'absent a fi.nding:that·ro&E's:d~disiOri't6 pioC~~d' 
was a reasonable one. 

, We have reserved the issue' of the prudericy' Of; PG&Ei~(' 
subscription to too MMcf/d of firm transpo:rtati6n'to'meet. -system 
supply· iteedsforlater revi.ew~ We do not rely on PG&E's 
subscription to'firid that the'pUbiic cOflvettience and'riec~s~ity 
require the issua'nce,ot a CPCN today. ':As with other contracts; we 
expect 'that the Firm Transp6l:tati6n Agreement ~'tor this too KHcf/d 
of cap'ci~y will be'fil~d i~' thii d6ck~t. 
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, ,.5. Effect on c6-.petiticuj.,; ,-, ".. ., ',r '.) ., -l ,-;"j -I (") 1) ;);; 
~l~:':' i -:'")J:l"._.:'~l:.""" ""'".' ,\!.-, ."_ .. _':...: ..... ~_~_.:'- _'1_' .... !.,~' ••• --.~.... t.- ~_. 1....., . 

: ~: . y, t Th~; ,<::()~~'l~S ,~r ~~~:rnn~8~'!?x: : .. aJ\.~ ~~l ~~~O~~l>a.~l~~ei~:t,lla~ ~';~; 0:; 

imposition ;.?f' ~.ht9, ~~~!n ,~~v~~ ~.~,a~i9n .:4~liv.~,ry . p~Jn~. }a~,~ _ ~,~n:,m,~l,e~9~ 1 

sens!J+Y~,: rt~J,~ ;~~~,:d: s,~v~\t:"f71y~ . .r~st~ipt -9a~~,W~-.9~~,(~_O~I>~t\~,i9_n. ~~-f.! \': 
Northern cai.ifortda •. Tqat is, PG&Ewii.l enjoy.a . competitive ," ~ "'u"-

::: .. :~:..~ J,";':i; ~) .. ~ .-.-"': .~- .. ' .... ) '. 'i.'~ J. ' ... ,~. -... ~- '".. ::.. ... ! ... ' ".. ..... t ... "L ~ -,' ... _ •. ..-1 ........ . 

advi~l,l~,~g~lJ?y. ~~?idi~~, Pfl~ept. 9f .t~e ,G~,~NO r~t~, },o.~ ;~~:l~:v,~-!y o~.; ,lt~, . 
systel!l_:!;>:~~.ply,g~s,:il{l :~~~Q~r~' Cal~forn~i~: •. : 'r,~.~J\~~4!,for'i-; ~'\'h: ''', ,-,d" 

consideration, ,of this iss\.la is. contiJ?gent, upo~ wpethe.r ,p<;JrE .. -,,~ r,.- :.' I 
", ,_'. }.:, _: _:.'s1_ : p. Jl~',' - .. _,~;;, l·_" ';0: - __ '., •• - ... _ ~ - -.'~' --.' 4' ~ -'..1.' 

exeCU~~,!f'-i~': Fi~~ Tr~n~~o~~ti~~l~~ntr~,?~f<?~, lse~~'Cl*}'OP t~,e i " .. ':i ' f 

Expa~~J9J~1. ~.~9j,~,ct; .~o_ fU~~h~.~, ,d,;i~p~~~io,~ (i~,. recessary:, her)e.. ".~ .' C' • 

'.', '" Sev~ral. comment~ .high~,i.9hted .~he need to. ~()jH~id~r . the "" 
i -..1 ~_, . 0 ."_ .' ~ _' - : f _. , ' , • _. ; __ _ • _ ~ _ ,'_. _ _ ' • .-" _, • _ , I· . . .. • _ •• -

consistency of the proposed undertaking with antitrust pr.inciple:; .. ,'. 

The cOmJIiissioJ) may, ftPP:rov~ a projest., eye~ ,though i~ wOll14,-violate , .' 
anti~rus~ . laws (Northern california Power Agenoy,v. CPUC.- (1971J_, 5 : .. ,. ... . ", ," - - - . -. -' - - -
cal'. 3~f ~70). At this p()int, we wiil review the potential imp~ctot. i 

• . ..'. __ . . _ - ,. . - ...L 

the Exp~n~ion~pr?ject .W:,,, c.C?mpetition.,.. "~' " 
, ,: ; The ~xpansion Project is intende~ to provi~e qa.s 
. ", l . '. _ • _. '" ~ -.' _ - . -. 

transportat~onservice_to the utility and indu~1::rial:users: j,n 
Southern, califo~ia. These 'users are not in PG&E' s ~ervice' 

.. . -! . - • ~ . ~ ; , ~. • .' , ' • - - . - - . ' • 
.. ~ . 

territory, b~~,have tr~ditionallY been whol~sale, utility electric 
. --: : ;-. . ~ ~ . -' . - -. - - - -' - . . - .' 

generation or industrial .. customers of .SoCalGa.s. -
, . 'Th~ proposed pi~e'tine ~i·ll. requi~e S'ocalGasto incur some - - . ~ ~ " ' . . -

expense to interconneqt an~ deiiver Expansion Project gas to 
. - '. -.- _. 

downstream users. Review of the reasonableness of these expen~es 
{or recovery in rates. has been provided for. Impacts on the gas 
procurement activities of socalGas cannot be attributed, s~lely to 
this pip~line, since the ~omm,ission ha~ steadily pursued a policy 
of unbundling traditional .~ocal distribution company. services to 

.. ". - .- \. - -. . . 

allow for ~he direct procurement ot gas trom suppliers by . 
~. , ' -" . - - . -' '. ' -

consumers. The Expansion's ~llippers wouldfacilit~tethis direct 
procurement. The resultant impacts on. SoCalGas',. transportation 
revenues will be minimall since no bypass of SoCalGas' distribution 
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faQJ,litles.:.;is·,fC)r~s~en~~ 1!Thus,-.!~he :ff.xpan$.1Qnr~r~ject will :not hav~ '.':' 
a negative effect.on.:the buslness Q.f,SQ.ca.1Gas"~j ':, .iL;,''' .. i ':'c i. 

The Kern River pipeline, more fully described under . ;'.'::~L, 
·positions of the parties,· 1s intended primar.ily ,to : serve the 
incremental' demand to~ natural gas expected tomateriali~~ tor 
enl\anc.ed oi 1 . r~covery. ;' Jih ile l{ero River and the .. Expans ion ~roj ect: <' 

repl"~.sent alternative. means for .meet,ing demand for natural 9as in 0::" 

southe:rn California[ they ~re alt~rn~tives only.b~caUse .. the. 9a~:, ""! i 

supplied. by one pipeii.ne ,-would .displace s.uppl:les .Qtherwise directed' 
to certain users.. They:_.wouid .eacl). free ,up gast,9 b,e redirected. to ',', 
oth~r :load_ .\,The physi~al :taciliti,.es .Qt t,he Kern River· piP.eline .. ' .. 
termlna t~ . in.the oil ,fields, . and : are designed _to ' provide. economio '. 
service to the Emhiulced oil. recovery operators. This represe.nts a: " 
different .mark;et tor gas than the one proposed to be s~rve<l by· the ,. 
Expansion ~roject. : ; 

. Altamont / · which. 'Wo~ld d~liver natural gas ',to Kern River 
for delivery to southern California, has hot disclosed ~ho its 
shippers. or intended Illarket are. Jfo~ev~r,· . the record. shows that 
Altamont has exec~ted precedent agreements wi~h ~hippers providing' 
for ~ltanon~'s e~ql~siyet~ansport~tion ot532 HHcf/d ov~r its 71? 
MMcf/d of capacity. - Throughout this pro~eeding, Altamont has ~ 

representedtl)~t it is a·viab;te alternatiVe to tl\e F;~pansion 
project. since the .v,olumes of gas indicated inPG&E's Precedent 
Agreements are, like Altamont's shipments,. subject ,to exclufiive. , 
transportation agreememts, it appears, that the Expansion Project 
has had no deleterious effect on Altamont's viability.". 

Intervenors have objecte~ that the Expansion Project's 
use of a non-mileage sensitive transportation rate, a. single 
delivery point i~ Southern Calif.orilia, and PG&F;~s subscriptio,n to 
100 MMcf/d constitute a subsidy ot transporta~i,on service to 
southern california.. _ We have found to the contrary. EVen it such 
a subsidy existed, we find that it has not conferred a .signit~cant 
competitive advantage.upon the Expansion Project. We find that the 
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competitors 'ot ;the Expansioti\PtOj'eot: have','suffeted 'no -restraint '6f(, 
trade as a result of the gXpansior\,~,propc)sed:servic'e of· rate "',": : 
design. '·-,L:: ;"i,; ",-:-, '" :~',' .,-ii~:·'::': """',:,, ,," 

6'i~~' Bi()1Ogical' 'OPini6i'i ;" ;:'::;: .' . ,:. ' 

'1 " On 'October 12/ i99'Oithe commission requ~sted ; the ~:, ' ,';,' 
Department of Fish' 'and' Ga.me (DFG)' to issue ·it.s ,-siol6gical>Opinior'l···' 
on the ,:impacts' 'of, the EXpan!liorl' 'Project 'pursuant "to' thecal1!Orr'lia ' , 
Endangered ,species Act'.' ;:·The,'puq>OSEf 'of the 'bi()logiccU'~'opinion~rs' ': 
to determine whether ·ttl'a·deVelopment 'woUld "jeoPa'rdize :the coJ\tinued" 
existence "of 'rarei) threatertedor'endangeredspeoies., , 'In ii .; ,. , '< ,:. 

formulati'ng its biologic'al' opinion,' the' oro 'consid~red 'and; telied . ,'.; 
upon 'the Draft and. Final EIRsI :theKitiga.tion 'and KonH:oring Plan 0' ~ 

for California state-Listed Rare, Threatened and Endangered 
speoies; and the PGT-PG&E pipeiirte EXpansion project species ,Notes ': 
and. Proposed. Surveys for special status Fish and Wildlife,: , 
inciuding ,the' Endartger'ed Plant survey p'erformed by Bi6sys1:ems 
Analysis,: Inc~ e 

The' DFG'sbiolagical opinion was transmitted to the ',. 
Execu'tiVe" Director'of ,the commission under cover-of a 'letter dated 
Decelnber 21;'·1990. Rule 73 'states, -official 'hotice may be taken"· 
of such matters as may be jUdicially noti~ed by thed6Urts of the 
state of california." california EVidence Code sectioni 452 
provides for disoretionary judicial notice' of'" ~: •• Offioial acts of . 
the ••• executive •• '.departmentso! the United States, of Calitorllia, , 
and of a'oy other state of the united states.- The DFG' is an" 
executive agency of this state and is charged with administering 
the California Endangered Species Act. Silicethe project EIR 

identified potential sigoiiicantr'legative'impacts'on special 'status 
species, it. is' r~asoha.ble lor this Comiissiorl,to take official . 
notice of the DFG's ·biological opinion ••... 

In its biological opinion, the DFG conch.lded that some' 
special status species may receive a -jeopardy opinion." However, 
the documerits on Which the DFG based its review contain mitigation 
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measures'i.ihich, eft adopted· by th'e c¢lim"iss'i61\} Voui<:t: ;'redude: tbe c

C

'\ [f::: 1 

impacts t6"a !;'n6{"je'op~rdY' opin~·ion"'. ii'Th'e':DFO 'Statedi"<it~:l..ett~l" ,,·~n 
trAnsmitting'fits "bi6log1car 6pinioil, : .'i'he'~DFG'; finding 'of' 'J{o ~(t L<.': ':.' 
je6paYdy' : iri its 'St.at'e"Biologicalt 'opini6n' fi~' ha~ed 'up'bJf the' proje'dt'; 
as ;'proposed : in': the' 'aboVe"-l isted'documents ~~ ,' .. ,{ ",; ;" ~ ;-t, , .. ' i:" \',1 J 

()" ',since the' oro 'fihdihq :of :·1\0 j'e'opardy!" 'is' based"onf'the",J: :'~ 
e>:isting' 'fina}:' EIR' ;al1d 'dra\.ls 'no'co'J\clusions that"are "indonsfsteht" ":d' 

with those of the fin~l EIR/ it 'd6es' not 'c&nstitut~' "si9IHfic~lnt' ':'~".l 
new infornati6n~'" ;" Tllere is "J\o need t6'reblrcula'te' the~ ElR' due to 
the DFG"s Biological 'Opirlion. ' '.:,' ,:,'.~ .. ~ " ",,":': 

':The'thirty":;nine' page biolOgicali'opinion' was' prepared,:'for' -,: 
all stat-e;';listed rare', threatened," or endangered 'species' that coul'd'\ 
be "impacted :by. th'e Expansion project for the enti~e '.length· of th;e" 
project in California. it identifies species: that 'c6uid occur' iT. ' 
the area of the proposed pipeline and notes that the'sah'joaquin 
kit fo;{ inhabits the projedt ·aie'a~ In the' bioloqical 'opiilion, DFG 

has described the' . natural history 'of each;spebies~ 'the ~ffecb3 on' 
the species of project deVelopment at"specific inileposts," and' -
suggests conditions to aVoid :jeop'ardy to'the species •. Soine of the: . 
conditions attached in Appendix B of the ptoposeddecision were 
incok'porated in the biological' opinion'", others had' not· be'en .. 
previously imposed on the project,' Sinceth'e-CAiifornia 'Eiuiangered 
Species Act prohibits any developnientthat would jeopardl~e the 
continued e~istence of a rare, threatened,'or endangered species, 
we find that PG&E must comply with the'conditi6ns'c6ntain~d in the 
biological opinion, and the issuance of theCPCN should'be, 
conditioned Upon such compliance. 

The biological opinion incorporates,the requirement that 
PG&E retain a biOlogical monitor, vho has been qualified by the 
Commission, to monitor sp'ecific vegetation and. wildlife mitigation' . 
measures. It also requires PG&E to avoid speciai' status plant 
species popUlations by boring under certain bodies of water. PG&E 
has not speoified the meanS by which the pipeline will cross the' 
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bodies ,~f, ~~~~:r, i4~_l}~~.fi,*~. ,by; ,DFQ .• ) ,~.C? \a.t~~ .. ~~l) la.O 14~Y~.' be (QJ;e. i·",' 

the p}:anp,ed .s~~~ ,-of ,9<?n~t<ru~~.i:on .o~,::~~~ !sp~tla.~ ,in ,\oil!~~h : the ;.':; , , 
crossing ,i~ lqc~~ed,; .~&E,,-~h.ou.ld .p~~y'~~:~. ~1)qil1~eti.n9drawin9s ,w}li~h.T 
ind~9~t~, ~h~ pr6po~~4 p.ip~l~~~ ;~I.iCJ~~n~, .const~ctioI\, ~nd ~ta<JiQg t 

. - '" -" .. - - - .... 

areas to enable the biologip~.~ ~onitto~ ~6,asc~~~in wh~t:h~x:, ~p.ec.i~l f 

statu~: plant. sp~9ies pppul~tion~. wo~ld, be ha.rm.e4 or: not,: .and to 
undert.,a~e .~~at~yer: .route c~~nges .q:r.J)th~r.miti9a~ion ,w~Uld .b~:,' :;;; .>, 

nece~s~ry:~Q"a\'~id! j~opar~Hzi:l!CJ, th~ speci,~~. r ,~,: ' j, ,:'t·· 
~: T~e a.n~lysis .an4co_n~lu~iQns ,o~ ·t:he,FiYl.al ~IR~re ~";" ',.':. 

premised on the assumption that construc.~:ion.~puldoc<?urduring; th~ .. · 
peric;xls i<le.ntifie<i in. ~~,e proponent'.s: environmellt~l~sse~~ment 

, -. • .: 4 - '4' •• - , 

(P.E~). Ac~ording ~o ,th~p~,CO!lst.ruction qt c,ompressor faoi.litie.s, 
woulQ. begin' 1,11, the late, spring of 1992 anel terminate in November of 
1993;.· const,ruction of: pipeline facilities would begin in April of 
1993 and ~onclude in October of 1993. 

.. We have _n~ted that. the OF.G's .biolog ic:a 1 opinion of "no 
jeopardy" i~ bas~d ~n the, Final EIR / , among other tninqs. The 
Expansioli:Project's -no jeopardy" status can be ,assured only·if, 
construction"ls restricted,tQ the periods identified in the PEA., ,We. 
should- requir_~,· as a condition; of the CPCN" that construction occur 
only durilfg th~,peric;>ds £.or.whlch, th~ environmental inpacts of the 
development.wer~~na~yzeci,·in the Fi.nal.EIR. 

7. iii tigation and Monitoring . 
The comments of PG&E.on tile environmental conditions of 

the proposed.decision may be grouped i.nto three broad area.s,which 
are: administrative clarification, technical amendments,' and a 
relaxation of survey, mitigation, or monitoring requirements. 
Because t~e nn~ jeopardy· opi.nion of OFG, which we deem essential 
to ourapprova.l of the Expansion project, is premised on the 
Project as. modified by ~e Final EIR; we rej~ct the. comments that 
would we~ken the environmental protections called for by the Final 
EIR. We also decline to make any technical modifications that are 
inconsistent with the purposes of the surveys, mitigation, and 
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e 
monitorineJ'l"equit"e(t by·th-e· '"Fin-ai" EIR~ "'-"' 6nly~ no"'J\L.:subst.a·i\tl\,-~'l~h'an9~'s·" 
that)·provide;·administratiVe~'ciaJ:'ification-: have'; been-' accepted ~. F6r ,~,-, 
example/; thEf permit i requireknent' hiu;'been: changeci' s6'thAt f all . r .it': 

permits for. developme ... ,t' on' a' part icu 1 a'r- ; co"ilstruction . si>r~ad! ~h~ll~' :"cq 

be obtained' prior to! COi'lstniction'.;, The! primacy' of' e)(i~tiiHJ)" ., ; 'lW' 

programs' to' protect a: spe'cificresoul:'ce; has ~en"~r~'cognized'~ :;" i J <":: 
Appendix' B~'; Mitigation Measures,' and> Appeiidix'Ci;;Mitigation'g·: :.~:' ,-:~ 

Monitoring' Plan," have been-'modified't6 incorporat~; the' accept~d-" -,-, 
changes'. '.: ". '-, ': ' 

The: Commission~ sen'Virorunental' cOnSUltant: has' provid~d:'A'" 
-Draft, "itigation Monitoring;: compliance, 'and 'Reporting'Plan for:; :'' 
the PGT/PG&E Natural Gas' Pipeline' Project in' californialr 'dAted ,..,' 
December 21, 1990. It is intended to emb6dythe envir6runental" 
conditions imposed on the Expansion' Project. H6weve~i due to time 
constraints", that document has not been- conformed with this. 
decision •. The Environmental and'ResoUrces Advisory section 'of the ,
commission Advisory and"Compliance Division shall amend the' 
document· to make it consistimt with'the pt6visions of this 
decision. Upon approval of the assiqnedadministrativ~'lawjudgej''
it shall' becOme the' "Final Mitigation Konitoringl 'Compliance, and --, 
Reporting plan for the· PGT/PG&E Natural Gas'-Pipeiiile project iii 
california.-

8. Solano Reroute 
The proposed d~cision would haVe reqUired PG&Etoperf6im' 

an enviror'unental analysis to select the enviroilmentally·'preferable 
route for the section of the pipeline between mileposts '888.6 and 
896.2, the -Solano Reroute;- and to submit it to the administrative 
law judge for appr6valbeioie const~ction of that segment. This 

,. , 

requirement was founded on the August 24 t ·1996 l4atterby'the DFG 
expressing concern over the routing of the Expansion through this 
area. Inclusion of-this routing alternative would have required 
the applicant to undertake furth~i:- sUrVeys and analysis to 
determine which route, the one contained in the draft EIR or the 
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·soJ~,J;l~, j ~e,r9~t." 1<, wO.\:ll,~ .l:lay~, been~ ~he, .~,w.irQtune!ltally pret~rl"ed ;! 1\(": 

rou~e! ~P.~ j..~~)~Q1Il;lDents; ,;,,; tAe proposed d~oisi6n" the OFG :cor\cl~ded"! 
that the ~llvir~pmenta.11y; pr~(erred route is Al,ternative, B," the ;' .. ' :.:., 
route~ .i~i.tJa~~~r s,$lected: by th~ Gommission's consu~tants· and 
subject to,_ pUblic;:· r~vi~w in ~he ;Draft-EIR •. 'The, DFGadopted- this'" ".; 
position ~ft~r,review. 6f;th~.~F.inal EIR .and di~.cussionsl w~th' the· '."':,, 
Commission,~s: s~aff, ~nd' c.ons\,ll~ants re~ponsihle .for'.the- preparation r : 1 :'. 

of the E~~ •. We\iill· treat the DFG'sopitdon as a' recommend.ation .; .~:.:' 

that the pipeline follow the route known as Alternative B in the .i' 'i' 
Dra~t· BIR. .~e adop:t· the pFG's recommelidatioih ,', ThUs; the:: 
requi~~ment. tha~ .. fG&E per.torlp further studies to, route' the pipeline" 
between mi~epo~ts$~8dj and 896.2 should be deleted~' 

9,· CUmu1ative Twpact5 

The Final EIR and this' decision require the restoration 
and protection of vernal pools-and the reduction of air pollutants 
in o~der·t9 mitigate the cumulative impacts.of development. PG&E 
and prospective shippers on the ExpansioTl Project ~sserted that no 
mitigation is reqUired ,by··the California Environmental· Quality Act 
(CEQA~'for facilities that were constructed before the effective 
date; of CEQ~,· Clearly, the procedural requirements.of CEQAdo'not 
apply to projec~s undertaken by a public'agency before the 
effective date of CEQA. However, no authority was cited for' the' 
proposition tha~.the environmental impacts of a project which 
predated CEQA cannot be, weighed in evaluatirtg the cumulative impact 
of a currently proposed development. 

CEQA Guidelines section 15355 states: 
n'c~ulative impacts' refer to two or DOre 
individualeifects which, when considered 
together, are considerable or which compound or 
increase other environmental impacts. 

The"~ individual eliehts may be ch~ilges 
resulting from a single project or a 
number of sep~rate projects. 
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e 
,1. (b)":':Th~ r 6limui&ti\J~' lIhpadt J from\'seVerbf: .,!,' f ')'.',:r .;;.' L' :':)'~'( 1:1 

,'.,1' i p~<,!jeq~~·;~~lttl~19ba.n9~:-~O \heL~nvh:6ruu~nt ,'i.'.r:: :>, 
, wlp.ch resul ~~ froJU _ t.:he incr~lQenta~. impact; " '_ :.', .. 

'''';;: .",:: 1:;:6f th~('projeot when~'added to'-'other"closely!1 ,'; ~ {I, 
, ;' .. -, ,.! :! ::, c' [t~\a~~~~:p~~~lPr.~S$nt,· ~llcl! ~ea~?na.bly,:,-" i'-: " :'! " - :. 

, , .fo~~s~eal?~~ p'r~l?~l>~E: ~ ~u~l1r~ p~o~e~~.~ to • i )'."', l ;~' c 
<" ,; 1, cumulative limpac\:s'can ~esult'·from· - " ' 

individually minor but collectively .,. , : (,' :,: 
signitic~tlt . pt;'oj $qts . t~)dt:l9 place9,ver ,a 

,,", petiOd~of'-time.1I -, -'; I', '.' ""1;'.,' " 

.~.~_-l: .. ~l~~~~-·' ,!,-.!~ v·~; j~.: ... ),-':~---- ;£,',,' -~~i:~~i:"..~l~ (:-_'\~-/:!:".-~>.~.-~ :-'~~~~ ~j(} ---~~):.~-
The CEQA. ~~dell,nes mu~t be l.nterp~ete<! to aff~rd, the .. , ," 

-, : <' -. -••. } ........ ,,<.~', "-'" -.'~r~I'·;· ,- ... ~ t ~-- ~ •. ' ~ " J~'''' I l. _". ,. " ' .. \.~",·l". , 

f~llest poss~bi~'~r9tectlon lo'-·,th~.'~rivi'~~nment::(ldrigs 'CourttY-Farn ' 
1'':' i"t. ... "'!~,.~·;_;.-·~I"l-r~_ ':-.:1-:' ;_:~ :~t·:..~~'·' / .. :~-l ~.:-:l}:. .:..."JtJ \'; ~ __ '.~ ~:"" •. - ".:'.~ .1~~:l .. ·.: ~-' 

Bureau V4'C1ty of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 6~2, 720, Cl.t1nq , 
.. _"-~~.: ~,~;~; .. ,< ..... { ....... :..'~-;_:.:)~, .. ,:~ -':": .. ' r>_--!~ '':''<' i.- .~ .. _.j:."i;.>, ,:~ .. ~:" _' :.,"': .. _.:. :t: .-;~, ~:): ,. 

Frl.ends of Mammoth v. Board of supervl.SOrS (1972)' 8 .Cal.34 247.), .. _, 
",,:',' .:: ..'..'~~~_l ;' .. ' _ : - ._ .• _ ~ :'. ,-. ~;. . __ i \.~ ._ ::' -~ ':<;' ::~~. _ ':,'.' _ \' -...; .~~:-

It has been 'obseryed that, ·One of the most important ,e~vir~nme~ta~. 
J.~-=t ',. 1 ~.~.~ ~. !-.(i:~-:~· .. _-,_ -...... : _ :'0.-",' .. - '.'_:. '. ~~-_. : .. _ .=.~, _.' .. ' ',-' o· ,tt:~l~_~I:,:"i 

lessons eVl.dent from past eXper1ence is that eI)vl._ronment,al da~~qe .'. 
ofte~ :~cu~~ in~r~niel'ltaily' tr~m 'a variety of SJ~t'~il' source~ •. T'h';~.;'.· 

-', ...... : . .1.- I-.r •. ~ .. ' _ ~.; ~·i " ,,:> - -', .: ~'. -'. ,-.. ~' ',-. t,':-·· . -:- .: ~"-' ~- .' :-' ~ .1 
sources appear l.ns1grufl.cant, assuml.lig threa,teol.ng dl.mensl.OnS only. 
when consid~ie:d in: fight of 'the oth~r s~ur~~:s with' ~hich th~Y' , 
• ",,,\~:.--.. _'. ~~':':, ::l-:-~.·· ~';_~;- : .... :-,'~ .t!:, .'~:·~~:·~:.7 ~'.:J, ~~i '-.. ' " 

l.nteract. Perhaps the best example l.S .l1r pollutl.on" where 
tho~~il'i\d~ i:,t re'i~ti':;~lysm'ail sour'ces 'ot p~llution cause a serious 

. ._ . ~ j i- ~:.. .; , ~ ;. _.; '; -l' . - i ., . ,: :.. :.;, ..; \ .. ' . ~ .. . ~ _. _ -'. ....' 

environnental health problem.- (Kl.ngs county Farm Bureau, supra, 
at 120.')' ;,",' :,'.-' :'.,. ; .',; 

_ Inti~der~~ktng ,th'€! a:~~iy~tSOf:-~umJlativ~ imp:act~'·: 
.. ~.:' 1, __ i_tl-=- ,.: .... _;-: ',,- ......... - "._ '_'-', - _' .:".- - . _ '. ,.-. ,',.~ '.-" 

requ1red by Sectl.on 15130 of the GUl.delln'es, we observe that the 
.. : ~ i ~ . ; ~_ : .• 1- :-.:':' ' -.. ., .. : _ _ ,_ , ~,' :.~ - -:; :', : .". .:. -.' - ~ •. - ~: ' , . 

Expansl.on ProJect l.S a looped pl.peline, whl.c.h means that l.t 
consists cit a-' pipeiin~ ~hich' '~u-ns paial'!~i' to th~e.xis't~ng 
pipeiin~'; uses exis'ting c~mpressortacil1ties' where . i~asibl~, and 
is f6c~{ed in 'the "e~isting pipelll'l"e right 0'£ waY.<it~ construc'tio~ 
arid niaintenari6~ ~ill itdverse'l·y impact v~~nal. po~lS, ilnd it wi}'l 

:.. '< .::~; .... ··::::"~,I .~~'.~ .. ~, ,_ '. . . .;~. -', ..•. . ~ , 

rely on gas-f1red engl.nes for the compressl.on necessary to 
trailsp6rt' ga's ';throtigh 'thepip'~iine.' 'The' Fin~l EIR di'scusses the" 
increm~ntal 'effect~"that the Exparision Project is expected to have 
onexist'inJ ~v~'rnal po01S.- Ba~~d on 'the otis~rVation's 6f ~x'perts'-' 
the Final EIR' de'sc'rlbes 'thelik'eiy impact that construction of 'the 
existirigpipel;ine had 6n' historic vernal' p~~ls. ~he -inc.re~eil't~l 
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effects of developrn~n~.,9~bverl}~l, P9~1~ at:l~~tJ:" ,~,i.l~.Qcc~~; in 
addition to thOse' caused: by the"e~isti~9 :pipeline~'-'~rid indeed, 

l~., t/ : ~ r." ·~.1'~~'~-~""""""'· t ;:"'11.,) l . -.' • ::"-1" -1;'~~l~f .- ~.: ,",' 

would not h~'{e ~q¢u~r~~;,b~t' ~c)r(pG~~V~ ~ <:f)o~~~:~6f':~ 'l~6ped pipeline 
design. As shown ~fn~ th6':Final ~iR(~.the ExpaJisiorltptoject is found 

''''·.f·':'"l·-.~t-~;- ;-_-~; :-i '\~"'. - !-, ,r'i·-.:~ .. '}.~ ... ""):~'t'\I 

to have a cumula.tiv~'i~p~gt'o~'&ist~rio :';;~rri~i,poois and on air 
quality. . ,',':-~~;"':--,,'.' " " ,I,,' ,-,r;. 

- .. ' .' ,"" : . ..... t - ." '- -.' -- - .• .. 1'" ~ : ~ '-l -. ". '-, 

The :'fafliire 'ol"th~: Draft 'tIR ','to ad4~~ss,,--t1i~ cumulative 
impact of the.,Expansion project ~as noted by the C~~~fornia 
Deparinieni jot 'Fi~h ~'.\d;d~~6~1ri itS;A~gust' ,~·t'i i9'90't~tte;~· to the., 
co~{s~·i~ri. _~uh~~<iuerjtty ,'th~ \'~in~i~':EiR ,r~'~i~~C(\h~f ~t~i9~tio~ L ~~ 

.'~~~._r:...~~ ... ~' .. '~'" :-...... ,.:.. •. '~!/ ... _:_~-.'~ . '_' ... :-:. ~.~: ~~:-:_:. ~!·iC:";;~"·!': :.1.... .. \ .. '~" ~\. :!.-.-.~: 
the loss of v~rnal pool: ,acreage thath~d been ,dest~oyed ~ue to, 
c~nstiu6'tion 'of 'the \e)Cr~tirig 'plpeilne as w~ilias ':v~rri~f'P661 ' . 

: ~ ,.-, ".-'" " - ~ . -.-',". " .-:~; _ t . . ..... : - • 1, ~. - :~ 

habit'at to lje lost due to the EXPansion'Project. Upon 'review of 
: "j- 1:> .. - . . _. . .. " _ . - _ . .r • . .' _ ," -'. - : ~ '". ....... - _ i .-' , : .-

the Flnal EIR, the DFG wrote the Commiss~on on December 17, 1990 
:: ~-~: ,,_ . _: ~ . j. • _" ,: .. • , '.' 4 : ~ -' iI' . -.' .. . . '.' 

tha~ 1t was sat1sf1ed w1th the species and habltat protect10n 
afi~raed'bythe 'FiAcH 'EiR;'::' in' it~ co~,ents 'on th~ 'proposed . 
decision, the' caiif'~rn'i,a crie'partmeJ\~': otFi~h' an'driame (6FG) '~tated, , .. 
If The DFG stro~glY' beliEiv'es 'that cert"alncum~l:atl~e impa~ts sh~uld 

:: : • ~ ~ ~ .' ~~ , :. ~':". ••• • .: . ' ~ .,0 + '.' ,'. - • _. • 7'_ <,'. ~~'. .,.. ~'. • - :. . 

requ1re mitigatl0n. Thus, PGT-PG&E ha~ agreed to develop , 
..; '.- ,-' .. _. . - ~ I ~ c >' • :-- " '. • -, 

appropriate cumulative impact mit'igation with the DFG 'in'the form 
of real property acquisition or wildlife easements to compensate 

... -~-.. ; .';'~, ~.'4:' ,": .'-~ -.- .~r::·,-~·· ',:' 
for st!ltewide cumulat1ve 1mpact loss of vernal pools and oth~r , 

... :.. • •• :" L '. _ _ • .. :. ~ -' •••• _ _", • : ~ -, • -.. _ : • ~ • - ~ -,.'.' 

sens1t1ve habitats found 1n the v1cin1ty of the proposed pro)ect.n 
..' . - - - - - - .. . ~ - :, . 
The incremental effects on both the impcicts on vernai 

pools and air <!J"tity were determined to' hav~ siqnif~ican:t a'dve'rse 
impact-son the envir~iunent that required 'mitigation.' i~'ord~~ to 
give effect to CEQA, we should ~equire th'e miti~~t'i~nof .c::umulative 
impactstove~rial pool habitat bYin~l~'dingtlie acreage 'af 

, " , " ,", ;... " . ' "" " " , 

previously destroyed vernal pool habitat in the mit1.gation prog.ra.I?-' 
In order to pr~vide for 'the efficient"~percition'of the 

• • ~ ~. , • : • ~ _ r _ • , • {_. ~ _ ~' .~ _ • _' • : - ': , 

expanded pipeline, upgrades to existing compression facilities will 
be undertakEm. Beca'us~ 't'nese are existing, 'ar\d not rif;w; , 
faciiities, PG&E should use the' best available ~etr~ti,t cO,ntrol 
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e 
tech'1~A99Yl J_~~.9'J;').J or; "r~,,~~~~.~l)· \ ,~~~,ii~Y~9~~ ~P~~J"o} ,,~~g~1i9~ogy 
(RACT) a~j~~,t.~t\~~(,"by"~e,, ,fi~~}." guJ~~l~~e;;.d?[t ,~ge f 9~~ ifC?rp'~~: ~~r.: ~ 0. U 

Reso~r_9,~~~; <:Rntr~l: Boa,r~ (CAR~L a~d: ~s,; ~pp)l~~l?l~ ac~or~ing. ~O:1 the r ! 'I ' 

Loc(ll, ~i~" pollution. ~()ntrol Qi~tric~.,~CT Qr. ~CT, sh(lll.~e .: ,:', i ,;',.' 
~._ .},~ _, '. _ .",,": _ ' • ,., _ ~'.,.! ~ . ~ _. _ ~ .. ~ .' ._ _ _ ", • 1 _. \ _ i , • _ .• • . <. ~ .. ,,' 

emp.fpY_~!i .~V~~" J.! ; ~~~, ~p~~,ica:~~' s., ~?~Pr.~~SQE., mqdi,~tcati~n~ ~q¥~~ [~()t ,_-, 
ordinarily, trigger the requirement for .RACT or BARCT., "This will : .'" ,', 

i • J ~. • .- _ • _~ "_ ~ :. ~ , . E " ,_:; J: \. ~ .~ - _',' .! ,'.. \. \:" ..' • _~': ,-. _ 

enab;le.?G&E to mirdmi,ze ,the ,emission from existing ,compressor "."" :; 
st~tio~s" ot.· oxides of rtit~oge~ a~d ~ fO~ each poll~ta~t ~~itted' ln' "'~ , 

":!.' t • l' : _~.. . ~~ '. .. • ' .. r • ~ ,t ',', ~' .. - .i ... _ ." l. • r _ "'~." 4" '. ~: 

excess of,.~pe~iric prev~nt-ioll' ,of, si9nifi~ant deterio~~tiot;l~., '.'::: 
, . - . - - .,. '. ... ;. - " . . . . ~. . ~ 

thre~ho~_~~~. , Y." ~ , , ,:',.. . , , ',', ; ',.-: "~"', :: , " _ 

:. L "",We, <:~,ari,fY, tjh~t ~~:pa~~,i~n ~!O?~<?~ ,~l)~pp~rs shou),d l?ear< ( 
the cost of mitigating cumulative, impac~s 1:?~cause those impacts:,· " 

- ".' • '. . ~ ~ - . " -- ~ " . ,..! . - - .. 

would not have occurred but for the development of the . Expa"sion ' '" 
. - - - ..... -.. .. , . 

project. Because of the Expansion project/s,loopedde~ign,and our 
,_ • _. '" • • • '- '_. - • • ~ J, 

adopted incremental cost allocation, Expans.ion shippers are, : 
be~~fi~.t·ingfrOm ~co~omies of scale. ,T~9se b~nefits could I)()t l?e , 
attained without generating the cUmulative impacts on the .. i ' 

. "-' \ ~ -- ~ . . - ~. .. - ' ':. - ~ . '. - ~.' . 
environment. Thus" it. is reasonable to include the ,cost of . ., ,. -.' .: ~ "-. 

environmental ,mitigation identified in.the.Final, EIR, in the cost 
- - ' --,. . = ; "~. ~ , , ... • • • -

of the Expansion project whether, for acreage and facilities 
, .. ' -' ; . 

associateci Wi~h the ,E~iu~sion project or existing facilities due .to 
cwnulatiye impacts of the pipeline. , 

10. A1ternatives Int~asible - . ~. - . 

The Final EIR conclUdes,' that <leve~opme~t of the Expansion 
project would create significant adverse environmental ,effects that 

. : '..'. \ ~ 

are not ·at least substantially mitigated". Although a s'tatement 
of overriding considerati.ons to explain the issuance of a,CPCN was 

, ~ - , , , - " 

im~luded, the proposed decision failed. to . address why the Expansion .' . , . ~ . - -, -. . .. ,. 

project should be approved despite the ,~xistence .o~.alternatives., 
There is no doubt that the Altamont and Kern River pipelines .,~re 
viablea.lternatives which, as explained. more f~ilY in the, body of . 

- .' -

this decision, may serve the demand, for gas which the Expansion . 
seeks to serve. 
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',: ~~' we" ~ej~ctr,th'o's't! 'Ait~'b\aiivesj 'andi~c'h6ose' t~ceft'ili~1i~e' (;, " 
the ExPArtsibn; P:t6j~'6t:' 6~cA\lse"4)fr lt~'f~conb~io';~hd 't,~e'rat~itiiHlr' (: :,i,',_: ; 
effioi~ncy. 1':' It: ~iii ut.iii~~ ;'capA6i;t)( oil; 'til~' ~xi~tin~' ro&E"' iystem':"s, 
which is'durre~tly \ii\derotill'zed' br' ldle~ iTioiudlrtij' ~soniei r136' ki'il~~s-'" . 
of:e~istHi9 pipb( "Th~L'constroOtlon' of' tn~' E)cpAhsit>h p:ro)~ct ·wotitd·' 
furth~t-' the: mAximum:Use ;6f~)d.st'fng facilfti~sdue 'to it's' us~; 'of" :,"., 
displacement.' to accoIipii~h 'd~ilverY' 'to' K~rt{ Rive~ St'atioh/ ;;c~it~tn::' 
A&G and O&M 'expense~whlch' Wc:>uld be' tncUrr~d hya' stilJ{d~aione " ~ ',. " 
facility will' not be'" Inciutt~d; i;pe'c~rficaliy' fbr' th~ Expansion<' " " ' 
project. The benefits of. these economies of scaie are reff~cted li{ j 
a lowerrate"t.o EXpans!oll ProJect ';;hipp~r~'. This' is a~' e~bnornic 
benefit' that' shoUld. bemad~ avaii~l~'" the il1crem~J\~ai. users:of": ' -
PG&E's·filciilities. 

-, 'The:devel.6pment'of the'Expan~i6n wouid further our 
regulatory objectives of prOductive and allocative etficiencY. :it 
also '. is -eXpected t6 p:covide e~istiilCJ ratepayers with a fuel' savings 
of roughly $13:1 miiiiori, 'more tfthe price' of gas ''escaiates,' du~' 
to the inci-ease in c6mpressor effibiencythat vl1l'resuit (rom'the" 
loop~d pip~iin~ desiqn. Exi~tinq ratepayers wili enjoy incre'ased 
reliability ot' deiJ,vel:'iesover th~ entire PG&E system~ 'PG&E'is 
existing ratepayers witi also beit~fit'fr6tI.· Incr~ased.'syst~m' 
flexibility and an ability to interchange ga's supplies betw'een 
Lines 300 and 400. Such fiexibiiitY~hO':lldl'enabie~ PG&E'S' ,'; 
ratepayers to accept deliveries of whi<:hever is the'iower~priced 
gas from compating region~,' L e. " the southwest and c'anada. 

The Expililsion Project is the" only proposed interstate 
pipelin~ that can deiiV'l!r these benefits to PG&E's ratepayers. 
Adoption :ot Oi\~ 6f the 6ther pipeiine alternatives woUld deny these 
benefits to ratepaY~rs. w~ cannot, consi~tertt with oUr role, 

foreolose ratepa'yt!rs 'trom"etdoying these ~con6mic benefits. 
Therefo~e, w~ find that'the'pipelin~alt.rnatives identified in'th~ 
,Final EIR are infeasible fcirpurposes ot s~ction 21002 of the 
Public Resources Code. 
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"iii. ~1.:A..FuDc;'.:'-"'i{~ -:;~:'\.~{' it: L-";..(!~ "'f~·:"~~:~:~ -1~ .. '~(ll~'~~'," ,:~; ·4·'~~~ ~l\.) 

f~;: [: ro&'E~l~~ksj, olak-lf:i~at1ofi~: 61: th~ 'tat~;~ I>f 't~tuxi~ t«(;bella~~d::" 
as the ba!ils t 'fO¥' a'c'¢r\iiilg'li~ 'J\ii6wai'lc~: fcH·' rui\ds' U~~~i Dtirirt~';:: ,:. t,' 
constructlbl\'~'Ond~r' th~tunlfch·rit 'sy~~em( 'Of lAb6o\iht~,'>18 cbde~6f" ,';,- '. ' 
Fed. Reg/ i 20fVGA~ pi<int~'In~trucitiai\s:'! 3(11f(~) ;! f'~FuOC t lslrlotlm~11Y'!<"--' 
calculated \{tt:h th~ uti'lity's' c!:uttentiy' ~£t~6tiVe':r~tufrt; ',' \ot~ ~~(;' ',' ~ ~ 
no~ r~as6n' \:6: de~art:from'that'~t~rtci~td~::' Although 'PG&Ei'iltii'ized a 
nomil\Ai:' 1'4 i perc'eht: r~t\ir~; on eqlH ty ai\ci': 10' ;rJ~t<:ent: 'dost ,lof:'J~bi' tbi: ' , 
the purpose of~'~H:{m~tin(i:its:;6bst:'dap~-'~fi-tlrtd thAt PG&E"ShOuid'" ' 
use the ~~t\irh:' oJ; ;Ei'quity cind cost, of: d~bt'-6urrentI}i:auth6riz~d" 
during its construction of the Expans16ri[projebt"t6.: cAi~ulAt~ ': 
AFUoC~' -;, ' i . 

12." , Future Upgjad~s 
We cleflI'leliflituie upgrAdes· as imptov~ni~rlts'tha:t, -'l.\'-thEi

fut.Ure;' wili 'be'necessary or'desirable to enabla- PG&E tOo mAlfit'ain'-' 
or improve', its then':'exl.stingserVice .. ThOse upgrad~s w6uld flat b~ -,:' . 

made to- accommMate . incremental' osage'- -: : ThIs 1 'distinqUishe;s future 
upgrades' 6f -the' combined. . PG&E/EXpansion -systeni from the 'E)c~an'sion 
and"justifi~s the-use of ali.o~ati.6n'bas~d oriJdirect'asslgiiment or 
throughput"as oppOSl!:d t6 iricrenientcil cost . ali6catiOI'l. For 'thi~ 
reason, 'the costs of -future upgrades will b~ ailocated between' 
ratepay~rs existing at the tima 'of'upgradeiwliether those ' 
ratepayers are 'PG&E system i'atepayers or' Expansion ra'tepayers~-

13. Kotion'That The cOmJrlssionWithdrav TestLaony 
on April 11, 1990, this commissi6n:tiled with the FERC 

its IiAmendment to Pleadings anci statement of support ol'the'Pubiic 
utilities commission of the state of California (statement>, to 
advise the FERC of the commission's support of PGT's application 
for CPCN and offer of settlement concerning the interstate portion 
of the PGT/PG&E Expansion Project. This support arose from the 
Commission's conclusion that the PGT application and settlement 
comply with the criteria adopted by the commission in 0.90-02-016. 
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On Kay lS, 1990," Altamont filed in this proc_~~,<;lt{\<J .i~p 

"H~~~Bn~,~h~~ ~~~J~?ItUfii,ss~p~ W.~~h(~h;a~ ,f~~~~lt'9:ju\d, ~:ta~e~,~,!\~ filed 
with FERS~; ~tl~t'Qn~ .• _;/~?,?o~din9~p,_ ~l.~~m~)l~~'p~N~, <;~J!Utl~s~i,c)!l's" ,,' 
statem~nt .~~~ ard~?I~fa~~~n,~f,_~u.PPQrtl:fQ~ilP,G~~'s_ i~,~ras~,a,te '~:" . ',l:<' 

Exp~,~~!ol),~rrojec~:~hat prej\1dged, tlle merits. 0(, the E~ansJ9n. r' '_: ,: :0'-
\.,:,~ ... ~·,.1 ,~ _.1,-".:\ •. ;.---~ \"'1 \.' - .. " _ -~ __ ... - .. I.". _ 

project ~~ V~?~~~~<?n. ?f,: th~~ ~}~? 'f.!~il.iti~~. Ccx:t,e ~.n~ ~,H~:A.;",-.:" f' ",-,; '0., 
_.' .On,.1,unel, 19?(), ,PG&Efiled its If<;ommentSQJ)_:AltamontG~s " 

.:.' 1· 0":' ',.' _.J;' • -l. '-"', i _ ~. '_ _ '. " * ~'::. "_ •. " ~ ,.. ... 1 _ t'.; . _ ~ .. _ (2.. , 

Tr~w~m!.~~ i,o~ ,:,cqInpanY,Mo~iQn", t~a~ : tJ:le : ~()~~~s,~C?n_, Wi t9~r~w_ Plead~J\9" 
and sta~.emen~.". PG~E responded.~.lH't AitaDlont's Mot~on is' ': _, , ; i':l 
meritl~~~~' ,~~:i~,f~~t,a 'f~tallY::i.a~~'r~qu~st- f()r', r~h~ari~9,of'" " r 

D.90-02-01~, ,a,nd ,s~ould,b~ dis:misse<i. " . . , t, ,::i~' 
'TheALJ did not- ~l~onAitamont's Motion, finding th~t.: 

resolution of the issue through development of the rec9~d,was 
preferable to deliberating the practical effect of ,the comnission's 
state~~~~, on this case •. oursubseque~tdisc~~sion revealstha~ the, 
Expa~sion as approyeddiffers tr~n PG&~'s prollosal ,in several 
respeqts. The Commission's support for the PGT.eXpansion ca~not be 

:. , .' .. ' . ..'. 

said to have prejudged the result in the intrastate proceeding.-
The market:: 'has rtot rejected "all otherpipelin~s on th~ basis-oftha 
commiss i~n' s -statement at th~ -FERC; for ex~ple I Altamont has" 
steadily, maint,ained that it: is a viable alternai;.ive to the PG&~":'_ 
Expansi~~ proposal ~ .' Moreover, this co~ission has ~Iearly obs~rved . 
the pro~e~u~al and substantive requirements of CEQAprior to 
certification of the fincH .~IR-and.the :c,Jranting of PG&E's 
certificate. The record demonstrates that the harm envisioned by 
Altamont has not materialized. The Motion of Altamont is moot and 
should be dismissed. 
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A. 

, " 

Physical Plant 

.. , .. '. . ..... '.-

. ',-

,; ~.': Faoilities aDd Location ,- '- " - ,: <, .:.' ;: ' 

-. ' ... : c' 

The .. Expansion -consists 'of a 'pipelihe-sys't~m :that';is' L~', i~-" 'f," 

par_a~l.~~: tQ,_ and, interconnected with,· PG&E's -e>tistiricj 'pipeilne' ,,;) r t,',' .,'

facillti~~ trom 'Malin to Kern Riyer station; ::PG&E wl11- COh~trUct ~~ ~,' 
new pipeline trom the ,Oregon-~alit9rnia' border to the! B-re~ntwood"~":~ . _.: 
C()mp7;~~~or s_ta_tion 'in Contra' costa County'-.·- Thispip'eiine" was' :;- ~,r, ••... 

originally proposed to be 36",ln diameter~'~'HoweVer,1in'lbf! ::':;:~',:

oct_ob_~r :2 I: '1989amen~ent, PG&E increased the--pipeline'diameter 't6' '.-,: 
42" for,. the_ major portion of the'intrastate facility.-- , . 

As currently proposed, the Expansion Project consists'of 
295 miles of 421f diameter pipeline trom the Oregono;.california .~.; 

bord~r,t~ the ~r~ntwoodcompressor station, This segment would run 
paraliel and adjac.ent to PG&E's existing Line, 400~ :Anew 12,400';. :-

horsep~wer gas-fired turbine-driv~n'compressor will'beinstailed'at;" 
Delevan Compressor st.a.tion (Colusa County)·~ . Thirteen thOusand fiVe 
hundred horsepower of new> compression will be installed 'at th~ '. 
Brentwood Compressor sta.tion-(Contra Costa County). This will 
create pre~sur.e to transport-the gas through 1.2() miles of 36 ir 

diameter pipe from Br~ntwood compressor station to panoche Meter '.-.' 
station •. This segment would be.located parallel and 'adjacent to 
PG&E's existing Line 2. Although the gas is desti~d for delivery' 
at Ke:rn RiVer station, PG&E does not propose any COi'tstroction 'or" . 
modif~cation of its existing facilities for the final 113 miles ot 
the Expansion Project between panoche Meter station and Kern River 
station. 

One hundred thirteen miles ot dual 341f pipe that is part 
of PG&E's existing Lines 300 A and B between panoche Heter station 
and Kern RiVer Station' arid 11 niilesot PG&E's 36 N diameter existing 
Line 400 near Deievanwl1l be used by the Expansi6n:'A portion of' . . t 

the ca.pacityof Line 2 will aiso'be used 'for Expartsi6n service. As 
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part of the Expans~Qnj iPG&£ also· will fmodify :'coJipress6rs and/or 
piping at five eXisting compressor stations and modify three 
existir'lq meter stations. .l,!;-~(; ; '~:'",; .:~ 

The Expansion terminates at ,Kern River stati6rt t· which is 
currentiy ,d~signed.to_ exchange' ~OO l'fMof/dbetweeri·· PG&Eand·· 
SoCalGas •. , Not .,all.Qf . the .qas accepted by PG&Eat·-ttie iOreg6n b6'td4!t' f',' 

"- - - - - ~ '-

wilJ 31C,tUJlJ~y make the 544.5 mile trip to. Kern River:statlon. . "," 
Deliveri~s ~~ll b~ made; in part,', by displacement;;: Expansionqa;g ':X. 

would displace~eliveriesof gas currently received·bY PG&E at the 
southern portion of its system;' so that the gas received from' ;:.', Co,:. 

sou~~e~,t. sources will' flow to the Expansion shippers. ' PG&E 'stat~s 

that no additional'facilities are needed dO\mstream of Kern'River 
station •. 

2. Design capaoity 
In its original application-flied on Aprit 14, 1989, PG&E 

had proposed an,Expansion consisting of a 36-'diaineter 'pipe, 
capable of transportinq approx~mately:600 MMcf/d. : This capacity' 
wasprem~se~ on the capacity design of the interstate portion of' 
the pipeline'):)edng' proposed by PGT'at the FERC,', PGT's:Decei:lber 

1988 FERC:Applicatioo'contemplated'that the project's capacity 

t ... 

would be fully subscribed to by southern California utilities. 
However; in early 1989 it appeared that utility subscriptions wouid'" 
require only 350 MKcf/d of capacity. PG&E/PGT·then coJ\d\lcted an 
nopen ,season- bidding procedurel to market the remaining: 
2S0 M'Mcf/d of capacity. Bids were accepted from April 26 through' 
May 2, 1989. In the meantime, Edison,'SDG&Ei and the city of Lonq 

1 PG&E'determined it would allocate.firm transportation on ~he 
Expansion by an ·open season- bid process. capacity on the 
Expansion was awarded in relation,to'the present valu~-of the 
reservatio~,fee tor the ~erm requested,~ith thema~im~ bid being 
a 100% reservation and it. 30-year term. ' The open seaSon procedure 
also called for the timely execution of a Precedent Agreement. 
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Beach executed ~ Ptii8l!derii ~)~9r€.1Iii'E!nts2 -'f6't' [a\ ~olnbihled' dap'aofty of 
350 'MMcf/d,1 :cpr~'ced'~rit! Agiee'm6nts "\let~"'6kecht'ed~ rnHtia~iy '"litlpJ;' :d,n 

succes-1sflif :fiidd6'rs' in C April: '6tT9-S'g'.1 'Ea:ch su<dc'esstuf"bidd~r: 'waEf:' 1',:"

also 'requlr~d "fopr~pay "otprovid~' 'an "irrev'6'cable\ 'lett~t"bf lcred1t~'-"'i 
equal to :.'fh~ 'e'stim~ted {fist iyeAr-' s 'ttialfsport~tior",ch~t~at. ;,~ ;(:. t:' j ~. i>-: 

However / . iii :'compliaric~ :"with 'th~ terms of' a' ~ettiemeht~re'~che;d-' at' ; E ," ~ 

the FERC·lt.; Dooket No£ CP89...i4'66.i.oOOI PGT/PG&E has'·tetUk'ned. the"'~'~; 
letters of credit'to tlui shipp~rs~": .... \!, - ,( j: ,I • ~ ,;, 

"<Um:ieri'th~ 'ptecedent' (Acjreemerits, ishipp~bf~i-e relieved of 
the i r obl i9 a t idns ' t6 'e'~e'cut'e' t inn' . transportat'lorf a9reeinent~" i'f'~' ,-. \ 
satisfactory: reqUfatorY : a'pprovals' are hot obta:ined~:"or' 'if"thEiy' fair: 
to' s~c(ire'a qas supply ~" once' 'th4 two conditions' hav~ b~en"" .' , "'",-' 
satisfied, th'e pArties are o'bliq~ted' to' us'e their best efforts' 'to':'~:' 
finalize firm transportation agreements within 120 days."":; '.' . 

'The Preced~ntAgreementsspecitied','that ttansportation 
over th'e EXpal'ls'ion Project woUld. be on a "firm- basis~" i?G&E stafes .
tha1:: its award' 'of firm ·t:tanspoitatioii capacity was basedon'a" 
winter--based finn capacity of up" to'60c) MMCf/d.·' Due to the ' 
inefficiency of compressor stations in hot weather f the summer 
capacity of the Expansion would only be a&\it' '8'0\ of' the; . awarded 
capa:city'. California shippers' de~Hred firm year-round deiiveries 
and found the l6wersummer VolUmes inherent in' the' project' to be' 
unsatlsfact6ry. PG&E charact'erfzes this as the "seasonality 
issue. • 

'2' The Precedent Agreement between prospective shippers' and PG&E 
required (a) exclusive commitment to the Expansion for the volumes 
selected; (b) specific support for the Expansion before regulatory 
agencies: and (c) the procurement of adequate gas supplies and 
necessary regulatory approvals. 
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Ii) '{ J>,l!J:~ng, J:UJy !,ar'!~. ~!-lg~~t \-q~ ,,19.e'~'.l,~~~!,'Y9~s.iAere,~ ll:-::)X~' Ib~~~f" 
redesi~~i,n9 "t:h~, ,p,~p~,l ~~~. "to: pr~v.~4,e : Y~,ar __ ~~\l~d :JArlQ. ,:~x:~nsp<i,x.:~~~JoQ ,'" :
of . t~~."sp~,!i fAed, ,c.apaoi ~y. d ~h~ ~~~l)si,<2n j ~~~ley,,, V,a.s, :r;~y,l~~~ J?y , \~,:!;. 
rep):.'~o~.n9 ~Jle,C)!iglnal'3~~,' ,p"ipe i with, ,~~t!!(.plp,e \ ,:, ~1!~cs.,pr~,u:q$~ .~n ,',::: ;" 
additional A~5 ,K'Jolcf/d. .C?f.; ,ca?~~i.~y, ~hi~h ,,\11,11. ~~<;9mm~,at~ [,~he ~:' ~ ,', f!' " 
cali~~rn~~ shippers', ~eed f9r, firm t,r~J\~por~~,tio.J;\i,o.IL,a,y,e~,r-;;ou~~,.;,~; 
basis,pen~.i~. ~ranspo~ta~~o". ,by. ~I! ;Additi~~,~~ ~~ipp~~, "al'l(jl, ,eni!l.bl,e ~~;~:: 
PG&E to transport an incremental l~Q,~M!o.lPlt./~ !<;>t:, i.,ts~~(.,-:-." 1,':i"'~;,--;" ~ 

',,0 ~ ~\" Thu,s, th~.,·d~Fi<P\ .c~P~ci~t~",~t.~e:,~~,an.~.ion~r,9ject is 
755 MHc.t/d,;,~ut the m~~~11I.um,c~p~~ity ,of t:~+, p~p$!~n$,Li~~'~'I<'[(~~: ,:,i:'." 

~ - - 0, 

877.5 HMqf/d at Kern ~ive:r station 4~ring. ~e, wint,e~, months of " (-;, , 
~ -'" 1,. - • .. - \ - • • . • J. • •• -. -'" ~ - • ..... :..' "'_ ~ ,~.- • ':.' _ t _ . _. .c· ~ . ~ - .-

October through M!lrch., , The ~~tua,l d~,ily c,~paq~,tY:,,~n th~ ~xpansi(m,) . 
depen~~ on, a range of operating con~i_~io!ls. that occur over the" '. " 

, ' . 

course of the year. , ' 
, , 

Alth~ugh 755, l-lMcf/d of firm ,capa<?i~y has be,en c;t.~located 
to shippers tha~have executed precedent a9r~~~ents, PG&~ pr~poses .. , 
to provide transportation in .exc~ss of 75!? MMcfld, either" firm or.-. " 

interruptible, depending ~n actual operatil).9 con,ditions ~t ,~he~ . 
time. 

, 3. Point of Delivery 

. The single poi.nt of deliveryipr ga,s trc;l.nspo~ed oV$r. the" 
Expansion is. Kerll R~ver station... Shippers ,or end users would ,then, 
purchase transportation service by the, :iocal distribu~i~oI\, company,;:" 
at rates approved by the Commission for delivery to their'burn~r 
tip. For example, end users located in PG&E's northern california 
service territory are required to purchase transportation over the 
PG&E system at the utility'S G-IND rate. PG&E does not propose to 
deliver any Expansion gas directly to northern California. 

since PG&E and SoCalGas facilities are interconnected at 
Kern River station, an end user located in southern California 
would contract with SoCalGas, and then $oo&E, it ,nepe~sary, for the 

, , . . .. ,,: . 1 

transportation of Expansion:qas to the bUrner tip. 
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B t ;, Esthlated'~6sts;1:=-' {C" ,;':'; ,11:'?) :' ;".">10 ! 0); \:- [,-.:jt·:\~d",,:) 

",: ·,~l.j; ,CC!JistrUction COsts ~,' "I' .•.• • {,},: ~ , .; ~", \ ,. I'" ','~( (,~ '.l 

PG&:E estimates .the fou.rth ql.1arter:'1988capi.tal:cost 'of "'::} 
th~.Exp.ansiQr' .. to ~e:~544.8rdl~ion.·':The capital cpst l,s eXpeoted,;,,: 
to iJ\crea~~to ;,$696 ~illion by \the>year 19941 when' the Expansio·n·'>~.~ 
~ill Qe,~onpieted. -;." .0, ,:','; C', <,. -: ''-';-'f': 

;' ".' : PG&E proposes to price ,the Expansion Project 'at <.: ",;: 

·il\qrel!lental·cost.'! NQne ,of.the embedded capital, costs a,ssooiated 
with existing PG&E facilities .,t~ .be used by the ,Expansionprojeot'. 
ar~ All,o_QCited ,in Expansion project rates'. Operati.9n and, ~ 
~~inten~nce(O&M) and admil'listrativeand general, (A&G) ekpenses 
incurred t() provide existingPG&E services, which are not ; ~ '.' , 
sp~cific~i.ly incr.ea~ed by the Expansion Project, will not be 
charged to the Expansion Project. costs that nay be incurred for 
fu,t~re additions of compression or other facilities will be 
assigned exclu_sive,ly, to the Expan~ion Project or to the eXisting 

fac~lities as far as they are clearly assignable •• When costs for 
future addit~ons are not ,olearly assignable to one system or the
oth~~, tl\e"costs vill, beallocate9, based on the prorated op,erating 
capacity of the Expansion Project relative to that of the existing 
facilities at the specific locations of the additions. 

A detailed breakdown of the Expansion's'costs was 
provided in Exhibit F of the <>etober. 1989 Supplement to the 
Application. PG&E summarizes those costs as 

?ipeline (414.6.miies of 42 w/36- 0,0.) 
Land and Land Rl.ghts , , . 
Compre's'sor stations (6 locations) 
Meter' s~_ations (3. locations) 
other Project Costs 

- Total 1988 cost 

2 ~ : coSt: of Fiitancing 

follows: 

$357,549,000 
13,969,000 
39,OOi,006 
7,528,000 

126,794« 000 

$544,841,000 

The $544,841,000 estimated completion cost of 

$544,841,000 includes Allowance for Funds used During construction. 
PG&E proposes to initially finance the Expansion Project through a 
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combination of 70 percent debt ($381,388,700) and ~30;parcer\t'¢ommon 
equity ($163,452,300) t This -'capital ratio' will~ 'b'Qfch'anged ddring 
the first teh years "of 'operations to' a capital'· ratio of ;:< 

approxim.ately 55 percent debt' and: 45 pe'rcent: 'e'q\lity,(') However/"s6me' 
portion of,the debt, and 'coiDinoneqUity 'may be 'replaced -with: , j, .;-:: ,-',' 

preferred stock. For illustrative purposes, PG&E assum~s,that' debt' 
securities will bear interest at ,the rate' ot10 jlercent' :ahd will 
mature '30 years ,from thedate:of issuance,and'tliat'PG&E'seqUity " 
investment will' earn a return 'ot ,14 percent.: '~"" -: ,-;,':, l,.:,," :-:~, :;~ r.· 

PG&E may reVise the rate of. '-return 'on-CODOn 'e'guity 'and '; {. 
capital st~ctUre, in order to accommodate' 'any sUbstaritial'cha.hgeiTr 
riSK profile of the Expansion' project that may result'trom cost ;';r:: 

allocation and rate design that emerge'fron\'the-negotiations 'With ~ 

shipp'ers or as a result of this proceeding. ,'"';:',; 

Using PG&E's consolidated capitalization on Dece'niber 3i," 
1988'anda<pro forma capitalization based on the'foregoing 
assumptions, the Expansion project would contribute' ,less than 3.5\ 
of PG&E's,resultant total capital, structute as a'result of' 
financing the Expansion' project. :PG&E state~( that the EXpansion : ' 
should not adversely affect PG&E's cost of ca.pital'or'ability'to '; 
raise additional,capital. 

3 • cost of operations 
PG&E's estimates bf operating expenses, taxes,Ahd 

depreciation appear in EXhibit H,' Schedule' 1, of its "October' 1989: '. 
Supplement. ,These figures are stated in 1988 nomina'! dollars. 
Based on capital expenditures of $544.8 million, and as'suming a 
11.2% rate of· return, the annual cost of service of the Expansion 
is $101. i million in the first year. PG&E shows that': the cost of 
service w6uld decline annually so that in Year-' lO, 'it would be 
$69.2 million: in Year 20 it would be $43.8 million;~andin ~~ar 30 
it would be $31 million. 
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The applicant belieVes that a 30-yei:i\fu~ilfufJ:'iffil i;){6'8ld .:1 

be:-'iitfr16lit€d €cVth'e-Exp1ans!on{pt6j€ct' ,;tor fth'e">!purpos'e:i~f'l 
estbbitsfiin9Cth~"aep6~olati&n iAt~l fA ;3!~'3i\p;erfiy'eAira'tEi r~"\ ",'-' 
calcufAt.ed'~'-Usln;9' th~\ist'ralght.illTle 'metil6d. fTh'e' 'straf9ht~f:t'n'eit, ; ,',,, 
method was :'ch'6setl t6' 'app't'oximate 'th~(·<iecI1nelJl;)econ'dmlcitvar\ie )6,(° .--,:, 
the 'prop6rtY f' ;c' ',' ,',', ,',:' ,;-'" !~, -'.,'1: 

; i:· i'4 ~-' "cost "'6i imvirom.ental Mliiqiltl6:ri:;' Ii,., .! i '<~" ,':' -' ;',; 

, . , , "Pd&E' 'ha-ci ,'riot, fdehti'fied. th'~' 'cost 'of : ei'-Vi~oruneittal :' C ',' t' 1 i ,i') 

aitiqatton' in: its :'applica'-ti6n 'beca\1s.£' thos~' cost'~ 'were ITi1c'itird~(r;11\" J 

PG&E's If'continq'~ricy. co·sf's. . ,--: ,. ,"-: '. 

" 'The 'coutS-sian 'lias' pr'epareci'ariEnvlronmeiit~l' iDi.pact 
Reporta:s' part 'of its duties ~s--(r :lead ~ a9~itdy' und~r the' cali'io'i'ni~' , ': 
Enviionment'al'Quality Act , (PUblic 'Resoutct!s co<f~s~c"tion '21000:, , 
et seq.). The comnission recognizes that th~impact's lon' 'th~l:""" 
envi.r6'nm~nt' olthe Expan'sion shOUld be avoidedand'/ iihe.ie" 
unavoidable', mitigated. This requirement, 'mor~ 'l\.il'lY disclls~'ed" 
be16w, may add up' to' $40 million' to' th~ 'estiincibfd 'cost of' '~lie 
EXPaiiSi6ri.- , This'$40 rilillion is' merely an 'estimate of them'a')("imtim 
potential' cost to-' complY with the mitigation measutes adopted in 
this decision. We make no finding'that $40 million' 'is a rea~£bhabl~ 
amount,'- 'only that enVironmental' costs shoUld b'e estimated 'a~d ildd~d 
to the"construc'tion cost cap. 

5. cost cap 
The.- applicant's estimate. o'f$544.8 million for the cost 

of the. Expans'ion Project is stated in terms' of 1988 dollars. PG&E 
has applied annual escalation rates o{ 5~0% 'for the years 1989 
through 1991 and 6.5% for the years' 1992 through 1994 to calculate 
a capital cost of ' $696 million." This figure is presented solely 
for the purpose of "establishing the cost cap for the project as 
required by § 1005.5(a) of the PU Code. 
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c. h.~,~,~ ~i~,.anct~~~· tit ,--- ,;;:i; ,'~':-01 L:;; ,ji!":,"_~l(~':jf' '),il' 

PG&E ,I?~~.~*~t~~;a ,:rate _.-d~s,i9.1'\ ,Jo" "t~~ .. ,rE!y~n':le ~~~~l;'e~.a~t ,"l 

for Year: 1, ba,sed o'nth,e. $l.C)1.1 . milliQn ti~s,t ye~r ,C()$.tot, s~rviqe, - ,", 

noted ~~-?X~~· ~~ ;j~e.·_p~op,?:~ed_~~;~.~',st~,~~u~,~;·p~~all~·~,~ ~~~, ~'.i'-'~~te;, ; ._~ 
des~9n }or "the ~ ~,~t~rs~.~teJ)o~i()n. of the _~xpans,i(m ~.~,9j~,c,t._ r.'; '~'l;.l,· 

For firm transportation service, the rate is a, one-pa;rt, <,~ . ";.. - . ~ . ~- . ~ -. 

rate in the form of a mont~.~y):~e,~(:t~~~i,o~, Ch,a,rg~~,; ~\l,e_,J;t~,s:ery~tion 

Charge is ,4es.i9~ .. ~d ,~~~q~1~9t, i.Q()~ of _t:lle.. ~osts «:,.1~09,at:~~.to tirm 
transportation service. , Revenue ~fo,r tirm .. transporta~ion servic.e .is . 

~ l _ ._ • I c ~ • ' • _ ... _. • • _" _ ~.,'. _ ~ _.. '" : ' .;. • 1.... _. • I _ • _. - _" _ • _ • 

thus recovered under -full-fixed-variable-. r~t;e d~.sJ9~.,;' ';;-,,':.;' :'. '" 
. ,The rate for, interruptible transportation service is a 

.. • -.. • _ .- I" .~ " • : : L' ....;... _. '., • ". • ~ ~ 

vol~~,~ric ,Usa.ge Rate which, ~s designed to co~lect lOot of the.: " 
costs .a,~located~t:0 interruptible transportation service, that is, 
on a '100% load factor W basis. 

PGSE submitted a pro forma tariff in the form of a FERC, 
tariff and its calculation of illustrative rates for the proforma.· 

, .. _. ~. ~.' . . . ... 

rate schedule •. Roughly 93% of the annual requiremen~ is expec~~d: 
- - - . - ~ . -.. -. ~ 

to be cO,llected in firm tran.sp~rtation rates, with ,the rem~inin9 .1.%, . 

to be collected in interruptible transportation rates. Under pro· . 
forma,~ate,schedule CT-l Firm Trans~rtation servic~, th~monthly', 

reserv:ation charge applicable to firm transportation is $.10.34 per 
Met: a Volumetric CPUC fee charge will be added to, shippers' costs. 
under pro forma rate schedule CT-2 Interruptible Tr~nsportation 
service, shipper~ would pay a volumetric usagecharge,.of, $0.35 per 

Met (or l~terruptible Transportation. compression and line 19S5 

fuel will be paid in kind by the shipper to PGSE., PG&~is 

currently negotiating with its Expansion Project shippers on the 

rates. and terms associated with the proposed transportation 

service. .PGSE intends to adjust its pro forma tariff based on the. 
outcome ot negotiations. 

costs of the Expansion Project will be recovered only 
trom the Expansion's customers. No costs of the Expansion will be 
allocated to PG&E's existing customers, except to the extent that 
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:;:. _~ L \. \ : I .. , '. 1, .. ~ I. 

PG&~)li1s~~,~r.Jt~i a2;~}l:~~Ojl~~, ~f:J;~e_-,:~3WrrJji?p fER1eRt<:6i:;}i~~~ ~f the 
cos~li ~t~ 6;1'!i:f;1~/?f~p~rg, Jr:t,<J.: .t~ej :~:¥t,~-~Jn.9" ~·f~l ~r~n~;n\l~$s~?? ',n: -r . .; ,{ 'Iii ,: 
facilities would be allocated to the EXpansion. ,,' ~ _ ,;. .- ,', .' 

.. • . t _.' r ~, ) _=- L • '" " ~ .L • 

The costs of Expansion plant and.I(~t1J,+I,>;Dl~P,~,~i~t,)q~ 11'( ,(; - .... 

recorded in separate Expansion accounts. Costs) forr future-.i ;:{f( :,-",'1 

replacement of facilities and operating exp,7~~~~.~~~~e~h~~~~\ly. f 

associ~~e.<i.~i ~h, ~e Elq)~nsion ,1oi~11l>~ ~.~9~e9~t~~ •. ' jh?se ~ ~osts are 
• - "' ~ -,., < ; ~ • ~ • -, l - ~ _ < ' • - ..... ~! ~ ~ t '.-', ,. 1 _ - ",_ .. _ '- " .! i - ... -' < ... ' -, l "_ .. t ,j ~ ~ '.".. ::'i 

to be, -inciucle~ in' 'futur~ Expansion .l;'~t~ . ~ase$,. 9n a, tqrec~s~, basis. 
, . -, -; : .. J ~~. : i :.,' - .;; ,I •. ; i : :' _;:. -... ' • , .. i _ } .1. _f ! J l' '.' _ ··c.' ~: l _' _" ~ -, .... - .' \.' .:. ~""'; ... - : _.:, . ' , -f -.~ 

',' ,9perati.9~~1 s5ivinCJs,ofapPf?)(i~~t~.~y:$1~,7,_mil~~on'i' "" '", 
0_' _ • -' _ - •• _ . ' ..... ..- ,.. _ •• '" _.. '- ~...... _. __ • ... t f .> 4 _ 1 ~ __ ,. _ ' •• ' .l ~ ___ ... ~ " . 

resub~,~ng, r,:~~, ,,1f,~~~,~ed, C?m~r,eS~~f .fu~~"C?~.~~~~i.~m ~!: ,7~l,llp~~s~Rr ,'~_t:" 
staj,i~~?' ,~lon~: ~e~ ~i!lg,sg~t,~ (Br~~i~~:: co~~l~): : t9 K~rn R~ve~ r()~~e.;, 
wil,l r~duc;:~ PGT/F(;~E/S eXisting, revenue requirement. , .', ,~ 

~ • I ~ .1. .' -' - :: • .i • ,;' - _. .:._ _ ; _ ',: .. '- ~ 

... The ~otal averag~ rate for fip:1 transportation ,on the;.,_ 
Expansion " proj~ct. a~ orlginaily pr9Posed ~()uld. 'hav~' bee~ :$0.44266'4 
per, M~f. 'As a \:e~~l t" of the' 155 MMcf/d increase in vol~es' , 
tr~m~p~rtab'le <?ver.' tll~. amend'ed 755 l'IMcf/d .Expa.nsi~~ project,PG&'E;S, 
firm. tral)sportati.on rate, 'i~$O. 34762' or $0 .11 p~~' Met le~s. " 
D. Project Tiaplemtmtation Plcrit ':, 

PG&E and PGT intend to jointly establish,~ si.ngle p~?ject 
organization to direct the entire Expansio~ 'frv!Jth~' ~anadi'an -
u. s'. ' boundary : to the '~a~oche Meter st~t io~. A 'proj act ma~agement , 

l. - • • , • \ _ ~ . .L 

contracto~ . will be selec~ed to sup,ervi~e and <?oor~,in~t~. all ot,h.er .... , 
contractors. , The pr()ject manage~ent contr~ctor will report ,to a" . 
designated PG&E' official who' wili haVe ultimate .r~sp~nsibili,ty ,i;'~ , ' 

." _ .i.... . _. _ _ _ _ _ '<-

the success of the .. project. The project ma~aqement contr:~c~or .will 
be responsibie for the overall schedule, cost, and coordination of 
~roject activities. 

cost~ ~~ll be controlled by the project ~anagement 
contractor through a.combination of monthly cost m~nitoring, cost 

< • *. . _ - 1 ; . 

forecasting ,'.and comparison with the estimated cost of eac~ 
act~,,~tyand the overall Expansion. Th~ m~naqementcontractor,wiil 
anaiyze significant variances from the budget with the help of PG&E 
personnel. 
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,~,;u ~:A ~iiti~tabi~" ih"fii 1'il\:~9~~1~s"lJ~hel~~l(;}Clili;k~ l~~olV~!l~ti.i .~<>r 
the Expansloh '. lAte;' ~ A ~ ~ro~~~ed~t ~f6j~bt')ff;~li~dhl~1 ~l~ Ihc\iiId~cf ih(> ~h~~<~c':1 
Application.. ""~::.:.' ,.,'.' , ., ,<: :',.~,-,.~>[ ... :~ j ('';'.:'' .. : ,""':," r:~-< . .' 

E. Requ1at.o~!Tr~~tl'ii;~ . l' ,< .. ' ',': ,::-:~"\ ~;. '.' c·n' 

'Rxp!\p.sion 'Faoilities::. ~>'.' • ~".:;; ;",.:' ,., '. ,j,.~::,.:.~ c"'." ,~. l :" '.' .. ".(n ~)'l:''1 

1.'{ r ievMut;cR~6vi&v ~v . ~, _ . "'.. • .' •. ',-: ; " ... i'I,'-\ 

"1' " .:-' ,~ .. ~:. .- j : j, )- .: a.:. : '. ~, -.... \ . ~". ~:~: ". { " ' ., { . + • 1 ~- - ..; ..... ':.... .to') rj -:- (~-- (~(",'" b ~-:- -. i.,. • .[ .... : ~:: : ... 
", . PG&E proposes' an EXparlSl.On ProJect rate ~ase ':sepil~al:~- . 

from' PG&E'~F6th~t 'regUiat~d' \itliily'bhslh~~~e's~t<iAbd6~d'iil~i 1:6 1 th~'] 
Applicant/-tlif~ wili i>lAcl~' ait-=srlsk" ot' c6'~'t;· i-~~o~.iY! ~~'~b6Jate~ . 
with the'E,tpan~iol\ on' pr6i~ct?sp6¥t1o):'~~:' \itliriY!'~hl~~~hoiJ~i-s\'~! kri~:!~·"'·· 
shfppers~"-'\'A- qer\~~al~ rAt~': c~~i a~i>il~~tiok: ~~6\ii~fhe<)fjli'ed) iit ~~~lii"~~' 
two years, that is ~ a iter c6ilst~~6'flbn;" h~i( b'~:~n: ~6~~i~i:Eid Ai1~f ~bo~t ~ .. 
six months 'prior to c6mnient:er.i~nt 6"( oIierAtIbh~ :':Thii; 'f~tEtcase 
would;e§tabl ish -'the' ~ea~6ilAbl~ . cost -b{~ th;e-' ExpAns16n-" PI-oj ~ct' and' ", :., -
determine actual -rates f'or transp6:rtat'ion '6n the Ekpilnsion'~ Pb&~IS: 
witn~~s testified thattl\e' cori1party sUbs~quehtly-:'iftay:reque~{~ " 

• e 

authority tb operate the~ ExP~nsion: p~6.j'~~~·i~'~·; ~~·~~:~ll}ia~e;:o.'(~~,e ~t' e 
utility. 

2. 
.' PG&E reqUests a ~aiVer 'lind~i:" s~t:t16h xv 6f::G~neria' ord~):- ,'.' 

96-A (GO 96~'A) Of sections'Ii, IX; And x.c \waiverc'Ji s~ct1611"~I" .... 
would~enAbl~' PG&E' to tile its: ExpAtut.':ton pr6)ect: tcirilf (iA"the 
tariff format used at theFERC. waiver of. se~ti6n~ I~(andjCwbuld
depi:-ive' 'theCPUC of its autho~ity Und~r- 'GO "96;"'" te,' Aniei\(Fth~ tebns' 
and conditions of a' coriti·~ct between :PG&E ilnd"'~n ',ExPat;si6n"'Pfoj;act 
customer during the t~rm of. thec6ntract when; ih the'c6mmissioi'l ' s 
judgment, the amendment is required to serve the pUblic-interest. 

PG&Eis not teqU~stinq th~' c6mmi~sion' to'waive its 
authority to- review th~ individual 'fim" t:ti:insPortatiotl 'Agreements 
between PGScE and its Exparisioil proJ~d~' $hipp~r.~r rip6fi ifiitial', 
exe~utiori of the contracts. PG&E a~ks that th~CCo~i~siot.·i.tndi~~t~ 
that it will not requite ai\y am~rtdm~nt ~ to-the' coiitract' idt~k- it'llils 
qranted its initial approval of the contract. 
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F. QptibiiS:'GAntM- ~b' tiilifile1;Ti q 'fr';, '::. ~ L ':' L' 0:',' '\Z. f ~", ,,;'~', ,", r'", C:",!:J 

PGT/PG&E has granted to Ediso~ and SDG'E 6pt.ion~, to . :."1:'; 

acquire up f~)r 20\ Ancf f6\/~e~i>~'6t'i~~ly~'~i)f'~4tiity o~n~~~hip, in the 
Ringsgate': t6; Kern' ai'vei': statI6kpk-6'j~dt'~' '~Thb~ei ~'pt16n~:: ai:-~ ":,1': ,-, 

exercisabie\<6nly' ~fter PGT/PG&i'hK~ ~r~~ei~~(raii"~e4U'ir~~r) ," " ,!,","; 

regulatory approvals tor the project ~nd if, within 120 days of 
that event, the optioJ\'hbid~r:·h4s·I'~x~c\it~~{A·"1.i.on~!;.term gas 
transportation agreement to secure its tirm capacity rights,on the 
project. upon exercise of those ;Spt:'i6fi~i ~'~J.l~6A;:-;a~~rs6b~~(~6~1~·'i 
enter inti. an';6wnership;'a9re~bi~n{'with "~ro&E A~J."~~Y~th~if" 
percentage": ~ha~~ Of' ~i.i 'accfunuiAted eq{iity -.. i~ttriit~ments. 

" While spebific t~~s" remaifi""t6 \)e ':ft~4~ti~t~d, thEk 
utilities "have agreed that paktrt~rs witl 'b~ respoi\~ibl~ ~ f~~~ thi~i~' , 
respectiVe share of 'costs' untii the Expanii1.on pr~j~6t' is",'~o:riipfetJd~ 
After completion, , any" partner may requir~' expansiori of -th~ fa:~!iiity 
to meet its own capacity' requil::ements, pro""id~d '"thAt'- it pays the':' 
tull ," tiarisp6rlation 'cost of serVic~relatiiag to ~ny :s~~'~ ·eXpari:sio~. 
If eXpansion is Undertaken~ partners-~iiihave: th~ "tight ':oifir~t , 
refusal on additional capacity up to theti pt-Op6rti.~iiat~ "share. If 
E9.ison or SOO&t declines to fund a'ny ~"iutu're "exPansion and>PGT/PG&E, 
has secured alt~rnate" tundlng, oWTu~r'shlp 'ir\tere'st' 'percentages ~ouid 
be adjusted. If' Edison or SOO&E d~sire to,'s"eli 'th~ii- intarests 'i.n . 
the EXpiulslon project, PGT/PG&EWOtild have the r'1.ght ot fi~~t 
retusal.' 

PG&E has not tendered the optionagre~ment~ for 
Commissi6napproval, preferr'1ilg that the co~issio"n reView the 
utilities', exercise of their options, if that "shouid occur. 
G. PG&E's Subscription to 

100 Oof/d of capacity 

On August 3"0, 1989, PG&Ee:xecuted a Precedent ,Agieem~nt 
obligating itself to pay for 100 MMcl/d of lirm' transportation 
capacity on the Expansion project. This volume representsroughiy ' 

• 
two-thirds ot the 155 MMcf/d of incremental capacity created by the 

- 40 -

. >. , 



A.89-00l-033 ALJ/ECL/vdl '* 

upgrade from 36- outside diameter pl~e" ~?! ~~j\i~¥~.~t~~IJ~~~~e,~~~tqQ .''1 

pipe. ,'. ..,.:,,~'.~' ,'_' ~: ~ t"J~ :, ". ~;~., ':: ;.: :::. i·,,; ,:f,:'i~' ::FJ:: .'.,~ ~'; 1 \';'~'l 
.~ ,; . JJ~sed ~~ ~Y~,l\1m.~.trlq, p~9ra.~~,.~11~?~t,i,o.n OJ;. t,oe ':;: .. ' ",': !w:)t:. 

:"'\ " ~ _, ; .l. ....:.. ',! ... _ ~ .. " .'" _ 6 -t- I.. ". _I ..,. '_I'; ~. ..:..~ 't '\ -, ... _..... - ~ - ... : .. -" - '= ~ .. . ... •• ... ~ 

est~mated 'first year's revenue recNirement,. the ,cost, of, th~s '. , .. , ., , ;- '. 
~="" ' _ :- \., ~ , ~ ::' \.. ~ _-. :.; ": ( ,. ~ _ ' .. _ ... . '.... ~:- -~ ~ .. ' ~ .i \.. ~.- .i "," < (.~ .~ ",,:'. - .. " " ~ ~ ~.... ~ '-- • - ". " '" -. -

transportation capaoi~y, wou.J:d be roughly, $13,01 mill.ion, p$r. y~ar~.,."" .. , 
.. - ~i~ - ~ • .. .. "; ... -. -''' .. • \. ...... ~ .. ' ....... ~ ..... 

~ t < ~' ... ' ". • ~ " - 4t" i .. ,: __ - .. ' ~ < --

III •. Pos~t~ons of the Parties 

• .. .. . ~ . - I~~~'- ~:~ ,- ~ ~"'2'_::·~I;·_ ~ , .- .. :, -i ' ~ ~ ~ ~-- .-, ;.. i ~ ''\: ~ " ... _," ~. ~"" I" .... : - •• :. • ~- ~ ~ • .: ~ • • 4. -: ~ _ 

A. -~C~f~O:~~,,~.E~~~C,~~: ~;~.:'~, J,' ...., •. i: .. " .:,,·,c,~,,·, 
The Appl~cant'!? pos~t~on .. ~s. that th~re. is a near term '.' .,. 

>. -, - ' .. ;_' '""li. _~ :.~.t, , ..... l?:.. -: -':. .~. _';.~::~ . -:-. ~. '" ~. :. '.~ ;i., ..... J'-l- '" --=. -;~< 

need for at least.7~~ ,~c~/~ ot:,add~t~onalcapac~ty: the.:~xp~ui~;t()n,:o,,~ 

Project meets' the co~i~sio~/s' ~riteria, fqr·.additi9naL,c;ap~city: . 
the propos~d,iricremerttal: co~tallocation.methodology and, ~a.l:e,. 
des~9'ri p~op~sai are j'ust a~d reasonable: tpeExpansion and the, ' 
~ethod ot allo~atinqcap~city:are non-di~cri~i~ato~y:c~~ai~': 
se~ticiris 'Of GO' ~6-A' rel'a:tinq to continUing' commis~ion 'juri~dicti~n ,',' 

should. be' w~i~E!ci ~~.th r~speqt,t~the firm' t~an~portat:i~n ~~~~e~e~ts > 
for' EXpans'{on ' Proj ~'ct serVice: ,and the . Expa~sion' sh~uld be granted 
a cpc~ ;c~nsi:st'entwith . the te~~ of t.he.appii,~atio~. . . '. " 

P:G&E ~t:a~es that ,the Expansio~ i~ an' eco~omi~allY .', 
-' - .-., .. - . -' . 

efficient' transportation-only pr,opos,al that, i.s responsive to the '. 
ma~k~t~s d~'~'i~~ i:o~ newtransmi~sion capacity ~as demonstrated bY.-

. . .', . . . ~ . ~ - . .~ 

the·precedent·Agree~~nts. The Expansion is dis~ingui~hed,£r9m ,its 
interstate comp~titors, according to PG&E, because the ultima~e 
market for the Expansion will continue to.use and contribute to the 
cost of the .in:trastate systems '0£ california's l!ocal"distrib.'!tion 
companies to deliver their new canadian gas supplies .to the burner . 
tip_ Moreover, th'e Expansion benefits eXist,ing service.by ,\ < ," ; 

providing fuel savings and increased reliability.' 'PG&E claims,that 
its proposed cost allocation and rate design promote. econolDic 
efficiency and insulates existing se~ice from all new facility and 
operation costs. 
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e 
,--;~,,: .~_j.~~"~$~~o~:iP~l¢l,'~9 yf ,'1 ,-,,<; :-.,',Lf.:n.'f-. o;,>,! 

, ,. 100 KKelld of capaoity.. . __ , . '. . _ (. '. 
,:: ~~.ii :',":::1 -.~;::': :..- ;": f,-')~ :.: .. ~~.-:..,:: .;;' '.' :"..f _.!;""'.:., :',' ' .. -' .i . .. _~ 'CY""':.~;·::;.: :-! 'f 

y~: : ~)i r~ ~x.i:~~.i-':\9: ,fa\:&payer~.; ,..-ould b~ar.'Ql)ly( the ~ co~ts ~ of -'PG&Ef s ·.;i' 

sub;;8~ip~~9!l' ~o"lOO,- KMofl~.' ().(,~xpansion ;pr9ject 9a{>acit.y, d~tates :: ;',_' 
PG&E. PG&E ~oul~,re9C)ve~:: ~he- ~ost- of ExpansiOl'h tr{ll'lsportationdn- ;"i'X: 

the same w~Y'i_it_recoyersth~ cpsts,tor·tral)sportat~9n s~rviceon c:f';" 

any,~~.her: pipelJne., ' - --, ._ ,fi'rr!' ,\'~',_ 
,,:.z ~'_' The, sub_scr~pti9n.~a~,:ba~ed_up~n the need tor_ up,to ,I.<:r;- ",," 

300 MMcf/d 0tne~ transmi~si(m ~apacity ~n:no~l1eJ;"n!a~d;centraL:! .:" 
Califo~i~.tC),meet 9~.owi1'l.9 gas.:~eman<;tsi to 9tf~e~-df:!cliniil<J.;'~:_;-f!'-' , 

\--... - " - - -

California ga_s p~oduction, and' to e~ance use 9f-. P<;7&E' $- stora9~ ',(' 
cycling capabilities, a~co~d~ng to PG~E/S witn-e~s Thomas.' ,1-

'.. . - .. 
PG&E demonstrates the l1eed for! this ,capacity with the 

1989 California Gas Report, which indicates.that'PG&E will-need 
. - ,- . 

300,)<fMqf /d of supplemental supplies by 1995 •.• ?G&E's internal 
facilities asses~ment indicates a,need of 200 MM~f/d-year-round,and· 
an additional 100. MMcf/d during the winter.,· I(l:July'~nd August,of 
1989,:PG&E~s Fuels, Policy department and PGT began to discuss the, 
possibi~ity of ~~e,Expansion meeting Pq&E's incre~~ntal:needsi _ 
During this-comm~s~ion/s 011 heil:r~nq,he~d in August and september 
of 1989, PG&E's w~tnes~ te~tified that PG&E wou~d need an 
additional firm 300MMcf/4 by ,1995 in its own service area, 

PG&E e~p~asizes that its subscription_was not undertaken 
to revitalizeth~ Expansionproject~ At~h~ time. ~&E·reserved its 
capacity. the 600 MMcf/d of firm capacity repr~sented-by,t~e 
oriqinalproject was already fully subscribed, existing shippers 
were reqUesting more capacity by seeking elimination of the 
·seasonality· problem, and the eXisti~g queue ,still represented 
market interest in the project, according to PG&E •. 

The installation ol-42·~plpe ,i~stea~ of 3~· pipe ,for the 
stanfi,eld to Brentwood segment was the best engineering solution: 
no party olfered testimony to the contrary; states~&E. 
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.. . PG&E maintains that it may ~t~:~~,~t.flK:_~c~~~~~,¥~~:f~. sehe 
1ts non-core as well as core customers. PGGE quotes our flnding in 
the OIr decision-" .ffNe\.i: interstAt.i and ~ intra:stat-~·c pip;~i.lne' capacity 
will provide, appr6~riate' means'tO' eJ\haJ\c~~ the', fevet" of! setVi~~r 'for-if-;.' 

non-core cust6inerS~' >C6r~ '¢ustom~rs'will· ~ls6" betlefre 'fr6m~'~ ~'; .. ,'<'; 

additional' capacityi" ': PG&E- also relies on 'the: comihiss!c)J1/s":"': "j:' 

direction to local distribution company's (LDC) to' ·e)(etClse'c tll~lr'{fiC, 
own jUdgment to: evalUate'~' thEf:pipeiine' pr6jecti3; and ·th'e~ timing and 
amount· of 'additional'capaoity thAt 'best"suit' each utility) ('" ;~,:<.: {.f:: 

situation. If!,: (0. 90;;'02.;;;.016i p~ 89:.) -.PG&E adds'tha't hr"any'! ev~'i\t'{, i 
. ..-

utility~ contracts f6r~ new capaoity-will; remain' s'UbJect to' ',:;\ ,",'; , : ~ 
commission approval iit ~subseqU~nt.: proceedlng~r.· 

2.. Incre..ental 'cost Al.16Cati6n 

"' ... 
. ' , ~; 

Und~r PG&E's proposed cost allocati6n'meth0d6iogy,'All 
cost increases abov~ those associated. with the~xistin9 serVice'are 
assi9n~d to' the: EXpansion and' none' of the" emhedd~d costs' and 
exp~nses assoCiAted' with existing service a~eal166at~d to th~' ;,' 
Expansion.' PG&E'stresses tliat there is'no offset'for b~nefits:to 
existing service"that ·th~ ExPansiori:proiect:wiii"~provide, subli' at;' 
the fuel, savinCjs made possible' by' econc)]Dies of' scaie~ PG&E" 
maintains that its "ifldremental·, cO:st' ali6cat.ion"" c6rrespohds ,': ~ 

directly to economic efficiency and~fairriess go~ls by matchiilgthe; 
new service with its marginal Cbst while still providing e~isting 
serVic~ with substantial benefits. ' ' '. 

PG&E believes that the commissioi\i s prortouhc::ement iti'fhe: 
Pipeline OII'decision (D.90-02-0i6), 'that cost respOnsibiilty for 
new capacity must flow to those ~ustomers who will'benefit f~om 
firm serVice on' the proposed pip~lirie, is 'a' mfmdat~ tor iricremental. ' 
cost allocation. 

PG&E argues that D.90-02-Oi6'dld not'reqUire that a fee 
be collected to lower the cost of existing service. Since -in the'" 
parallel FERC prodeeding, PGThas proposed that its porti6nof:th~ 

• 
expansion recover only incremental costs, and the commission has 
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e 
confirme~:.~~~t !th$ '"PG'l'. s$tt.l~m~nt !at', th~: FERO meets~ the\OII j :"";"1(1 -';,J,t'J 

crite~iat.<?nlY increlD~ntal· cost.s ;Qf : the 'Expansion~should be,:~"~ ',.' '-. [:: 
alloca~ed. to. Expansion shippers, : according. to ; PG&E •.. ,' ' ~ r {".:f" 1':; t ::;- ; :.:-:-' 

~ i N~E' offers to ; support ,its. positicm :vith ith~, economio .,": i":'J:" 

theory 1,~C\t·, incremental prioili.gis appropriate be9a\i.se ,it ;-exploits f<1 

the av~Jlable e.<;QnQmies".ot scal.e,' balances. the '~ual :r~latoryi<) :;,'~:' 

obje9.~ive,s :o.t efficiency' and fairness,·: and does, not t create .'a, 

sub~tdy ,of": ~ew, s~rvice~y. ·existing ,se~ice·.· (, PG&E'then(explains.~ \'1"'~' 
that its,meth049loqym~ets the' requlatory,objective~": of :.-"prod.uctive c:' 

and.~l~_oc:ative. ~ffioiency ,: and status ,and d.ist~ibutional·.fairrtess. n. , " 

AccoZ"di~g,1;:o ~&E'switness stalon;-- "The productive 'efficiency .:,,' 'i.~ :1:, 

stan~ard ' is. me1;:· because purely incremental ' cost' allocation' closely- ,: ,
appr:()~~m~t.esmarginal costs and because it adheres' to .. cost-:-""; ,~:. :'~:'. 

causality principles. -. The allocative effioiencystandard is met ~!,- , <, 

because the gas provid~dto end-users under these eff,icient 
transportation rates will be used as· one input into the state's 

... -
. , 

other economic p~ocesses;, notably the generation ,of electricity. :",:.:':. 
.. - .. The status fairne~s criterion is satisfied because there is n~ : . ,: .. 

incre~se in the rates fQr,. or d,iminution _in the quality of, . 
existing service, and the distributional fa~rness standard: is met ~ 

through rates b~sed oli¢:mbeddedcosts.· , '. , 
. ": , PG&Estates that the methodologies proposed by 1<~rn ' -', c,: 

River,- AltciJ!lont, and ORA to aliocat~, a" portion of--the,·common '- -,'., ,', 
costs· of PG&E's existing tacilities and a portion .of PG&E's ' 
existing A&G and O&M costs t:o the Expansion shippers. rely on the ': : 
mistaken assumption that there, i.s an objective, measurable, and-: '. 
-correct'" allocation of costs for facilities :that produce services 
in common. According to PG&E's witn~ss, ju~tificationforthat : 
allocation must come from the objectiv$sunderlying ,the allocation. 

The concepts ot opportuni:ty costs and value of service 
should not be .used tojustity recovery of costs in excess of 
incremental costs, states PG&E.· The economy otscale benefits of . 

• using the common facilities for both existing and Expansion service 
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flow prec~$~ly- fl'(lm,not haVinq ;to build dU:plicat'e':~faoilities~:'!):; d Inc> 

claims PG&E.: ,A(Usage~charge based 'in ,part oJ\'the'¢6st to(~replace:~l'~:
existing facilities ,wouldb$ .based ,on the :'cost 6f ;faoil1ties;:that':·' ;" 
the Expansionspeoifically 'does not 'ne'ed.\'~' such rates '.Ioui'd be 
based 01\.', dollars not, spent ,in violatioJ\ :of'the 'embedded 'cost:'and' " ,. 
cost ca~sality ',prirtciples traditionally ,used' by the ,'C6mmissdottf'\'- ,,.;, 

; Existing' PG&E customers would 'not ;"sUbsidize" EXpansioAit ';'-' 
service due, to ' failure to 'charqe 'Expansiotf'shippex's f6r', the ·use'idf,·:;t:,: 

common ,facilities, according'to PG&E's witness,' staloni': because: :.' r;' 
" •• '.a subsidy 'would: requite in' some' sense that :e>tistiiLg'rat:epaYers f :~' 

sutfer iJl their diminution . in the thei"r welfare ,'somewhere,,'or:'-otl1er" 
as a~ result of the new service,., not ,that' they, failed "to'achieve <in': 
increase in -their wel fare • .If Even so/ PG&E maintains' that 'eiistinq' 
ratepayers w6uld experience an increase in th~ir weftare 'as cr : 
result of the Expansion; through 'fuel savings and other benefits." , 

'~, PG&E "notes, that Kern Riverobjeots to its -prop'6sed full .... 
fixed variable rate design as' oreating an unfaircompetitive:' 
advantage for PG&E over other pipelines because PG&E's tate design 
exposes it to less risk and giVes it' the advantage' of lo\"ei";cost 
project financinq.-- In response,. PG&Eobservesthat under the'FERC 
optional Expedited Procedure under which 'Kern Rivet and other 
interstate pipeline competitors obtainedtheir'FERC certificates, a 
modified fixed variable, rate desiqh is mandated.: Under 'that rate' ,- : ' 
design methodology, about 60% of a project's 'costs' are 'allocated to" 
a fixed demand charqe., PG&E replies that Kern River' itself sought .- ' 
the advantage of early certification when it obtained a certificate 
conditioned on the use 'of mo<iifiedfi!<ed variable rate design. 
Just because Kern RiVer chose a'different marketsttategy than PG&E' 
is no reason to,compel the Expansion to adopt the tate design 
imposed on Kern River, argues PG&E. ' 

PG&E adds that the pur'poseof niOdifiedfixed' '\tariable 
rate'desiqn is to 'encourage economic efficiency' by p'rovidincj-' 
recovery of a portion of fixed costs through' a: volumetric charCje.·' 
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e 
On t~-r,R~?~r,; h~.)l)~, ~,~',E }?~~i~,\e!$".~l!~~, (ul,l.-fi;~~d ,Y~J:_i~b1.~'rate 
desiq"'}~i ap~F~l>F~atl~,~~~e ~e_q~~~_e _~h,e .~xp~n~~~~)Jl,.P:roje9tls·a: i; ;.','.: lO \ - ,- .., .. 
transportation-on,ly, pipe;tine ~n4 ~plpp~r.s,Jii,ll.l h~..v_e .co_mP1.$~e·,> !:-' ~,;L 

.' --".-. ... _. - - 1. . - .' 

control ()t,~~~;pr~ject,ls _capac~~y. ~._~~e~~: is,(10 f\~e~t_t~ .include ~n'i.'::~ 
incent~v~c'-f~~ :~~iPPf!'J:s .t.o'ma~~m~~~,.th~9UCJhput.lp ,~.e, ra.t.e.\ design~ ': ,~.;)" 
PG&E f~;t~:~: :~~~t's,i~~~ 'c~p~c,itY b~9ke~inCJ' :i5 ~yallal>lerJ:here, ~s]" .- ,L 

even more.,~£~~sqn t~, adopt, a ~~11:ti>ced.vari~J~ ri.t.~e design: \ it." .' I ' 
• '-~. ~ - .:: .! -.; • . • . - " 

will. t~nhef~ ~he ins~l~tion, ,o~, pg&E.'s.ex,i~~ing, ~~rvic~,: from~any,r' ,;,' ~J, 
risk

J 

~f' EXpa~~ion project underutilization. . ,~, "j, :; ~', c,': (;~ c",",: ti' 

PG&E points out that cross-~xamin,~~~ol\,ot.~lt~ont's, ~ 

project sponsor Alnoco, which is also a canadian prOd\i'c~r ;~r~vealed 
that one, rea~on, Alno,co sought t,o, s1:tit~, costs from e)(isting. service 

. ~ -, -' ~ '. , . . - ~ - . " 
to ~~rExpansionwas to enhance Altamont's co~pe~itiv~ price 

:"1:" l.. , __ r .. • 
- .' ~ -

posit~on. '. The other was to redUce the c9st of transportation On ' 
the ~~ist~~g line, thus inc~easing the net-ba~~ pri~e.toCanadian 
producers such as Amoco. " ' , , 

3 Rate sased on ooli v . 
.. to' S O\lth ern , taliforiliI 

"-:.' i .. ", 

,The tariff proposed for the'Expansion,p~ovidesa rate for 
delivery t.o, Keq'l. Rive~ station. PG&E exp)..ains, that this -choice of . ,. 

delivery, point acco~odates the original_southe~ncalitornia 
utility, $;llippers and the bulk of the proje9t~ s shippers)' who seek: -
deliv~ry t<?southern california. It also corresponds to the' 
commission's finding in the 011 that, the majority of-forecasted 
need for capacity lies in southern california., 

The tariff for a single point of deliveryj sometimes-' 
referred to as a 6post:age stamp rate, '! is ~.consistent with :this ,: 
Comnission's pOlicies favoring uniform transportatioJ), rates, states 
PG&E.:~' PG&E c:ites 0.81-12-039,' the seminal decision co~cer~'ing ,the 
unbundiing .;! utiiitymit~ral 'qasservfce, ;hi~h ~ejected' ' 
geographic disc'rimination in rates. 
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~ .. ' PG&E' -argues 'that-' ft" r~ d'eliv~ry"-';~{Ii~'\i~'~e '~d6p~ed'!ii~-rtl(:' 110 

of Kern River station,;: 'ilorthern 'd\llt(h.'nn,! sh1}S~~1-~'c6til(f1~inpi~y\V; '~:<L' 
the Expansion' rate to' th'at' 'point!,'; 'ther\l(sel~h'e' utnfo'ffi';" ::, - .!<~'!i ~',~ , 

transportation rate-of the' e~isti'n9 syst~; 'to ;de'lf~iek- 'ttle: gait ;".; -'; <):' 

PG&E claims' that' as:~ resul t~,,:'theishil>~e'r'wodld aV6id ri~al1~ ·7li~,ti:,·.;.l ~ 
the project c6sts:assooiated 'with"~lb\:ual1Y'gettirt91;the"g~s io~th~ ~~,'; i 

customers, ~ all' at the exPense' of 'so\.lthe~'" ca11fornia-i shlpl>~i-s:"i'~ : :l">":" 

PG&E adds -, that" no Expansioh Project' shipper' has' opph'secf th~"t~i-'fff\ i ~',: 
, , ' 

to Kern River station. . - i1 . 

4. '~'sUs'e of Precedent ' ' 
." Agr~ents " " 

" since the' commi'ssioil announced iil'D. 90"-02-01.6-: 'that' the' 
market wouid decide which of se'Verai' competing interstate pip~iHl~~'-" 
proposals would be constructed, PG&E (Haiins that' evld~'ilc~:;of m~rk~t' ~ " 
support for the ExpAnsion isdire6tlyr~ievant t6 showili~ that'th~,' 
public interest would be served by the Expansion. 

PG&E asserts that the full s\J.b'sck-lption ~{ Expansion' ' 
. ; ~.., ~. 1.' : . ~ '" ~ ." - . '.... . 

Project capacity by shippers who have executed Precedent 
Agreements, which 'contain exclusive" cominibitehts' to' th~ Expansion 
for thevolulnes identified' iii the -~ht~cuted precederit Agreemerit~,' '" 
amply demonstrates, market supp6rl; f6r i t5 "proposal.' No party h'a's"" 
produced any'evidence of any firmer form 6t~ commitment availA'ble' 
prior to certificatioll j argues PG&:E. Thu5,accordirig'to PG&E,'the 
commitments cannot bedi~coWited'on the basis thAt'a shipper'is 
holding space on the Expansion Project as an alternati~~ to Some 
other potential source of transportation capacity. 

5. waiver of Go 96-A,Alit.hority 

Thewaivet of GO 96":'A provisions governing the 'format of 
rate schedul'es would eriabl~ PGiE, to publi~ha ,'sche,dule that could 
be read in conjunctIon with thePGT tariff;' -this would benefit . . _.. " - . - .... 
ExpanS10n ProJect sh1ppers, states PG&E. The proposed wa1ver of 
mandatory language giving the commission authority to modify the 
contract after initial approval only grants PG&E the same relief as 
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e 
previously, qrapted for"lon9~term ,transpo,rtation' contract's' between L'ilf.. 

utilities and Enhanced. Oil Recovery (EOR) prOd.ucers,'~ according" to' »~ ~ 
PG&E. T,he appl icant· further: argues, thati, due' to the" 'large- . J 

investment'in p'roduction ,faoilities' and the'· iong , term' of the:F'f;:'YV,': 

transportation contraot~;, Expansion' Project; shippersif like' EOR' ~ ': ~~~'ll 

customers, require greater regulatory, certainty; than wbuld1be \ 
available without' the w,aiver.,' 'j ,I" ;,' f">", j;l,,',k rr,! ,:'. ,':i:' 

,~, (i.~, 'l'bePotentiai' for De.and Side MaDage.ent·" ;" , .. ,,' ~: ~,~. t:-:c' 

. " ,., :t::·;Ptirsua·~{t t'd ;tiiii' ALY;S"\dit~bti6k/ PG&if lh6luded" ail -- . :' \ ~ :": 
ariaiysi~ ''o'{ the' p6teritHli.~ (dt<d'e~~n<f ~~ld~'biAnilge~:~h'i': :djs~r: to"Ih'~et/~: x 
th~ '!ih~rt~ta'i1n ih(fi'ein~htaf 'd'~miln(f :fclt' 'ilalu~~l" :~:~s' Id'~itt1 fl~~'; bY' 'the ,: 
co~issioninth:~oII' :dec'i~ioll ·(ri':~o~o2';;..br6j ~:, 'PGErE' a'tiernpted to 
showth'ae ttlt' of' the' pr~'~o~eci' 755' liMb't/d' C;;fl bapAbity;' sh'6uld be" -- :;,'.; 

- •• • I' • _ r • •• ' .• ,'. .... r~ + •• - .... ,,'. ~ >' + >. _ "'. ~. ~) ... ,'l' I. . :. \. + - -. -~ ~ • -

developed because DSM cannot s~tisfy more'than' the dl.fference ',' , 
betwe~n' th~ 'nee'd 'forec:a~ted' to ~ate~iai.T~e' by i~~5 ;(9(f(f MMcf/d) ~rid" 
the 'capaclty of' 'the: E>tpan~'ion: prbject'. ' ' .,'. ' " 

, PG&Et'~"along' \Hth Edisbn: ~hd ORA,' eval~iitl!d' tli~' pot~ntial 
of reducing" .the.demai1d.fbrg~st6~fu~lel~ctrlcAlgeJ\~riitlon~.PG&E. 
showed a potential savings of 12.1: MMcf/d ~er' ~rogram' y~ar" for' " , , 
PG&E,: Edis6n~ : ai'ld SOO&E: c~inbined:,' and' a r'edu6iion' ot'9 MM6f/d for 
SocaiGas by: the Year 1995. i>b&E points' out that:"~\;~r\ as~limii.g 'that' , 
all of Edls0Tl ,'s electric'generatior.' at' th~t ma:tgin - l~ ; gas fir~d' such::' 
that ail reduction' in el~cti"ic demand re'~utt~'~ fri 'a corr~spon(ling 
decrease in natural gas demand, Edison will ~till 'h<iv~'an;: 
incrementAi need f6r 351 MMcf/d bf qa.-s, all' cimount 'i~' ~xcess of its 

, " ' , " " , ' , ,', ' 

200 MMcf/d COmDl.trnent to the Expansl.on. 
PG&E criticizes 'ORA's estimat~' '6f DSM potEmtial becal'lse 

ORA, based 'ifs DSM analysis on uncommitted DSk. 'PeScE states that' 
because the utiiities are not' committed' t6 measures' for attaining' .
these reductions in'demand; when cos't~eff~ctive"demarid reduction' 
measures :'aie identified; the' qasS'a\i1ngs"i>ot~ntialof tinco~itted . 
DSM wili be reduced. , EV~n' so, rotE applie(f'the DRAis egtimiit~:bf 
gas-tired' generation' at' the marghl to' the u'ncomriiitted OSM "figure 
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and .concl\ided~,thatj <laSt sa\1ihgs~due .to uilcQmmitted DSK .poten.tlal'in"i(~ 
'19'9'6' is abo'ut '11.,.;' vucf"/d' ',,, i~:'~.\ ""',',' 'J' f<" ;' .. 0"1;.-1, •• i·,I ..... ,·-.r,,; (i'j:f _ _ • _ ' .£ 4.. ~ • • • ... " .-' ~'.I \... _ .. \. - _ - " .. •• -'...... '....... 1. - • ~ -. . ... ~, - _. - • 

PG&.E·: points out. that noneQf ,the .parties presenting' . :;,~::: 
forecasts· Of potentia).: statewide DSMsaVings :have:inclicated ,that<·\';: ': 
DSH will- eliminate' t~e" needf9r"additional; capaoity.:':·) il,-·f ,:ti.: i: _:.it,'f : 

7. ,Gas-to-Gas'Co.petitlon :'.,'(, T,'; ;,,: ,)',!' YJr.:W.J., ,.'i' •. ,C" 'jf:' 

The Appl.1cant asserts that out of·i .. 500: MMof/d' of ~)I :i;:U,,' .. , 

existing totai pipeline1capacity ;into 'sC)uthern,california'i'" only 218 

MMcf/d or :~,~ 7'~'i:o.f.>~:Yf3r.~~.e; d~~JXf:t;ie:l.~v~f.i.~~., ~prJs~s~ Rf}~~.n~~ian gas. 
This gas, is, cielivere.d, to. SoCalGas,. thr9ugh its affiliate, PITCO",~1'\4 c 

.'.:-~I.'" __ ...... ~.i -!_~~ ,.:- • >-:'~~ .1 .. ··! _.··rl.~:-: _" :~ ... ~.j_, !'_'::. :t~: .!~~:::.~.,.}_<\..l- :J:.-!j t·;; <:: ..... '"-:\.~ • .t'~l~ 

is avai~abl.~. ~m,~Yi. ~o. ~l:te" f.?J~,,~~nR. f~r~~~Jec~ :~p-.st:.9Pl~rs 0:( _~_99f'}pa~~," 
The existing Alberta-to-california taciiities of PGT,and ... 

PG&E were' first. ~Qrt~trupted inth~, '~arlY 19"60~·~. andl~'t~r~ ~~~~ded ' 
• ~. _ _ _.::' _ j . .,'., ~ "._ • ,~ • _. : .: ~ I . ~ ., l .... ,."-. ; . !. • .• _ 

to meet PG&E's sy~t,em nee.ds. A section of~he ~.&E/PGr r.?':lt~,.,:,,~; 
selected in 1980 as the ,"Western Legit of a planned Alaska ~atural 
Gas"Tr~~sporta'tion System (ANGTS), wa~ built. J~( .th~' ea~iY. 8'O'.S, ,to' 
enable ~anadic)n gas to fl.ow ont~ Northwe~t pip~lin~~orp~ration 

:. • _:." -, - .' • .' ":.' ., ," • - I . - :.. •. _ '.,., • • ~ _ ~.'.. '. • • I: .... 

facilities and thEm to the El Paso Natural Gas .company. system for 
deii~ery't~ soca'iGtts (PITCO project) •. ', . ,_ .. ' .. ' . 

., ',-. . ",'; -. ~ ~ .. . ' .' 0.. ., -_ • ~ _ .. , . 

; PG&E not~s that .. the Expansi,on wili pr~vid~. a potential ' , 
655 .MMcf/d of canCidian cap~ci ty to s~\l~herl~ california,: j"n~~~asi~g:. '. .' , - . . , . -' ,- - . ~,. ~ ~, ..... : . - '.. .' " .. - - - . 

the. $hare of Cana4ian _ gas in the, r~gionto. nearly ?5. percent,. as. 
well as' pro~ide'firm';capacity for can.a'dian sup,Pliesto' ~o,n-:-core 
customers in southern. Cal ifornia. . . 

• r _ • ..: ," 

PG&E believes that the capacity repr.e~ent~d b)'; the 
Expansion is necessary to allow. for suppliers: .fro.l;Il. dJyerse i' . 

geographic areas to ~c~ess ~onsUliler markets ar'ldwl,i.L contribute to 
the level of,avail.able capacity that is Jiec~ssary,to provide. gas· 

• • ~ • '. > - - • • 

consu~e~s with, (;c:>mpe~i ti ve P! ice~. and ,:te~s of' sery ice a,s the 
result ,of "gas-~o-gasn competition., PG&E cites.~estimony by 

• ' '. ..' '- - • • - - • - '.. • .< ..' -. '-- ~ " 

witnesses for Edison, ORA, Kern River, ,anci· Alta~ont .which . cfmc)lr,. 
that given new access to canadian supplies, c~sto~ers.in so,:,tl:t~Fn 
California can benefit from gas-to-gas competition. ,In.particular, 
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e 
Edison's intention to only par\~~J.~_y,:.s~~J~{)1, \~~, n~.~d!s;.')l~~h 3 ft( ,:~ ,il 

Expat;l:s~,C?,~:.pr~i~,~t. q~pa.C?~ty. wlll
t 
pl~ce "c,omp~.tJ~~~~! p:r~~~uc~~, on 

southw~~t ,~~p~lJ~r~, ~o~ .9a~"I,~c,cf?r~inCJ '-,t~ ,,~~,~~,; " ,.; "i' -',' .:: _ ;. :if. 

PG&E Qlabls,.,t;h,at, ,tJ1e,.increm,~,ntal nat\ire ,of, ~ll9 ,investment. i 

in ~13~: E~aQs~9,n -~~<?i~iti~~.;,;th~~~,~O~.~ti~9 ;_pra~ti_~'~~,,:~!\d:-, "''_:; ,:;,::;,; 
i~p,~~~e~ta1:~,yn 51!: ~ep'ar~te .):at~~as~~, ~~.l~p'r<?~ept ,PG~~~"s","e~JJ~t:.~n9 _ ~ 
ratepayers from any·risk<lW:'! ~() ,W\der;:utilj.za~ion of; the Exp~nsion •. ~ 

• _ _ _ ,. ... ~< '_" .. ~ _'.. • _ _.l. .. _ •• " , ~ : _ ,4, _ _ • ~. . '. I ~ _ - . _ -L. • •• 

In :~,dci,~t~C?~~<c;:~re ,~~~~paY~,~s¥il1 b~ ,~~o~~c~ed.. b~, ~hefu~l, ,_. -;:' t ..- j 

subscription to fina service and. a fi~ed variable rate st.~ctur~: ~; ( 
that fuilyre,covers _ the, il\tras.tat¢ _ costs of!the E~an!;i.Ori. from firm 

~ ). ":' .... . ; - -. . . ." \ ~ ,. - . -" .. 
capacity ho~.ders. , " :,\ '. , .. 

8"." ,Ait~tive ~ipeline Proposals 
. ,': . ~&~_ compares the cost, and pro forma. rates ~f the 

Expansion with those of the Altamont Proje.ct and concludes that 
- .~ . .' '. - . . . . - - . 

Expansion .is ,less costly. PG&.E points out that Alta~ont cannot 
b~iit~ith~ut ~e Ke~n Riverpr~j~ct and their ~Omb~,ned cost 

exceeds ,that [!f .. tlt~ ,~xpanslon .~r?~ect, •. 

-
the: .' 

. , ~&E also ,~touts ,i'ts experiet;lce i.~ operati}lg ~ts exi~ting 
pipeline oVer the ~)Ci~~fng route and its s'ubmission to commi!?sion 
ju~is4iction., In contrast, the Altamon~/K~rn Rlver combin(;ltion ' 
pos,~_s a threat of .bypass and. i~jury ;t? ratepayers, because it would 
utilize newly cons'tructed dlstributicm facilities to bypass 
existing LDC service. . :; . 

As PG&E sees it, the Expansion o(iers competition,that no , . .' - , ~. . .' . 

other pipeline proposal can provide. According, to. the. Applica.nt, 
the eXisting pipeline cannot offer significant competition to 
either Altamont or Kern River because it has no excess capacity. . - . 

PG&E argues that if Kern River succeeds, the Expansion will provide 
the only real Canadiail comp,etition because the Altamont/wycal 

. .. , . : , . ",' - . . ~ ~ . 
arri\ngemertt prevents Altamont from" cutting into Kern River's 
market. 
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B. southe';]'- califorrii~ EditiOJFco~"'! '{ f fh' ,', ',r i ~,-. [ hL"'~;;l r :" 'F": ~ f,; 

,;c Edison"ijeneratels '~i"e'ctrfdit~ r~rth:-'jossir-iuele'd' pl'~~fs r·C':·:" 

and is one Of the largest>-riat\lrAl'-;4as"c6nsumb'r~ciT('c~iftornfa ~";'::ff; ': 
is~unablt!' to obtain "firn';9as's\ippiy:'~ervfc~';~due' t'J; the~' ;>~. j 

interruptible~ nature: 'of 'qas' 't'ransp'6rtation~~eNiC'e: ;A~ :'~'fr~'sur€'/ I:; 

it has "e)cperi'eru:ed siqlHfid'arit" curtailm~rits 'ot rn~fuilAl (gas"'sbrvtde. 
It ~as~ curta'iied i\o1 11'O\ft 'c)f ~'f6 '1il6nths ru'ilnlng-'fi'6m F~})tuaiY\1989'-' I 

to June 199'0' 'at an estimated -dfrectclof;"-t :to"tdis6n's' ratepAye'~~i6f ,0 

$42 miiiion'~: "," .:> "",,," ,~,:" f:~"',;,,:-, :'" 

": off 'April. 20, '198'9" 'Edison'~>le'cuted a';'preced'eht -'A9t~ement :: 
with PGT and PG&E for 200 KKcf/d of Expansion project 'c~~A.'6'H:Y.;" 
Edison currently obtains its -, cjAs' (rani HiJ !sO'J.thwe~t~rn :·pt&.uction 
regions via' E1 Paso~ 'and- Tr'answestern pipelines. Edison "ciaims that 
thQ' acc~ss to' alternative' sources of fia~ ir:om Canada avaiiable 
through the EXpansion Project would. corttribute to'supplY diversity, 
reliability' of supply, and. lead to gas"':t()-gas" competition. 

The utility states that it.' 'was- ~persuadedbythe strong 
mark~tlilCi interest shown by canadia.ngas~upplie'rs "to make an 
exclusive

c 

c6inmitmentto 200 MMdfl<l on 'the ExPan~fon. Canadian' 
suppliers haVe qeneraily indicated A willirign'ess to compete against. 
Edis~nis weighted- averilge: 'cost, of '-<JA~~ ~whereas' supplier's from other 
regions haVe not done so,accord1rigto Edis6n. 

Edison states that it can fulfill its conuiionent to 
accept 200 MMcf/d' from the ExPansion Pi6jectbecause"its'6il and 
gas average -requirements' haVe not failen below An equival-~nt' 'of' 30'0 

MMcf/d ov~r th~ past decade. In addition, Edison's averag~ araJ\Ual- , 
gas requirements are forecasted to iricreasefrom 435 KMcf/din 1995 
to'616 MMcf/d' in 200().' 

Edison has an option to partIcipate in the Expansion as 
an equity owner'of up to 26\ of the EXpansion. Edison remiridsthe 
commission that it encouraged utility equity participation in r\'ew 
pipeline projects in the Pipeline 011 decision. If it exercises 
its equity option, Edison intends to hold its investment as 
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re9liia~(Jd"\itn:r~Y~I'~l¥te(i ',,~~~e~\i;~ ~'fhi~~)rEd-till~1i' p{a\l'~J l;1l~f~u{iip:;~lH! 
gas over the Expansion solely for the benefit oi;tli~)ErtsJd J':-'fi I' ','1,),1,' 

ratepayers. Edison believes that'·itH~,'c~~i~~ro).\{ s"houfd (eridjJ~J~'~" .:l 
such an ~frtahgeme'ht .,,- 1 ;;, f .. ',-'.'; 'i ,; ~ .!:, ,~~ ,'.' ;:;'.' f ,;. ~ [h'.:;', . ,-

-i" i"s'inC;~ 'thie 'EkPilrtsi~K i~,jdes'i~n~d; ·~rim~fil~flt6)'~k%e)[;O;.'/,.:,:;~; 
south~rnr cai;iforrtiil~:Ed;isbrl;' i~ 'cbrid'~bl'~d 'th~t.':s'C;caiGa~~Y'irit~~:si:'~t~:; ,: 
facilitie~f;~hoUld' be a-va11'~bi~' to' '~~o~1de ~ftath111i1if;(f~V~~·jt:il '{:; ': ::(",' 
serVic~ t:o\ ·E'~~lll~ibni"'shl~p-~~S~;~EdC.is~il' oj)~~iv~~'; thlll:':S6C~Jb~¥, ~ ~'ri';~2:-;" 
supp'6rtst"hfe~e~t~rn~ Gasc N~Hiork' Iki;tea'd'Sfllh¥"'EXil~'N~i~h~ P-ioj~gt'; ,:0 

and ftiaJ.l"s "that' socalG~s' 'may'" (infi h~hc~f rth~ J m:it:i·k~'t~ s \' ;§~i'~'btlo'h (''6i~e~ r 
int~~s'tate'pfp~iin~~: by linpos"ing- cdlsc-ri'Jtlrn~lt'oi-i{ ~t~~§ 'an1a ; ,,": '. ' 

- .... r- .". ., -.- .~ ~ -. . - ~ ~. - 0" • -. "~ - .. ~." r ,; (" f'-I; ': _.~ . conditions' on Expansion- shippers. '" " :. .,- , , 
,: : '.' Edison stat~~'tha:t ft' has' beerl~ is~ti~':~d b\1' sbcili'Gas ; ~h~t 

socaiGas" s~ii;ten can deiiv~r Eells'bIV's' 4"a5 -lioitilR~ri{~i~'~~';sta\:i~ri" 
to', Edisonis' dl!!livery' p~ints without, any Si96iflci\r\t.':fub~fifib~ti~ri~~ 
Edison intends· t6- 'se~k Commis's16n' approv~'-C 6f" a l<$il~~t~ri:{ cont~~6t' 
with SoCalGas for firm intrastate service in conjunction with"'" .r' 
Expansibri~ deiiveri~s:. ' -' H6wever I its' contt~bti\lit}/s6CaiG~s:, like 
the' contracts' \lhit:h SoCalGAs"wlif' ent~r -{~to' \lIth: other' i;xpciri;;i~n 
Shippers ~" ate" negotiated -c6nt.t:act.s. . " :, : ' . ' 

According to' Edison'; :soC~lGas-I'ti!stim6nY'~ti9ge;;ts'_th~t it"' 
may be abi~' to' impact the':cia~ket I s sel~ct16h Of i:h~ Ekl;ilnsibn by' ,': 
(1) hiqh estirDat~s ot the: costs; for ne~ 'irttra~tat~- taciiltie~" 
associated with the' Expansion,'And(2):hir\deriJ{g';fh~'~omlh~tioil 'ot"" 
intrastate transportation ar~aligements" with: shippers ~ '-Th~i;~ :;" 
concerns were' prompted by S6CalGas' t~stiinony WAt' it 'might hi;:"e'tir 
install'additi6riill '-iAciiities: it Kern Rivet b~9i.\~ deilv~t-f~~ 
before the Expansion Proj ect does so.. ~.. ~ 

Edison objects -to SoCAIGas' i~qlU!~t t6 'pl~u:fe "do'ndi tions 
onthe'Expiuisiori' arid.' institute a separate ' prodeeciirig r~r~tiv~t6'
modifications on SoCalGas' 'system 'which' s6ccilGas::cia'ims;maYb~" 
necessary~ Edison argues that sinc~'socalGa§ h~dnot proposed. SUch 
conditi6rtS on the permits fbi the western Gas ·N~b.{'ork a'ridthe 
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pr?~:=:;:~~iI~?pl(~-, ~?tt~Xj <7p~n~!~~~)~~~~, o.({the ; E.~~nS~~I),!,~els,~ -,~p~~~~,~ql1~· i 
should not be adont.ed. _ .. , __ ".,., ,_, .. , "(' i.,- ", ......... 1 -.t '(,"',-.-.,', 

~-:;.i ~'--"~_r if) _ii~"'<:1,:'~1 :'.!_: t",.:l "r·~-:\.·~-!~ -11: '.'~' -- •.... -.\ "t 

c.. San Diego Gas &: iUect;rio C6pPa.tly . 
. ,".."~'.:.:> t~>.!lt\.}~l-':: i~:"j",:,,_ ',.~ < •• ' .. ' .... ' ':..'> • .-1 _.: .". _ _ ·)',.':::i : ..... -.j :~-~._:{: :'i ""i:·~\.":· "! . .t=.'.~ 

On April 24, 1.989, SDG&E, PG&E, and PGT. ~~ec~tr~~.~ ", ':'l'; 

Precedent ~qreemel\~. ~h~c:l1 .~~il proX~de SDG&E ,wittl J.OO J'fMC,t/d ot 
-:,~\ ~_:. '_i .. _ ,'.'-... . .!. )-~" _. _~;.~ ;,. _'li1', ~_. ,-.,.. ,._f.· . • ~_ .',,'\. J, !. I • • l~ .... 

firm .. _t~~~sp.ort?'tioil .. tromthe ,Eipan~ionand. ~ limited, op~.lor-. (o~,-:, 
~"'_'l""':;:.!_f!t,f ~::"':;-)_~ ' ........ },. _";: J ~ ..... _~_-.--..,..:I~',. < -:. •• ;~'.' •• ~ , ,L .);" -----'-~, .".- .~ 

equity p,r(ftf,$J,?~tJ,C;>r';Jn~~~~p.:H~pt-.,~. Soq~,E, ~l~i~.si ~\l!~~;£~~ ,~,' ~:~' ~ i ,-,(,~, 
Expansi.o:~\,J~,PJJ~e!'i~~~ ~~" P~$~~. ~~y., f~oF S?G~E\JAiP~~l~,i_~:.n~~ur~l ,9jl.s, ," 
to ~t~,ig~, iJ~.: gNP~~~e,t'~9rp~~,,_: ~~&~i,~~},~in,~:, ~~t ~t;~ ,~?_n~--_t~~~:~i' 
ga.f?.' ~UPplY ~ st..ra~e9Y ~.~li~~. on,: di,v.$~~ity~ ~t ,supp.l~ers .in ,new a~d,: i:-:' 

~"':'-~ti \'-' ~~ .. ,i- .' _,-r':-;., c: .:... _~':l~~. ~ _'. '" ~ ~',-"~-.' . ~ l.'~ ~ •• , - I,,,.' -' ~",+ ~. ,'- "" ~ -

trad~tl.onal 9a~ ,supplY, .r~gi.olls_ ,as ~.ell, as tlexil;>il~t.y .to negotia~e , 
~ .'i.... .• I • }'i.,'-tl.· l 1.!.... ,,~~. ~ :"'- : ...... ,>'-~ - ;... ,,'" ---' .~~ "!.-

a mix of short- and'lollg-term contra?ts. , i:~is' str~t.,~gy J:~~~r~.s ; ,,-.' 
firmtransportatio,n •. SDG&E has already_ ~xecuted. a, contract with 

.: I:::, ':. __ . .', '.' ,'.'. . . ,'. ' .' ..' , . .'. 

SoCalGas, whic~ has been app~ovedby the commissi~n, enab~ing ~DG&E 
to take ~irm'delivery ot.gas·d~liv~red 'to S6CalGas at Kern River in. 
qua~tities ,suffici~~t to, accp~~ate. SOO&E', s" pa.~ticipati,on in the 

Expans ion ~ ." ;' , , ' ". " 
SDG&E seeks, additional transmission capacity, such that 
•• -' : ... ~ , '.' , t'~ :.' .' • . • 

the ~~~nsp<?rtation costs, p~us, ,th~ commodity cost ot 9as obtainable 
ther~by, 'will ~ompeta with the'volum~tri9 costs ,of g~s delivered 
frqm ex~s.tinq pr9duqtionareas:supplying SDG&lj:, SDq&E was ,led to 
suppo~t' the EXP~l1si~rt because when', in"March of 1989, SOO&E 
sOliciteci' offei~ from ~ver 30' U.S. and c~nadian suppliers ,for" 
long-term tim gas supply,. response~ .. wer~ receiyed,from a number ot 
canadian suppliers, but only from one u.s, supplier •.. SDG&E 
cory.,clu~e~ that Canadian ~~ppliers wili sell <J~s t~ 8OO&E long term, 
on conditions".-competitiv$ on, a delivered basis with existing and 
future southwest u.s. suppliers . 

.. $I;>G&E. reports that. it has sin~e obtained contractual 
commitin~nt..s 'to~' lonq ... term ,sale. ot gas trom Canadian suppli~rs which 
incorporate -net-backn pricing~_a 'pri9inq arrangement where ,the . . ~ , . - ' ' .. 

costs of transport~tion are netted out qf,the export price so the 
gas may compete' on a delivered basis., Soo&E states that total 
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delivered" ~costs! of; 'gas 1 Via the' pro}e'dt), in 'the'future} \011111 i"i6t r<)![ i~';!!' 

exceed toddy's costs': because",the price"'ilald to' suppliers wil1i~n~t;."<'·> 
back' the' cost of; the: new' pipeline' capa:oity'o" 8oo&E', ekpect's' to have 
reached oefinitive' Agreetnentswith' producet's' :du~in9 the' third', ,1; , : <", 

quarter-of .!i9901 the' a~ree1nents are~ heeded' tOlshppOrt- SOO&E'~'~ i ,(" 

application' with the canadian: Natiorial' Energy B6ard' for:~~Xjx)rt:,;' ': ", 
authorization and Provincial removal permits. ,:-," ", '. ';',::I~: 

Soo&E also responds to~'our' 01]:- ,;i'equirem~nt:'that· tne~L' ": ,fi 

availability an'd' reliability Of' ihorementai: canadia"',~supplies in 
the near; \:'erm' and' oVer, the' -30.;..year' period be • shown ih i this" CPCN' ,- • 

proceeding," SOOSE's' wi tnE!SS testifi~d: that the Canadian' western 
Sedimentary Basih has,a, resource base of nttturalqas'which'is 
larger than: any' other' gas prOducing- basin Serving califorl'lia'",;~ Its 
proved reserVes <Jive: it a reserves-life index of 22, ,: more thah ' 
double the reserves-life inde>c of ten in the United states.: 
E!!t ~ l"ates of potent lal' <Jas '. 'resources: of' Canada, have an e)q:i~cted 

value of 498: trillion cub~c: _f~et. , ' This. repre~ent~ .127 years of gas 
supplie,s, in, a~dition to, the, 22 years of proved reserves, according" 

, .,' " -'. .~ , ') - " . ,. "-

to SDGSE~s witne~f? Kenney. About 7~t of canadian's'potenti~l ,gas 
J.. ' • . . _. ,~' _ • _ . • • 

resources ?an be recovered at a wellhea,~ p,rice of$3,OOO/Mcf; based 
on an average of the es.tim~_tes from ,the califo~nia E,nergy 
Commission and the canadian Ene~gy:~ese~rch Insti~~te. 
Accordingly, Soo&E is confident that there" ,wi.1.1 be ample supplies. 

.' '.' . . - , , . 

of natural gas at competitive prices available from Canada in the 
long term. 

SooSE believes that the issue of supply;, diversity must be 
clarified: th~.state as a whole already is served witll natural <jas 
from the south~est and from Canada, but southe~.n California is 
essentialiy serv~d ()niy by southw~stern 9,as. sinc;:e the Expansion 
and its comp~titor~ are being prop~sed to serve southern 
California, SooSE argues that the fact that Canadian gas is 
presently delivered to northern California is irrelevant to the 
issue of supply diversity. According to SDG&E, the Expansion will 
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enhance .$\lpp~y(,<iiv~r$lty~,~y PtQv.iq,lng. tJ,no ,tX'ansportation fOl",,\,';':ll qi, 

canadi~n:ga,s t9,~O~~h.erJ\' california, states! SOO&E_: ',:, ; ",.- ,'; b·,·":,:-

-",'!'il ',;," By, ,c9t:lt~a9tJI\9 for. gas: pri~ed: b~l~w·tlle ~vel"age southwest ,i 

gas market: pri~~j .lnolu.ding the .c~st otdtHivery",frolDcanada, SOG&E., 

olaims tha,t' .it.,;wlll:~irectly, reCliize the benefltsof gas .... on-gas~" ~:l . 

competiti9J\' tot its cust()mers and, will- lock· this benefit, in· for,: ': .;~!' 
future years. . i· 

D. Kern River Gas Tranqission, coapany., , " 
; : Ke~ Ri.yer arques that th~ commission should· no~: " :,.;. : : i .'c', 

certitic~~e l?G&E~s proposed expal'l~ion. ~ithout, imposing conditions:' " 
that ~re ne~e~sary, to~nsure that' market partioipants in the -:" "'.' 
natural gas :ar,e'a:wa~e of the real cost of PG&E's, project. " , r ,-

Acco~din9 tO,Kern River; only then can the market make,a fully 
informE!<~ .. .judgment of the' Expansion project's merit., relative to 
other competing proposals. 

1~ 'Kern River and the Western Gas Network 

"In'Januaryof i990, Kern River:obtained a FERC 
certificate t6'coristruct' and oj>erat(! a 'new' 361f ' diameter' natural', qas 
pipeiirie~thatwill: ~·xtend676 miles from an' 'int:erconnecti6n wl.t'h 
Northwest PIp'el!ne' corpOration at Opal ~ wyoming to Daggett', 
california. 'Kerrl' River's' pipeline' will have' an iTd,ti~i 
transportation capacity of70Q MMcfjd: It'wili provide access to 
Rocky K6Untaiil gas reserves as'welias ac~ess through 
interconnected pipelines to canadian iUld san' Juan gas. Kern Riv~r 
anticipates commencing construction in late 1990, with gas 
transportation s~i-vice beginning in early 1992. 

K~rn Riv'er l s pipeliIle will interconnect with the 
MojaVe Pipeline at' Dagett~calif6rnla. From Daggett, Kern River 
and MojaVe wili' 6perat~ a joint pipeline running 225.2 mil~s west 
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tq._~eFn ~Qu.ntY\.~l~.~heJi~' ~_(),~(m' fa_Qilities:.will ,e~tent1ifroll\E):r."! 9;iJ '{ l 

Daggett to various enhanced oil recovery customers in I<:ern CountY'\'fH 
Kern River,h.as, .agr~~9 ,tc:>tra,nsport,' an;a~ditional 5()O~ IOlcf/d of 
canadian ga:s.: _for,the l\ltam~nt proj ~ct_. t ;' Kern River would}:--) r~ J::., >. • f; 

accommod~t:e ,thes,e. ad,ditional; volumes' by: addin9' c01!l~re$sJ.o~ to its.! ' .. :\ 
syst:em\.: .. ~hi~,:int~rc~_r\,nectedi sys~em iscall~ .the·, Western Gas ~: j '!'" , 

Net\{~.rK .by J~s: pa~ioip'ants • .-. ' :. ; . ., '.' ,~,'; ,,:, ~" r '. ; i< ; ,=:~ ":-': 

2 •• :;.~~~.:pi~1.J.:qe~capa?ity, t',"": ,::-~: ::.-,'! J. ,:,'.iL' :J .. 

- aDd PG&E's Subscript10n . 
~ ;;~\ ~:,-t: . ',~ ~,' :~. l:. "~ .' .~~ :",l ;- :'"/E.t'{ :.. ~> (.,-" ~ (!'-i-;,:O 

c __ Kern Riyer claims that. PG,&E's',subscription:to . expansion 
cap~~~ty. is ,uMeeded.~nd w;.ts, ma.Q,e o,nly,to:erthance:theproject~s .'.', 
comp~ti~iv~n~ss.; Kern Rive,r \lrges the commission to review~and- i r. 

reject: ,PG&E',s., p,articipation: in the Expansion' project· novi' I?e<;:ause';;- .' 
subsequent rev iew w~:>uld prov ide no remedy for the -anticompe~i ti ve 
effects of that' ,subscription, Kern River argues that since PG&E 
has, proposed ,the,. Expansion Project to, senre a market beyond· the'-~ 
bounds of,.1 t~ serv ice t~~r i tory, - the Expansion Proj ect ',' is . an .' .' - ,:, . 
entr~,preneur~al und~rtak~ng.. As suchl its costs sho1,11d no~pe. '-',_ .. 
reduc~d t~rou9h :a, supscription fo~,cap~city that,.will not ,serve- the .' 
recognized needs of its'core market~ 

• • _ c _ _ • 

Kern River maintains that PG&~ has no basis for; ,. 
subscribing to any capacity on th~ Expansion" other than to reduce 
its transportation rates so that the EXpansion could better 
compete. Assertions of a need tomee.t core demand are unsupported, 

3 Mojave isa laS-mile pip~i.iii~ e){teil<Hng from 'TOpook, i Arizona' 
to Bakersf~eld, ,calJto.rn~~ .. ~oj~y.a.~~;t~ ,~~ceiy'e ~Scln ~':1an ,an~'. : ".' 
Permian Basin-gas from El P~so and Transwestern Pipel~ne conpany 
and will:serVe~ EOR producers and 'cOgenerators,' 'It is a 
~rarysport~ti(:m""c:>nl¥ ,open-ac~~ss pipel~t:l~ off~r~pg firm ~1}1' .' . 
~nterrupt~bie serv1ce. In January, 1990, Ko)av~ recelved1ts 
optional expedited certificate from the FERC, which it has 
accepted. 
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by tt,e trends; sh'own i ih the' callforhia' G~fs' Repolt'·:(CGR)·,\:·olaims: Keb..-: i 

Riverl(i!:'::.'.' fl.\,',',~ ;,', ." "', .,.'.'.'::') :,i',' i-:,:'",;!:''', :",,',«,,': : .... ; ')"1.",<" 

,,: kern"~RiVer olaims' 'that 1 the' numbers on 'the; 'record 1''-::~: ,,1 ",'': 

demonstrate that \ PG&E' s; existing' system capabiilti~s,·' '~ither :." 'i>;" (. ' 

nominal or petlk;' are" sufficient fto' meet' ~&E's' f'o'reclist~d 'cote" :"}~'" 
reqUirements I On; a '''cold yea~' peak day·,' from today' thro\.tqh;the year ': 
2()()51 while the 1989 CGR forecasts PG&E's ¢6reik:'e<tuil'~mejltsdui-in9' 
an abnormal peak day in 2005 at I 3}835' ~o:f/d~i PG&E',s"existinq \ 
faciiities haVe a peak capability of"4',l'6({MM6it/d~"';::,jj I':",. 

i:': Kertl"IHver,: notes :that'tne', total core' demands ,for: the 
second half~,6f:the 1990s and beyond u'nder average't·emperatu~e'h.hd 
cold temperature conditions are i lower in the i98!1,'CGR than"io' the j 

1988' CGR, . yet'- PG&E did not propose its 100, MMcf/d ailocation until 
the later, ,'lower forecast of demand was pUblished. .., 

Kern RiVer ackrtowledg~s that: PG&E's rebuttAl witness 
stated'that-its, 100' MKcf/d6f' expansion capaoity is' needed"to meet 
PG&E's total system reqUirements, aild,that(),gO-02!.016 creatas 
uncertainty ab6utthe scope of PG&E's'utilitY'serVice obligation:": 
How~veri' Kern, River 'points out·, a decisi6o' issueci', in F~bruArY ~f 
1990 cannot logically be used to justify PG&E's suhscr'iptior\'to'the 
Expansion which occurred in s~~temher, 1989. 

Kern River argues that D.96~02-016 provides'no POlicy' 
support forPG&E's sllbsoripti6nsirlce'the cominission th~re stated 
that LDe subscriptions to additi6nalcapacity must be based on" 
reasonable projections of core needs, and that the Wbest efforts 
servicesw the LDCs may continue to provide non-core customers does 
not justify subscription to additional firm capacity by the LDCs. 

There was no legitimate reason to increase the Expansion 
Project' s c.apac~ty from. 600 to 755 )Qt(cf/d l ,eitl)er" asserts Kern' 
River; inits:April 1989'application~ PG&Easserted from an 

III - ~., I . _. ~ ~.. ~ . ..." -. . . : ~ ~ " • - :. '. ~ . ;, . . 

englneerl.r'lg standp01l1t that lots 600 MMcf/d deslgn using 3f?-inch" 
pipe provides it reasonabie basis from which the proJect Voiumes can 
be either incrementally increased or decreased, by adding 
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compressl.on'Co):'{ reduofi\§'fplpdlih~ looplfl(j"sllo\iid tile; aaf'ket 
coJ\dH::i6ns" di6tate'.'~om~ 6th~r: 'i61ume\' ~t "'f tj:C,'.:·V :',' ,1 r ;'(1,) ,:.: ,: :,~~ l·'" Z 

i:\'; ': i. 'The'·.seas6rlality·t~roblem.'pk'ov{dis'·n6 ju~t:ificati6ra'£6r':'.r 

PG&E"s"sub~criptioi\r according to' R~rri-'RiVe~i iCPG&E'stwitness i ,,~: "" 
t~st!f·i~d: tnat"the! s~asoriall swin9';6f:-th~ EXp(h\si6rit~ 'o~i4inal f~! (',' ,>: ,) 

desi<Jn'wa~" ~i;plU~ 6r 'minus; 38 tkKdf/d,:tiom':the'daily"d~si9n [voiumtP' :' 
of 600:'MMc£{<3J<ern aivet: sUcJgests ;'that PG&Jr'couici hc\vet'r~m~died': its' 
inability tb"p~o\lide' year";'r6ili\d tirm"sez...;,ic~r by ;t~ducin9-: its';: :;; i~ ~ ,:.: 

coinmltin:ent!;' toishippers })y' j8' MJ.tctid;'to ritAtclFthe !s~~rtim~':' 1:"'~':; 
capabil1t~/6f ! th~ pip~lit\e· of 562' MMdf/d~' s. ~'K~rn' River"poii\t:s\'out,· '1 ,", 

thatfiv~~' shlpp~rs 'with'a' tobll contra6t:capacity 'of i 135' KKcf/d ~'- :', 
dropp~d 'out of "th~'pr6jecti providing a.-'simple'sblutioh to;the·::"" " 
seasonality problem. Kern RiVer further suggests that {PG&E c6Uld<
have·iJlstill1ed addlti6nal c::ompi"essi6n '01\' tlie 'systemr PG&E's 6wn"'~"i,' 
studies show that' the unit costaf ~erJice of th~ 36":design':!s" . 
lower' than the"c6st of service 6f: the~' 4~"d~sigr\ at· a,'. daily volume: : 
of 600 MMcf/d. In addition, Kern River allegestha.t excesS ;, " 
capacity on PG&E's existing system c66id:ht\ve'beeri'use~'to make 

, ) L ',.~ 1 -. -I- ' -:I ~ _ ~. i 

deliveries to expansion shippers of their tuli'coritr~ct 'VOlumes on 
summ~r ; days.; , 

Kern RiVer ciaims that in additi6nto' makiiuf the 
Expansion appear inore competitivej: PGlrE'ssubsoripti6n 'tt) 100 
MMcf/d of, capacity 'represents a subsidy to the Expansion and to 
southern Cal"! f6'rnia iu)i\;"coie customers.' " PG&E; s . core customers 
would be respOnsible for nearly theientite cost of'the incremental" 
expansion from' 600 KMcf/d to 755 MKcf/d.Because the increase in 
pipeline capacity WOUld enable PG&E to p~ovide 60 MMcf/d of 
int~rruptible transportAti6n,anda poiti6o'of the revenUe 
requi rement has" a 1 ready been' Alloca ted to" interrupt ibie rates ~ . the 
proposed rates'to'southe'rilCaliforniil n6n~core customers are" 
reduced' by the' reVenues anticipated' to' be" gen~rated by' the, amended 
Expansion's interruptible transportation, asserts Kern River. ' 
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~~);J);~ ~iv~!, at ~~~ ,ey~(i~J)~e t~r ~!l~",t tv~~~)~p~; E~a.r:-,!jJ~1h·q:;c::' 
project is a business venture f9r rq~F;' -·jHf;~ a.,~:.~e~!)d~~y~r l (1~9jt'Y,~t, 

and:t~QC~!<}~~~~~~h~~ a"se~tl~m~~t, pur~ua~t\~9f)ihi~ll,,~e ~~rn River 
and Moj~ye,prQj~c~s. ~ou~d };le .b~il~, a ~~Dl9 ,prepaf~~': f~!='· ~~ ,n.e~,., c ,', , 
executiv~,:v~ce pre~iclent .Q( PG&:E~ ~n? .~hainn~1\ 9~-:PG:r~: sY.99$S,t,~: tlla~.: 
a tac~i.c~1.,9ption.to imp~ove p:t;oject::yi~bili~y,w~s. f()~,:P9&~'~o.,:.'>:-: 
cQn~r~ct: (or,up .. to )09 MKcf/d of :firm capacity .. ()~ ~h~.{Exp~J:lsiol'h;, 

Kern Riv~l;",'n!?~esth~t: PG&E:~id n~~ ~ar~~~ t<?~l:,leq\i~:u~,~ol:"j!.'! ,j,'::; 
prospecti v~ shippers., es ~abl i shed in. the: op~n. sea~C?n.: ~h~ ; a,cl~J ~i9"a ~ ,-, -.' 
capa9,itY<~h.a~ :tbe.use, of'42~ pip~ _ma~e aya~~ablEr~E,: K~H'n:~iy,er~-":11-'" 
asserts' that all·,these facts lead to the-,conclusionctha.t.PG&E!s ".' 

,.. " _ ' • ~ .' - _'. - • - ,- - - _. - '. • • • -. , • 4 ~- ", • ....... ~ _ • ~ \ c _ - "o.J> • • 

subscripti()J\ was undertaken to subsidize ~e~~xp~n~:ion's rate, t<,l;:,-. i 

sou~h~rn california at the expense of PG&E's~ap~ive ratep~y~r~.to 
incre~se the probability that PG&E woulddefe~t its. competitors •. :. 
Kern Riv¢r;arques that PG&E should be ordere4 to ,cancel its 
prec~~$nt~Agreement for Expartsion service and be.directed t9. us~a 
36· pipe i~ its expansion. . ;;. 

, ~. ~~ ~aC#6J:'S Affecting , . " . 
cost of Service 

Kern River also charges that future ratepayers.a~e being 
made to sUb~idize the Expansion becaus~ PG&E· is propos,~nq' the use 
of an unreasonably long depreciati~;m period •. : PG&E'srates ~re 
based :9)'\ a useful life of 30 years. The ~verage term of the_, j"" ",. 

Precedent Agreements , 23.5 -years, should be d~e~ed~ ,~he econo,mic. -life 
of the project and be used to calculate rates;cstates.Kern,River., 

Kern River objects to PG&E's single delivery point in 
southern california~ Although 182 KMcf/d of Expansionqas is 
destined for,northern california, shippers of this (jas mllst pay for 
the.:shipment of gas to Bakersfield. Kern River observes that,·, 
PG&E's witness testified that PG&E's purpo~e (or tariffing 
Expansion Project service on a ·postage-stilmp ba~is.to Kern River 
station~ is-to ensure that delivery to.the princ~pal ma.~ket-
southern california--would remain economic. This sinply means that 
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PG&E i~"("1~feek:lil9 ttor-m~£e1 rit~~fproje'c~) competitlv~" 'for\'~'~fiic~ito~H L~i1:).i 
southern'''ca'fifornia bY' ;coinpeYi thq" '-north~rri" cafif6~itial'users 'Ot ~h6:'ff< 
ExPansf6h ;P¥ojecl: :-to 'suhsidize 'the rate: 'for' the'taV6bid~ cU:~to£1er~rl""l 
in the! sotith~l'clclims i(e~n RiVerf.' TPG&E' ;sho\.iidn6t ))6 aii6wE!d~i to' )'f(!:,L 

competf!i(f6r:"tii& soiitherh'c~~rfoztnia'karkef; at': l~'~s 'thA'n-! H~'s f\lii'~i q:':~, 
cost.'of;·s'ekvincj that'market~J aiqites' K~rhiR:iv~r~,i b~6aus'e tllb 2 ('" : 't',':, i 

competit. iVe"follce:s'on '\lhicn 'the"comJrilss'ib'ii' seeks' tbt rbiy cahnot'<) ,'lei 

make souhci' rchoice~:'if they "are , not cjiV~n abc'urat:E{I-ilif6bnAtlon';r';': ;:': ,<: 
',r" Kern' River's'wltn~s~f' k;tated"th~t'becaus~ '~f-)ro&Ei~ mark~t's 

douinance"in'- northeril"Cali'fornia' and' its'- 'J,.ftilHlte') relat i6nshlp':' '.' , ,': 
with' 'theiExpansion's' upstbiilfu ilipeii'nes,': ExPansi6n shipp~rsmay~not;" 
have ilc'boice' o'f the' most' efficient sohition to'california's':-' ,: 
capacity needs." Kern River' proposes that PG&E be', c6mpeli~d to'; Y: ' : '(' 

allow/'shippers to'take deliVery At otherp6ints olf'th~: E>qlansion:',;;· 
and rates should be mileage based, and that PG&E should renegotiate'" 
or cancel its Precedent Agreementsaccordingiy • 

. 4 ~ ,- Incre.entai. cost A11()Catioit 
Kern; River claims that' PG&E would r~qtHre ~xisting 

ratepayers'to'hear costs, assuin'e iisks,Andpr6.vlde ~ubsidies 'in'
excess of any'benefits they :might k-ecetve frOm 'the Expansion~ -'Kern 
River states that' PG&E'ii propos'ai to use' c!1I1 'incr~ritental 'methOd':of':' , . 
cost allocation', addresses only the conubissioi\'s cost allocation . : 
criterion for' new- facii.iti~si it ignores the fact that th~: 
Expansion would be- fully integrated with PG&E's e)cifitingsystem.:"': 
Kern RiVer believes- that the Expansion should' includeco§ts' {or the: ' 
use of PG&E's existing gas transportation'system for its gas 
departme'nt infrastructurec6nsistent with' the 'pretereitc~ expiessed 
by PG&E and the cpue for an Jr incremental " plus pro rata" allocation 
of 'existing ftlcilities approach in 'the FERC' certificate procei!ding' 
for PGT's PITCO facilities (described above). 

Kern River' argues' that payment for the use of PG&E's . 

existing pipeline facilities iu'ld existing gas department 
infrastr'uctureis reasonablei because the project:w6uld greatly 
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benefit .. ,Jrp~_ ~_~<~'~'-" ~)(~:;tJ.n9_,_~~~, ~~P~~~l)~ ;inJ~~~1(r~qtr~.t:e,J~p~ j ~: :.'" 

sho~Jd. l?,~ ~~!?J?9J\~_~,l?~,$ !~r)~, ,~~~r~,;?~,)J,hp_s~. ~()~t\s. i, _~~Z:O, )\~VEn;, '"L :.,',-: 

proP9~~d,,~~., t~lt9~J!lq ,!1pet}l~!;._()t. c()~~ _r~q4)yeryt ,J,? ,p~z:1(io!, ,~t ,tn~:,.::' 
depreoi~t~9 ,<;o~t .Qf the ,existiogtaoilities ,that are used by. the! _,-

.... ' _ c ." • • _ "_ .. _ > _ _... _".... ~ ~ _ • _ l. _ ..... _ _ -' '., • ~ • •• -. ,_ '. _ _ \ .'. • , : ~ _ • I ~ 

Expansiqn ~hipp,ers sh9Ul~ be, a~signed ,to the proj~o~,based on the :" 
_ ,. _ ~_ _ •• ' • _ .... '....... - - .. _. . ~. . -i. _ • . .. _ _ , .' . ,_ . I :I - _ • _ • ~ _. + 

levels of thro_~9hp\lt by e)Cisting, customers and eXpallsi;o" shippers,:, -" 
-~.- .J ..... _ - ~ 1 . ' .•• \ -. .0···· - .. - .... _.. ,'-..-

or, existing tariff· rates could be oharqedl_for deliveries.to, . 
.. I \ ,I .. , 1 , __ .. '\ _~ _ . _ \..,.. _ • :.. - • '- ~. ~ _ . "_ _ _. • ~ .:. _ ~ ; ~ ~. _ .... '. _ _ -. .. . 

S()CalGas,.,th~ $9h~dul~,G-:-IN:T .r~te,of $O~1?6 pe~ MM~tu,~ou14 ~e,: 
.. , •. '.~ _ _. ," .". .... _ . -. ~ • I __ . _. .. ~ .. _ :. ~ _ ..._ _. , l •. 

adgE;!~ ~ ~o ~h,~:;il\cr,eme~t,aJ: 90~~: ,ot: ~ery~ce .of the E.XP,~~~~pn.. For 
delive~~~~.~o pus~01D._e.rs_ ~d .. thin, ~"~'s ~~rv,ic~,_~~~a',j ~h~, \h,en_",; t - -.;, 

current schedule G-IND rate would be added. to the inoremental costs .. 
of' 'the ~~xpaJl~,i~n;~ '. ~ind~~&E ~as ta~itfed all-·'Exp~.nsio~ p~ojeot :, ': . 

deliver,les to· Kern River station,_additional cha~qes would be. 
appli~able t~deliver the gas from Kern River station to the end 
user~ 

Kern River's witness suggested a~hird,approach, 
replacement cost less depreciation •. , Kern. Rlv~r l\O~es tha~ th.~ DRA 
would calculate., th~ cost of the existing facilities used by the 
Expansion ,by. add~ng the, depreoia,~ed book val~e of the existing. 
facil,~ti~~ t~ ,thEdr, replaceme~t value ',and dividing the total by· 
two. '0 • Howeyer I : D~. should haVe appl ied its methodology' to more of· 
PG&E's existing facilities than it has" according ,to Kern River. 

Kern River obj~cts to PG&E's proposal to use_an 
incremental met:hod -of determining O&M and A&G· costs, for·' the 
Expiulsion. Kern River contrasts the average annual ~ransmiss.io(l-: 
related O&M costs of $105 million per year over,~heperiod t985~ 
1989 withPG&E's estimate that the incremental O&M cost of _the 
Exp~nsion_Project of $1.2 million. Kern River indicates that 
PG&E's· A&Gcosts have averaged $172 million, but PG&E's estimate of 
A&G costs for the Expans~on is only $400,000. Kern River argues 
that it is appropriate to allocate a portion ot existingO&M and 
A&G costs to the Expansion for the reasons given for chargiJig 
Expansion shippers for the use of existing capital faoilities. 
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Kern'·River:'proposes:.t6:use £. the' saine allocation: procedurenlsed In 
rate~'cases: when'costs,-must'be r allocated betweeniolasses'.~of'i"!i' :;.:-: "-' .. : 
custolllers '; \'.', ~!: ::. ~ ( . 

;i,"!:.-:, 1:: The;testiiliony ofrPG'E~s:rebuttal':witness stalon 91Vln9-" 
reasons why the Expans ion proj ect should not' pay -for.- the use' of; the -, 
eXisting:systemi is: not' convincingl states Kern' River,~ since his 
testimony iS~'ai theoretical discussion 6f economies of ,scale;:' ., .. 
efficienoy, and-tairness~" No ~Htort -was made to apply' those "\; 01,' ' ;, 

conceptsfto the: faots,:i.e·.'~··PG&E's competitive- position;am\the - ~ ' .. 
risks and.'costs,assumed by existing ratepayers;', according to:R:ern:!-; 

~ : - , -:-

,5. . Benefitsvs. Burdens-

Kern River arquesthat the claimed:fuel:c6st 'savings: of :., 
apprQ)Cimately $13 -milli6n per year to existing customers ($9,-7, ,,: 
million on PGT and $3.3' million -on PG&E) must be considered in; " '.':' 
perspective of tho overall project costs. The reservation charges' 
associated ~ith'PG&E's subscription to capacity onthe·project 
would more ·,than . offset the·: fuel savings. '.:.; 

, The operational benefits of the Expansi6n'project.to· 
existing cust6mers are -overstated i according. to' Kern River. It· 
alleges that while a'looped 'piptHine system may provide,' some·' 
increased reliabllity,PG&E has diluted·the'benefit·by requiring 
its eXisting customers to support deliveries'to expansion shippers· 
without imposing any reciptocal ob1:-igatior'l on the part of expansion 
shippers to support e~isting customers. 

Kern River claims that the provisions in the proforma, 
tariff which provide for pro rata.curtailment 6f Expansion and 
existing facilities in the event capacity is impaired, require 
eXisting customers to provide the equivalent of free stand-bY 
service. The balancing provisions, which automatically carry 
imbalances forward to the following monthiare so liberal that· 
existing customers could be called upon to provide-tree storage 
service for Expansion sh~ppers, according to Kern River. 
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il; ie" Kern' River,.claims'. that since~deliveri$s of: ~an~dian'gaSl:"~ 
to southern, California-would :bELaccomplished by .displacement 'frOra-t"i 
PG&E's E1 Paso supplies, if deliveries trom either supply area or,,\' 1 

eith~r 'pipeline. were:, interrupted;' deliveries at' Kern River station 
could 'also: be -,interrupted.;, :,:,', ;. ) , - ,~- ',','" -, e,c' ,',:,,, 

'. Kern Riverarques·that even'the.equity .. option agreements.:,
between Edison, SDG&E,' and PG&E impose costs 6n existing" '.:,:, 
ratepayers,' as· .. they require PG&E to -take whatever actions:are~', {'. Z1 

necessarY·toensure:thatexistingproperty-and,faoil.ities,:or their: 
functiOnal replacements, ar~ made -availabl~;tothe Expansion! ~- ,--:~:,: 

Project for the operational life of the Expansion project and any: >: 
eXpansions thereof.- Kern River characterizes. the aqreements as 
obligating'existing ratepayers to bear alone the costs ,of: 
maintaining and replacing a 40-yea.r old pipeline (PG&E Line 300) 

even though those facil.ities also will benefit,Expansion projeot 
shippers. . , 

. ,Existing ratepayers are not' compensated, for 'opportunity 
costs they are forced to incur by the-project according to Kern 
River; an opportunity, cost is 'incurred when one~providesa service 
for less than its value.: Since' PG&E has promised to allow 
Expansion Project shippers to use the exlsting~facilities at avery 
high Llevel ' of reliability for the next 20-30 years at no charge, 
existing customers woUld be unable to curb the use 6fthose 
facilities and existing ratepayers would be'faced with an 
nopportunity costn for which they are not compensated. Moreover, 
Kern Riv~r asserts that PG&E has surrendered the 'rights to the 
economical eXpansibility of-the pipeline by allowing Edison and 
SDG&E to'~xpand th~ project to meet their own specific capacity 
needs. 

KernRiv~r's witness observed that one of the impacts of 
the Expansion project would be to enhance competition between 
northern and southern california for Canadian gas supplies. Kern '. 
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River speculates. that'the 'c6st~ of: Canadian gast'fni PG&E's( s~tvi¢~'''~'i {j J 

territory could increase as a result of the Expansi6h Project.~ ': ' 'J,(" 

;;': i Kern) River: warns· that' the' Expansion would' n6t' effectively 
promote' gas'~t6-gas' or' pipelil\e .. to-p!p~line competition 'du~', to its-') ,f': 
full-fixed variable; r~te design,':' Because~ the' shipper' inustlpay1. th~) ~:: 
monthly reservation charge' regardless: 6f whether any. deliveries are~:' 
taken, the', 90st9f' Expansion' Pr6ject ' transportation 'must be' added. ,; t 
to the 'price of; qas' fr91l1, other: s6urc~s,'tb' cAlculate the; price/Of ,i l-:. 

non-EXpansion qast and., end: user' miqht forego the purchase" of, (,'j i, r, 'l" : 

southwest gas even'if it, is . cheaper: than canadian' gas,' theoriz~s:' .; ';
Kern River; the' full-fiked variable 'rate desiqn,thus impedes gas'::' ,-,
to-gas competition~:' : Moreover, . because' the one-part 'rate d~sign :'" ," 
qrants'PG&E,its'full cost of service whether:it'ships 755MMcf/d'or" 
zero MMcf/d. ',it has no incentive to cut rates' in ·an effort to. keep' :. 
its pipeline, full" argues 'Kern River. 

'-"','," According to Kern River, the average of 60 MMct/d of 
interruptible ca.pacity,is unlikely to acch1~ to:thebenefit of 
PG&Etsexisting customers, as it already has'been factoredint6 the 
pro forma rates for the Expansion Project; as PG&E's witness 
Blatter testified, any transportation in excess of 60 MMcf/d would 
benefit PGSE's shiirehoideis'and no~ eki'stlnq rate~ayers. 

The Expansion Project would expose PG&E's customers to 
the risk of rolled:ln':'ratemaking on b6th th~'-Aibert~ Natural Gas '-. ." . --

Compa.ny/Foothills' pipelines system and on PGT, according to Kern 
River; rolled' ir'l prih,ing w6~ici reduce the' co~t of transportation 
for gas shipped on the eXpansion project by $0.08 per Mcf and would 
increase the cost on the e'xisting system. 'Kern River. points out 
that PGT's settlement at the FERC requires PGT to submit a general 
rate case to the' FERC ,no; later ··thai. 14 months after,' the in-service 

- ,-: '".::- ,,' - - -.' . 

date and to retrain from opposing the use of rolled in cost 
allocation principles An~ f~o~ supp6rtinga~y specific alternative 
cost allocation principles. This settlement substantially 
increased the risk to existingcustom~rs of hiqh~r ~ates, according 
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to Kerrl~Riyer;'ln'order to .furtherlPG&E,and PGT's own~·_:f'..rl :':qi,' -l::>' .. l"~ 

entrepreneu~iai intel'e~ts.,- ,~·'L;",< ,- ~: < ',;",:~;~:, (,f",',', \:'-:,-1:1:''',' 

":('i':l,:;':~~PG&E,has retused to gUarantee that: it· would' not 'flow 
through costs ,of. the· expansion' to" ~xistinc;f cus!:OlD.erS .~. ThisJs ~;" ,'((: 
siqnitiC?a~t~: alleges J{ernRiver,' because' the Expansi6l'l has not: been'! 
structured c inc suc~, a tashion that shippers': payments would., be JIlade ,:' " 
in all'events' or' would be guaranteed by: credit-~orthy companies. ,~,:.: t: r 

Kern River lX?ints out: that utility" shippers' may, be' cpnstraine~ bY" ,_,' 
regulatory~deci$ions and cannot ex~cute, all events ~oJitracts,' ~he ;,('{i 

non-utility· shippers' obligation' to provide" a' corporate CJU.arantee" ,) , 
equal"t~ the first year ,reservation' ¢harge arises' only, at the' in~"' ,',; 
service'date of the.project; many of ' the non-utility,shipp~rs ,,' 
themselves are sp~cial-purpOse subsidiaries with limited assets,' ;",," 
and any potential protection that the commission could provide'" 
would be waived if PG&E's request to waive 'GO 96-A is granted. 

Kern River·states-·that it does not6ppose' the:issuance ot 
a CPCN if it-is appr6priately conditioned,' Keql.'River' requests , 
that the ,Commission adopt-these'conditions if it issues a CPCN to 
PG&E for its;portion of the Expansion~' 

1., , that PG&E cancel, i.ts Prece4,ent Ag~eement' '. 
for the p\ln;hiise, of lOQ MM9f/d. of, firm, ,', 
transportation' 6n~ the Exininsiord' " ' 

~: - ~ .: 

2. that PG&E,construct its segment_using, 
36-inch pipeline'looping t6'd~ilv4i!t-655 
KKcf/d to, Expansion shippers on' a: year~" ' 
round basis unless PG&E reappli,es,to amend 
its'certificate'to show it has contractUal 

,commitments from non-attiliatedentities 
for firm transportation in excess of 655 
KMcf/d: . 

3. that PG&E allow Expansion shippers to;take 
delivery' of gas at points onth'e' ExPailsi6n 
other thaJi Kern River station, file ' 
information regarding ,t~e C?st ,~"t, :, 
trAnsporting various volumes'of gas to 
those northerly points, and allow any 
shipper to renegotiate or cancel its ' 
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e 
.~ f ,,:'j ~,rd ,r~'ib;~:~lo~y.~~~f!leht J~. ).~9htof this: "\~"':'·.1 " ,It) Y.' 5,)\,(1 j 

~ .. I:"~ : ; ~ ") (~ ~ f _~ ~-. _ ~ ,0.-: t -'; J . ~ ~ It'" _~ '. J 

, . 4 •. that: ,PGtrE re«alculate its r~te fori' ' ,-,~ f' .'., 
.,: ;.' ,,'. d~lIV~ties' t:6 '~ern:RiVerstat}.6n :utiiJ:z(n</": 

,"<:':1 c',),< ,a 23.5'ye~r.d.epreol.ation·life; that~the l"'. ' ·:.:' .. ··'1:·· 

... , .. ,\. ,--, r.r~~e .l~r .finn. tr~nsportation ol\.th~. i"" r t '! ' .. ,~ '::~ "',, f /, 
o c. '..... ' .. ' Expansion' tie' a' two-part rate' has'ed 'on the" . 

;,-, •. ' r.· "J'modified fi~ed variable rate' desiqnuSed: by i ,. ':. : -:~ : .~; 

,c, '.', F,ERC: " ,: ... ·:tr I, - ':.f ~\:!..;,~ 

;';1,5 •. ·,·,tij~t' in addition' to the charge f6r~ hew;'~':l' :. L:, 
, • -." r- .. eXpansion faoilities, the re'lenuei,·_-u, ( ........ , : ... ' '-",' _--.,:' 

'l' •.. ,~, ~. req\ifrement"fo'r the' EXpansion 'sha 1'-' l'nclude' i'" .'---, 

' .• ; 1 ! d' .. ', \," ,', an -appropr ia te tee for, the! use' of certll ih ~ f. , .L'" ~; "',.: '.' ,'; 

: .. :': ;8tM~~A~~~~GP:>C~~~'s,:~,i~i~~~es~~i~ti~~~~,~e! '-'", -, ': . 

"{ ... 

. : . system,' which shall be allocat~d betwe'en-'" ". 
~~~ ~;(Js~~n<~ s¥stem, and Exp~nsiolll o~~ ~he " . 

. samebaS1S as 1S used by the COmm1SS1.0n for 
. the allocation of those costs' among classes 
.. of PG&E's custoners; and 

.. 6.' ,that: PG&E tile a written' statement' agreeii1g 
. _,~qat, it ,wi.ll not seek to impose ,any of the 

costs of'the Expansion on'any of its ' 
existing ratepayers at any time ' during 'the 

,,' ,.'.; ,appr9ved life of the Expansion. 

E. : Ai i:a.ont Gas· Transaission company 
"', ... Altamont Gas Transmission Company' (Altamont) oppos~s ·the 

Application. Altamont is a joint venture whos~ p~rticipants' 
include affiliates of Tenneco Gas, Amoco Canada :P~tr6leum·t6Jftpany,' 
Ltd., Petro-Canada, Inc., and Montana Power Company.'·'It 'proposes'" 
to construct a 620-mile pipeline from the U.S.~Canadianborder:t(): 
Opal, Wyoming for the firm transportation of canadian naturalgasr 
The Altamont pipeline will interconnect with Kern River· at Opal,-: . 
Wyoming. '.' 

'" . From Opal, Wyoming, Altamont's shipments wi.ll'be' 
transported over the facilities of Kern River and the Mojave' '. 
Pipeline to their Ultimate destiilation.southern·californici.' Kern 
River plans to expand its capacity to transport an additional 
500 KMcf/d of Canadian gas for Altamont. The expansion will 
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invol ve one compt'ess!o'~- s'tati6rl~ ~n' 'a then~-'e'~'~~~~~.h4"~i~~line near 
Daggett in Caiifornia. 

Th~:~~,~~,F~n,r i>ip~~J.,ne~}~,' ~~s,iq~-~~;-~1,~h:~X~ ~~~)): initial 
capaoity of 719 ~cfl<\' It: eXpects to b~9in s&.rvice in late 1993. 

Altamont has filed an' Appli?ia~ioh.,(tor:'a CPct(u~d.Eir j;~-c:tion 7 (0) of 
.';,,' .~ ..... ' , 1 ~ .' ~ ~ ,~~ ;. • '~ .. i . .!-~ •. , ,_.~lt_. ~:-.... 1 

the Natural q~s Act'1~s well as an application 'for 'an Optional 
Expedited certificate and a Blanket certificate fioi!{Jthe FERC. 

Altamont ,st~tes that if,the Kern River,: Mojave, and 
soealGas/El ?a,~o proje(£flf"a:r~, a:li, in'serVici-~', i it,:~~~( pe <iifticuit 
for both Alt~iu~nt aJ\d'the.Exi>artsion to market' {llf: 9f.their combined 
1.25 Bcf/d ofn~tA.ddit.it,Tilll,icapacity: if th~,E'xP~~'~~io;fl is built, 
it is less lik~fy,' that' th~-' Altamc;'~t pr~j~'ct '~iil 'be built: it the 
Expansion is certificat~d' And': cc;)Jlstructed a.nd th;E{'Alt1t~()nt pipeline 

- '.' • '. -10 - :- :... -. 

is not, southern' and northern california gas ~arkets'will be 
deprived of pipeline-to-pipeline 60mpetition~ C~llfotnia would 
lose the benefit of reduction in the cost of transporting Rocky 
Mountain gas that th'ec9lnb.in~tion6f 'the Alt~.nbni'ahdKern River 
pipelines provide; according to Altamont. 

Altamont argues' that PG&E's Expansion' ptojec't fails to 
meet two of the fundamental criteria adopted by ,the COl!imission: for 
determining.whether a proposed transportation project will' serve 
the publ ie interest: first, the, Expansion proj ect is not ' 
economically justifiable either as a means- to achieve gas cost ' 
reductions ,through gas on gas competition, or on the basis of 
competitive transmission costs, because the Expansion is structured 
to unreasonably restrain or prevent other gas supplies from 
competing with PG&E for sales to customers in PG&E's service 
territory; second, the Expansion Project does not place cost 
responsibility for new capacity on those customers'who will benefit 
from firm service on its pipeline'; nor does it insulate' co're .. 
customers from the risk that they will bear part 'of the burden of 
cost recovery for the Expansion facilities. 
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L·" ';:Alta~ont. m~~es, .any :qt :-tq$ t at<JUJq$nt~ thi:\t~ K$rn,-River .if,.: ~ ')) 

rais~:; ~gains.~ t116 ~pplic~tlQn,'~, Wh~re·:thos~ ('i~s.ues: have, been lfUlly : 
d)~9\1ss~d above,. ~be <lisc\lssiQn ",ill, not be .repeated'_h~re.', The:" _ 
fo~),owing' is,'l~mited ~to i\, further eXplanation.ot tile 'issues .,trom,- t:,: 
Alt~~on~'s-per~pectiveas:a diretlt,competitor of .the Exp~ulsion," ',;'.. 
project. . ~ ~.' :" , '. 

: .. -,.Alt~I19nt',ass~l1:,s tlla~:it. theExpa~siol\ projeot;.is .buil t, ; .-', 
and Altamont,' ispoti thEu:'e ,.,il1 .be ,less pipe,l_ine-to-pipeliJ}~ ","' '~', --. . 
competition" to ,transport ~ali£ortda/s' qas l,o~dsf:r Alta~ont; olaims:,< 
that the terms PG&E offered to potential shippers ~ere aimed at, ;; 
precluding other pipeline projects from, competing with:,the ., 
Expansion project to provide transportati<>n'f6r' cartadian'gas to 
s01;lthe~n california, while at the s.ame time precluding. shippers on 
the: Expansion· Project from competing effe~tively with, PG&E for 
sales in PG~.E/S, service te,r.ritory. As an eXample of, this 
al1~ico~petitive dealing,Altamon~ cites the. allocatio,J\ of. cap~city 
bas~d·on hO,",:qreat-,a percentage of the total transportation rate 
the shipper ,was w,il1ing tQ pay as. a reservat.i.c:m cha~ge. 'According 
to-Altamont, ,a ~hipper would becomp~lled to concentrate its 
effo~s,on keeping the cap~city'~ul1, and ~ill have no incent~ve to 
use other pip,eline taqilities. that may l?e .priced lo~er.. O,ther 
anticompetitive terms includ.e t~e exclusive, dealing terms.of ,the 
precedent agreement; and the one-point delivery. to Kern River 
station outside of PG&E's service territory. 

Altamont asserts, -PG&:E's exclusive Precedent Agreements 
are exclusive dealing arrangements wi~hin the purview of the 
cartwright Act, C~l~Bus •. &Prof. Code sec. 16727, which prohibits 
the use 0:£. sUc::h arr~ngements by firms with marke,t power, where 
their effect is to 'substantially lessen compet,ition ••. ' The.se 
agreements are likewise contrary to the federal anti-trust laws, 
particularly Sec. 3 of the Clayton Act, 15 U.S.C. sec. 14 {1973} 
and sections 1 and 2 of the Sherman Act, 15 U.S.C. Secs. 1 and 2.11 
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(CitatiOtui}'omitted) {7 lt"is 'olear;L"says\Altam6rit,' thatq>G'S used 
its e>tist trig' market' pO\oier' 6V'er th~; transpoita ti6n ot'canad ian Cjas' i, 0: 

to cause shipp~rs to'execut'fa 'exolusi'le'dealinq contracts· to.l.ock:' 
up a, substantial' part 'ot" the market "f<it ti'ansportation' of ,'canadt4il" '; 
gas tosol.lther'ri calitorttia~and thereby; eliminat'~ competition .ft6m r:,\ 
other providers of this service, such as Altamont.· 

Altamont claims that since·thegxparision·provid~s n6 
direot i trarisp6rtation'capaoit.y:to marJ<ets inside PG&E's service 
territoryt' 'potential s\ippller~c6mpetlt6ts of' PG&E"ClU'u'l6t,'use' ",', " 
Expansion Project .'capaoitY to', seil directly to.: n6il';;'core'gas' 
customers in "competiti6nwith Pd&E. ' , 

2. ~E/S SUbSCription to 
100 MKof/d of capaoity 

, '-f 

","; " 

Like Kern River, Altamont 6bjects 'to PG&E's subscription':';' 
of 100 KNct/don the Expansion Project, but Altamont' adds 'that:"the·' . 
subseriptioflis parto! PG&E's rilan to maintain its northern' C 

california transportation Iil6nopoly and to 'protect; its ··sales 'l!iarx~ts' 
trom'competition, which will result in PG&E needinq amounts qreater· 
than it would reqUire ina tnuy competitive environment •. 

Altamont points out that PG&E'sdecision to inorease ihe' 
Expansion Project capaoity from 600 MHcf/d to, 755 HMcf/d:reduded " 
rates on the Expansion Project' by $.11' per Mei i Altamont believes " 
the project's resizing, onlY tour months af!=-~t PG&E 'filed :its"': 
application with the Commission, was a response to'c6mpetitiv~i" 
pressure from Altamont. Altamont belieVes that:PG&E'ssuDscripti6n 
was likewise inresp6nse to Altamont's pressure; since PG&E did not 
execute a Precedent Agreement until AUgUst 30, 1989, one month 
atter Altamont tiled its application with the·FERC. 

,Altamont states that' the reservat:fon'charge that PG&E 
will pay for its 100 MMef/d of Expansion Project 'capacity wiil 
simplY be rolled into the other demand charges that PG&Epaysand 
be included in the intrastate transportation rates that PG&E 
charqes for service on its existing system. competitors who must 
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e 
pay PG'E's' intrastate' rat"es' would Ultlrnatel..y: l>tly: l>att' Of; ro&E's 
Expansion reservation char'Jes,', thus subsidizing ,PG&E' s competitive';:': , 
position' fori <jas sales,' according to Altamont, <~':~,~ , . ',' ; , 

:' 3 .. : cost AllOcation ", , ,\ ,;,- ; ~ 
and Rate Design: , "I" (;-, ': <'ii' -I':'" ':,',' .. ' 

Altamont characteriz'es as anticompetitive PG&E's cost:; ~;, L' , 

allocation andrrate design bec;ause they all~edly)result in 
~- ,:. . -~ .~. ~ - 1 .• - ;....- . .... - :: ; . ; ~ ( -J~ : t . ~ ~" .... :-

subsidIzation of 'thEf: ~x'p~nsion' ProJ~ct by, e,xistiflci; sy$tem . . . -'. .. . . - . - ~ , -~.... ~ . -~. . - - - -
customers. Altamont observes that the increm~ntal:c6st allocation 
methodolOgy is likewise, used .fo~; the PGT port.ion, of, tJle Expansion 

, . ~ -' '" ,; _.. . ~ ~. . . .,.. -." . - , . - " .', -... - . 

Project. since PG&E's existing system ratepayers-·pay all.. of PGT's 
cost of serVi~~e ~ th~Y wiil '~uhsldize:the' r~t'~s pcii<i b~' Expansion 
Project shippers'all t~e way from canada t6~ern River station, 
claims Altamont. 

According to Altamont, PG&E has' leveraged its utility 
status and utility':'based:fin~ncfal f;trenqth to ad"ant~qe over 

•• • • 40 • • •••• ~ • 

independently competitive projects" since,PG&E/s 30":,year 
depreciation schedule' will, r~sul t iil' lower. uttit'transp6rtation 

. . 

costs than the rates charged by its competitors, such as Altamont, 
,.-ho will be reqUired by' ~en'd.ers and by th~' FERC" tous~ depreciation 

" '. " -

schedules shorter than 30 years. 
PG&E's pro forma tariff, which provides delivery to Kern 

RiVer station at a single rate, provides a double anticompetitive 
benefit to PG&E, claims Altamont; it reduces the Expansi~n's ra,t~s 

. ~ - . . . 

in competition with Altamont and protects PG&E from loss of market 
share in its service territory. 

Altamont clAims ,that PG&E was able to use its dominant 
market position to require transportation of gas through the 
Expansion Project in at least one case; 

. l...., . . - 'I ~ .; 

between Pq&E's gas agqregate aff111ate, 
- . '. ~ . .. - .' company, Ltd. (A&S) and Ed1son requ1red 

to be transported over the Expansion. 
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~:\;-;,:ltlt~~ont~t~t~s.'that it"is a ,viable alternative' to' the' yr',! 

EXPCl(l~i9R' ~at meets: a:ll' of the COJIlDission's OIl: deoision crit'eria;:.{~·; 

that will further, not eXclude,', pipe,liile-:t6-pipeline co~petition~r ":1 

Altamont recommends that if a certificate is issued to 
PG&E for the Expansion project, the certificaf~should~ lItiu , 

conditj.oned to' ~~qUire" PG&E to do the following: ~ : , .. ' , 
l,.~to a~o~t· rates, ~a~e. desiqnj . an4 terms· and .:. :i" i .' .. ,~" f ': f, 

, ~on.~~t~on~. o( ,serv l.ce .det~XlDl.ned, by,. ,the ..... c ' •• ;.;. ~ ..,' 
' "Comrilissi6n prior to' issua:ilce6t~the'" '"", ",'. ',~' '.' 

.', ~ r;, certificate, .: ',,' : 'j'Y "'!"'i" 

'. ,':: (;: 2(': tcr'provide i-ihiuctions" in otcredi"ts':fb \-.he' '{'" 
, .': 'i" , '. lcast, of [service for customers of PG&E's ' , . ,.; " ", .', . 

, '., ',' =e~.i~~~ng sy~t~m~ 'r0~(msuf.ate with .. ~aif. ,~nd.-. 
'. '.'" eq\htable altocatl.on of capitat, O&M, and 

'" ; A&G, costs between the existing system and 
the Expansion; 

.'" , '~i •. to guarantee that existing system cu~tomers 
will bear no costs.associated with the 

"EXpansion's construction and op'eration: to 
release .Expansion shippers from the .. 
~xclus~v~ gea1ing.provisions ofthei~ 
Precedent Agreements with PG&E and PGT; 

. '! 

".tQ'"pr9vide EXp~nsion. transp~r~ation service 
·to,delivery pOints within PG&E's service 
territory at mileage-based rates: and .," i 

5. to 6onduct' an ·open season- to f~lrly 
allocate the Expansion's capacity. 

F. . bOdo • CiUiada ~troleUll co.nan". Ltd. 

. :'; 

Amoco canada PetroleUm company, Ltd. (Amoco) is a'" 
producer of natural gas in Canada. It'sells some of its p~Odu6tion 
to both" A&S 'And Pan AlbertA· Gas, Ltd., which ar~ gas 'aggregators 
that sell"their' gas to' PG&E and S6CalGas, respectively. Amoco 
seeks access' to the 'southern calif6rnic1 natural gas market,' biit, "as" 
~a member of th'e Altamont joint venture,' it supports the Altamont 
propasai~ Amoc6 opposes the EXpafision project because the' 
Expansion would allegedly exclude the construction of an 
independent pipeline from Canada to california markets, make 
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e 
California a{'l~s's"attractive' 'market:'to'l ~upt>li'~isJ.{ a(Net~elY' altect:1 (A 

the intek-ests' Of' the f customers'i6li')PG'E'~i e~istit.~isysi~m~·-·and·\del\~L<:· 
southern callforilia; gas' c6nsumers; the 't b~n~fits··(;.f-'plp~lif\e~t:6.l:! cO: ',-.:) 

pipeline competition. Amoco recomm~nds' tliA~ if ai'cPcR;i~ r issU~d 
for th~ EXpansion,"1it·'sh6uidbe'sUbject· to"th~ isani~[c6nditJ.ons 
propbsedbY'Altain6nt-:in its'brlef~L; ,!,' ,:' \ ' ., ·',··r ;'.; :".,,') : .... 

c'. i _. As a' partioipant: in' the' Al tamont'prop6sfll~' "'iiafiy of' : .... \.~~, ~t l. c. 

Amoco's"arquments against the Explulsi6n are:identloal t6rthose"otC':lrlf 
Altamont.', Onl} .... th6s~·a~gumentfr .. wliich·'wefe not.' tid~ed:bY ;Altiimotlt hl~ 
or which, materially' differ fr6i1i.~Al tamont l 8:\;111 ~ be silimlliii~d h~t~~f'1~i 

: .- 1· .. ·. The ·~ioiijFalls ·tb:Pr0a6te~·cmmetition·' '; ',,;'.': ..... :--~- :j;; 

, . Am6cO' asserts ~ that: PG&E Aild roT' h6id -marKet '. pow~r' ov~:r ,.!: i 

the transportation :of canadian gas to Calit6rnia.'b~cau:se they'; ,:.':;.: ;'. 
operate the only· pipeiirie system that transPorts 'gas' direct.lY' from '.'" { 
western: canada into Cal i forilia ~ Thi~ 'qas is' purchased: ita Canada by : : 
A&S, which sells all of that gas to PG&E. . Natural . ga~' suppl ie's': ; '" '., 
purchased by A'S for ultimate sale t6'PG&E account'for 81 ~ercent 
of all of. the' Canadian "gas consUllied in"California. PdT also'" 
transports the' remaining 19 percent 'of 'cana'dian' gas' consumed in' - ,'" 
california frOll.canada to stafifi~ld, Oregon, from where . it' is' 
transported by anoth~r pipelinef6i delivery to SoCalGas • 

. . _.' Amoco nOtes that the Kern River, Mojave, -and SoCalGas : '" 
Southern system Expansion projects 'willcollectiVely . install: 'I. 3' . , 

billion cubic' feet p~r day (Bcf/d)' of new gas: transmfssioncapacity " 
to California markets before the EXpansion Project and Altamont . 'if 

Pipeline ilre scheduled for operation. While the Expansion has 
Precedent Agreements with shippers for all of its capacity and' 
Altamont has Precedent Agreements with shippers for 532 MMof/(i' of . 
its capacity plus letters evidencing interest in' the' remaining 168 

MMcf/d of its capacity;' Amoco believes that thesecommitmEmts 'do 
not necessarily demonstrate that there is a market tor the combined' 
capacity of both projects in 1993. While southern california is' a .\ 
strong market, it will not support both the E>tpansion and the 
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Alt~!QC?~~c PtP~lin~.' :,if~ ~~!~~ansJotl ,~s· ~u.i~tJ:I,th~) .so~thern ,. [l-'{~~-l:r r ~',:,) 
Cal ~'9~n~~t.m~rk~~.:~1~~; los~ ,the~.»~J:le.(its. Q(., p!pel1,ne-to-pipeiine" ::-.;~! 
competiti()n .. ~~c;>m.:c"n~da. t9. C~lifQ.~l)i~t·· accQrding ,to: Aln.oco~,- .. ;:,,';i [,.,' 

t. 2. __ Mta.ont· as an Alternative,:,.,.· '. t, • ::.d l .' ... I'" ,:'1)[ J "',~ ~q 

. : AmOCQ, qites th~ commi~siQn's·duties.und.er, § ,100L,of ,the\("j 
,. . -.. - ~ - .. ~ '- _. 

PU Code and proffers the Altamont pipeline a~ ~~ viable#: cO\Dpetitiye!(j' 
alternative ~?, th~ '. E~al'lsion. ,proj~ct, Acco~diJ).g.,t91 Amoco;:', the 

. ..' :. . .. 
inte~C?()nnection of,Altamont's pip~li~e and.the;Ke:rn River,pipeline'-
anci ~~,e.res':l.lting increas~ in l<e~'River~s c~pacitYi' w~ll'allegedlY::,\ 
bel}e~l,t. Cal~fornia g~smarket~ by loW(eril)9 tbe':tral\sportation~cost h' 

of Rocky Mountain, .qas (~o soutJtern,california~by ~$O t.! 7/Mcf,.: AInoco 
adds th~t bec~use of conditions placed on their FERC certificates, 
Altamont ,and Kern River will·be unable to re~uce.their volumetric 
levels of transportation service upon which their rates are 
det;ermined, and will have an additional incentive to operate 
pipelines a~ full capacity. 

their 

.. Amoco~~intains that gas consumers have benefited from': 
increasing.compe~ition amonggas,suppli~rs as transportation 
capacity has become, available on existing pipelines and local .' , 
distributio~ company systems. According to Amoco, most canadian 
gas producers sell their gas· on a -net-back· 'basis, whereupon al,L-j' 
else being e~al, producers will favor markets where their netback 
is highest as a, result of either relatively higher market valUe ·for 
gas, relatively low transportation costSt or a combination 'of bothi) 
Thus, Amoco argues that if the Altamont pipeline is constructed and:,:' 
lowers Kern River's transportation costs by $0.17,' the southern 
California market would become more attractive to canadian 
producers. 

;' If the Expansion's rates are established in the manner 
proposed by Altamont such that the cost of existing facilities are 
allocated to the. Expansion, using costs escalated to the date of 
operation, and iT.~orporatin9 the cost of environmental mitigation; 
Amoco asserts tha~ the cost of transporting canadian gas to . 
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california,' thrO\l9h: ~~ Alt~plontO~~.rJ\. ~.iV,er; pip~l~n.~~ .\~.ilJ ,.be. ,Jq~er,:-:,-, 
than the cost of transportati.on on the Expari~i<?l'l" Anll:;)Co ,~~~c~udes ,! 

that the commisslon :sho~lQ. nQt,t~,~ue. ~.~fCJ.l ;.f9J";c~$ :EXPa.I;\.sioJ'! ~ 
project until it has determined the just,and reasonable rates, 

:""" - -.. ' -~-.~)::- ~"i\'.J .... -·)·~.'l" J L ' '\-F: , ..... ~ •. ; J',".,-' . ~)_~ ._~ j:).~_ ~:(-' I;:~: -,~, ~ ~ 1,;;U{:' ':_~:;.l.-. 

terms,. a"dconditions,of .. s.erv.l:ce which it Wl.ll approve f0t; 
il!1ple~e~~a,fion 'by '~he' Exp~nsio'n~' . .. ".... ' ". i .. ·.::,- . ! " 

G. H1 Pcl$O N~t:Cir:al:~s C6~' ,; .' :,' .:, ',' ; ~ '."": c· ;:;,,:;.: [. 

. ,- t '; - ~ , "t "r ~ -, -.}' . ~ I L "- •• , • :." -. -{. -", ~ - " • • .~. ~ ".... • ~ •• ".;- (- ~ • ... ~ ,.""1 - __ '; 
. . . fa' -paso Nat.ura.i . Gas (;0.··. (tipaso)' is' 'a 'pipel in~' 'slippl i~'I: '.,' 

-.~l ~:-.'!..-.~i...,_~-~: I,' --:_';--<'::'~ :'_}~-C-,-~, ~:i-. (:J).~_Jj. _~:.:.~ ,_:_: :-'i':~~:'!:':J;'.] "~~:, .. -; -:)~,:J -~~~ r~ 

of nat~r~1.9as produced in ~~ so~thwes~ern~n1ted states. .-
According'\o' :th~ :FUel~:'~r~n"~~ 'ol "'th'~ ()~,:. t'!' pa;~o :~(~-'19'i~·isJp~fred 

.-:.~ J, .. ~.~ ~"~: _ : _. ~ ':' .: .... :; -·~r: ..... 2:~"-;{-l'C ..... ···r· J _.~.{ , .-:-)[' •• :_1"- .. ~ :~._~ ~4-~ .<. '.';':. ~ 

approxl1l!~tely. ,51. 4\ Of: the natural :gas consumed ,in th~ state or 
about 2~'685 MM~f/d aV:e'ratgeth~ougliput~':' Abci'ut ~'f% of :thos'e'- . '; 
deliveri~'s 'are 'maci~ t~'s'~calG~s~; Th'e oth~'r j'g\ is made tOPGlr'E. 

1. Unld~titi~ capacity'"MAY .' 
PrOduce Additional Revenues 

~l Paso questions the design capacity ,of the Expansion'. 
. . ',' - " ;"'.,'. -' ,-.' , , . '. - .' . . - " .. " . :' . 

El Paso notes that to the extent that PG&E'~an sell:f1rm capacity 
in excess of'th~155;MMCf ';daiiy'd~sign,ir"pG'&Ewlllrre~lize' .
reveAues -in' ~~ce~s 'of ~costs: 'PG&E ~ill 'retain 'ali r~venue's
att~ibutable t.o· int~rrUptibie'-s~ivi~e, inci"tiJiilg re';enu~s it. e')(<ies'~' 
of the $7.4 million 1n costs Which itailocat~d to inte~tuptibie 

._.~ ..•. : ... '._ •••.• ' " .•.• _.'':: :.:.: ',-' - __ ._'.'.+ _.' : '~';' ._.c.. .._ 
transportat1on. Thus, argues E1 Paso, PG&E has an 1flcent1ve to 
understate tJ:le' actuai daiiy capa~ity whi~h '~ili :te~tiH~ fi6mits 
Expansion. Because thefaciiity d~sign assumes ~ .stiinmer';-·'arilbi.~nt' 
temperature of 90 degrees when capacity~ is' iimit~ci to 75!f :i.tMcf/d, . 
El Paso specuiates that the Expansion Project may have cap~city in' 

• 
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exc'e'ss' 'of '755 'MMof/d rdui'ihg ~J\'on-winfet "Jlioi\tns wh<e'n!the -te'tnperatute:'-'; 
is 1~ssi'tiicih'-90 degre~·~.4_!:,< ,,{. !;~ ;(,·i I,-::j,~-::.ir.!t 'JO .:;',',' ,.f.:' 

2 ~ - . ~TIle ~ioil j s ; Riltes ea.rm6t -be oetenu.ned __ . , .-:' I 

" ,t_ ~ ,";!!." ~I~.- ,~'-~~~ i' .1':... J~'(l~ Ll.;:> i':-·qi- :.'-~.:~'-):j '~i.ti .:..:i .~:. :tHl "'_::"':~: 
The ann':i~l cost of servi<:e and proposed ~at~s -lor service' 

.'0. _~.: =-._\") !,; ". I.' ' .. ' ~-l J.!_I·~_~· . ')j. '. : .!'_-. :'[-, ·.).frj:\ ~ f ;~'it\- • . ~ ...... ."."; 

are derived from a 'capital cost based on -i98S--(l611ars. - -'81 'Paser . ' 
arques that the capital cost estimate'~p6ri:~o'm\>f$iti~ri ~f"tliJ' ',"> 

Expansion in 1994 is the more reasonable ba'~-'iiijfot "Pt~P~st;d;-iai~s •. ;'\ 
Whi:l~ "roiSeE ha~ prop1osed' 'tci '~'et io,rlh "it~ "c)o~t'su~~'fu~Iiy iricurred in 
a qeneral r~te ~ase·appl'icatioJ)-'t~i.~~ t'ile8 tstli{~n'ths "pf'i6F i fJ', _',':' 
comn<~~~~k~nt, of ~~x:V'r~e,:El 'p~~o. p~birif's,' 6{;tl~haoi ~~~i~';ii~'inij'!~~\i£d:' 

_ -" • ,'.' " - r' ~ .' • _ ~:i : ~ . . ~ .;: • _. i ~ . -~', ~, ' '.- -:~ _ .. 1 ,~. .. • -': "'-:0;- .:. ~ 

be made long after tJ,e Precedent 'Agreement shippers 'have 'beccune" '; • 
- - .~ ",'";' ';~ ,'t' ",' - ••• ":':-';J'.'~.:' -:--'./:." ~". ", .~\.\~ ~:;:>~'. (. -j ... :-, .... ,.;. 

bound to PG&E by executed transportatl.on contracts. El Paso' argues " 
that 't"hecommission should not approve a CPCN u~~ii PG&Epropci~~s' .. .. \' . ""; ~ ; :".' - ,'; . ~ .: ~~. : ~ 

rates which are based on a reasonablyaccurate9ap1till cost 
estimate. 

. £1 Paso criticl.zas.PGtrE's 'p~opos~'d'tiansportation tariff 
and 'claims that it should not bethe'hasls fo'r ~~pCN becilU:~e 

, ,_.' , .' i . -. . i' '. . . ! ~ ~ ., .~~::. ~..' ': {} .":. .~ .. ~ ''-'; 

PG&E's'own w~tness stated that the eritl.re contents of the tar1ff 
• .' '.' .' It . -.:' "'..., .,.~. , ):- .. -. -= > -: -'" :.- .' "1:'" 

are subJect to negot1atl.On between PG&E,and the sh1ppers, and that 
the'tariff was a -first draft. W 

~l pas~ doubts that the 20 Precedent 'Agreem~nts'which 
~ • ~ : -. '0. - ~. .-.' .. " ~ ':.. , :. ,-.' _" >. • ,', .: .J" J" 

have subscribed.to the 755 MMcf of the ·de~19n day· expans10n 
... ' .. , •. - '" --.~~ .. ··!·~i ... ~- .. :-; 

capac~ty represent contractual obligatl.ons,on ~he part of sh1pp~rs 
because even after satisfaction of th~ prec~dellt c;:onditionsset' 
forth in those agreements, all of the terms aI'l<f~onditions of 

4 According to the testimony of PG&E's witness cited by El paso, 
the Expansion has a maximum capacity of 877.5 MMcf/d at Kern River 
during the ·winter months· of ~ctober through March. El paso notes 
that PG&E's witnesses also confirmed 815 MMcf/d to be the level of 
firm capacity, but that the Wdesign day· capacity flow diagram is 
only a snapshot of system operations that differ over the course of 
a year. 
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servJc;~,,~r~~~"bje9t·,.toneg9t~a,tJ.Qn-. to therll~t\lal {satisfaction of 
th~. p,~,r,tie.s, c EJ .. P~s<) ~lai~s ·.tbat ashipP$r"has ltIade' no!commitment'.Ol. t" . ..! • • 

uJ\~~r ~.e .~rec.~dell~,~9'ie¢ment' J as a consequencei~PG&E's ,testimonYi:nt,' 
that tit~~ ~xp.~ns~9n ~s ~fully sub~cribed i can P~' accorded 11 ittle,: \ ~\ ,):' ~ 
weJ9pt in~yal~.a.t~nCJ'P9'E/s.:pr9PQsal" ":":,:', \""":.:',,"\, "',;: '. "I,r., 

3.. PG~B'S subscription) 'c',' ':.,' f~"jl:".' j',lll ; :,L 

E1 paso cautions that if $hippers ~o n~t·.ev~ntually t.',J· ,<. 
execute qas transporta~ion. ~9r~~{D.ents ~ which, pr~vi_de tfor capacity 
that equals the, quantity set (<?~h if) ~e,p:p~qe~~nt, ~greements. the 

.. : ~ f· f! : .. ' .1 ~;, .- ~ __ ~ ... ; \ i:.< ~ ~ -, .I, ~; :..; (.- '::.~ 1 till.' ~ - ~~ _~ • .,- i. .. .", • i .' ~ I I • -, J :. '. ~ ~ • _ ; l • " • 

proportl.onate cost of ullsubscrl.bed fl.rm ~t;ansport.atl.On c*paql.ty, 9 f , ' 
4. .:~ " .-~., ~'."::' i - ; ~';.' -. ' _: r· '::;-- . ~\ _.- -: " ~-. -:' '~'. i " _~ ;-", : ~ ~. ',.';;- ~ _: ; 1 ~ ,,_~' .: ... t, _, I: ~ ~:~ 

PrQJect \ll.11' have tC) be borne by o~ller shl.ppers •. ,Si~c~, ~'~~-s" r"', 
,- t. . ~ -" '.- " . c:. ' ." ' • :., ~'" .'. ; • ': 1 • I.. i. " ,1 .' ~ ( _ _ "I t: _ ~.'; ~ ~ ,-.",. 

witness' test'i~ie(r ill' rebuttal' that Pd&E '. isse~~irtq ,.capacity ,of "Q:v~r , 
300 millioJ\'~ct/d h.y'the i994-95 ti~e' f~a:m~; :Ei, p~?o'j spe~u~~t~'~ ,-'" ,', ' 

. - ~ 1 . \ ." "c' ;. , . -". ~-' ~ • ~. .. ': - -

that PG&E may'be plarin~J\q to 6subscribe« to capaclty whl.ch,ls.not, 
cohtracted 'for, and' to shift the' add~d bU~den 'to its e~isting. ' f', 
customers. if t~~ ultimate gas transpo~tat~~n ~9re~m.~~ts'~re for', 
rel~tively short' t~rritSl :then"'the' lo'ngei ... t~~ ~hipp~rs,'oir PG,'E,g', 
system' customers, 'wi11'h'ave'to be~r \~~' r~'a'ilocation ~i 'the' . .. 

rem~d~in9 uilre~6v~f~d co~ts,'a66or<iln<J to lh '''Paso., " ",: ' 
,-.' -., ,'.' :": .: : ~ :."... ~ .. .' -' • ~ : '. - ~ ~ .• ' . I' '. .. ..; . - " . . . .'.. . .." ,; .. -', .' ~ 

E1 Paso's Wl.tness testl.fl.ed that PG&E's subscrl.ptl.ons ,to, 
100 MMcf/do{'capacity '6ri the txpansio~ Pr'oj~ctare n~t' ri~ededt~, ,', 
meet PG&Eisc~re "<:ustomer ne~'ds thro~gh~ at le'ast th~'year 2005. ,;,E,! 

paso' argues that PG&E' has moretha.n sutfi~ien~ existing ciip~'~ity to , 
: ~ ~ . "- . ~ . ,:) . ~~ -. "."" .. ,." :.' . ~. '; 

meet its core requirements '~ell into the 21st century., Using 
figur~s fr6m' the '19'89 califor:nia Gas Report, El Paso t~sti'fied.: 

'. -. .. ,.. "~ _: ~ .••• ~ _' ' ~. " ,"., ~ ;; I .-

that even after ad)ust~ng PG&E's proJected core demand to refle~t 
the «cold . year 'day If' (it '1 in 35 y~ar occurrence) and a 20% wslack 
factorlf (e'xce~S: capacity of 10% was already a~sumed per the . -...' ~, ~." -' .:.~" . ~ . Commission's plpe1~ne 011 deCl.~lOn) a surplus of 928 HMcf, 
987 M'MCf, and'l,067 MMe'! of pipeline.capacity' sUPPly' is E!stimated 
fOr the years 1993, 1995, and 2000. 
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'0 fl" E If' the' SUbsCk"iptions are-;r~qulred'1 to~meet~~ ro&E'g' 'hon~~or:~~ 
demands, then PG&E' s non-¢or~: cUstomers shbuid pay; fbi- tht{ cl:tpa6ity~ 
and \.core·· customers; should not' be required to' provide: a'-;'subsidy . fbr';' 
PG&E' s n6n~c6r~ marketin<j aotivities','claims"El" pas'6~--: f\ El': 'Pas'b: J(.:~' 

cites the principle, announced in'- D~ 90~02';;'016:j; that! th~' 'c6mmissl'oh'" 
does not reject thg use of curtai.lments! i,Y' th~'c6iltext; ot! peak 
demand planninc;r· by 'gas utii.iti~s~-,. 'i,' "'-,\ , , .' 

'.:: 4~ . Hew pipelinecaDacity is-Uiuiecessarl-" . ~:,fl:-;' '::-," .ii:'·.·· 

• , - ~, ! ~< '.- ','~';" 1:_'- -j,:..1 o·~~: ~~ .. i~~;"2.;,>\ ~;~_-,-:.: ·i:ilJtli-" . ..:r1 :-·i?~·~ "-'.~ t·>:;~~' ~-.• ~~. 
ElPaso-asserts that there are opt1ons, other than 

suDscti6ti6~~ t6 :iiew 'pip~fi~e ~~~a~if; ;'av~i~~Qi~ to':ro&~':'i'~-' ~~~{ ": 
• ~~'--~:''; -, ',- : :.. ,-~; !'.'~~. )':.J(r~·(· ." :.,:::.~_":."'\J L~,: ',;.: :-:\~'-'1\ ,,; ~ -',; _; .. :[.~ 

SWIngs-In core demand •. These optl0n~ Include storage"demand side 
_ -...... -:0- ~ •• • " < • - • .: : ' _. , _ .' • ~,: ~ _ -,' ,- - : • ' 

managem~nt, and' tb~' avaiiabilityof int$rrup~ibi~" pipetine . 
capaciltles. EI··Paso 'belle~es it is not'ri~c~ksarY. tor PrisE to 
mai~t~i~i~tei~t~tep{peline c~~acities t~ ~~~t 'i6~% of~lts dema~d 

: ..' -. ~. - :... ~: _ .. ~ ~:: ;~ I -. ;...: : 

lOO\: ot'the time~ 'El Paso suggests that PGSE should ,use its. . 
~ ~. - - - - - . _""', ., ~ ~. - ': ", - t - ~ .~ } '. •. 

pip~rin~ :capacities and 'storage injectJ.6n capabilities on day~ when 
core d~mand falf~ -bIH()w ,theave'ra'ge tc; ·me~t. 'gr~at~r !hail ave~age . 
core demanckon other 'days.' E1 "~aso' notes' t~~ts,irice ~-1985, PG&Ehas 

... _ .. '. .. " .; \. ," ~. l ~ j", _ : . ", ~ ,'.':~ . -~.", - -,'" \. .'-. '. ."... ~ - . . .-
reduced 1tS f1m pur~hases from El Paso and iscurt;'ently purchasIng 

• l....· ~ , .: _ .' , '. .. ~ _ . ~: .' . ~ r .' ...."':".".., "L :. '" { . _ ~.~ ~ . 
ll.ttle, 1f any, gas from El Paso; PG&E IS. l.nstead uS1ng El Paso~ s 
system' on . ail' inte~~ptible bas1~ t~ t'ra,{s~ort ~'~~til\oi~st '9a~,t9 '. 
PG&-E'g system in california; and Pc&E' al~e'aciy ha~ . tentative plans 

" •• '. -. " . ,.' ~ - .' ~ • .' . " -:. '_ ~ =~ I. -:::. -: •• ' • , _'. .-. '-, .' 

to 1ncrease storage cycll.ng capabll1t1es from 36 ~f up to 64 Bcf 
-",' - '. i • ~.: ',~ ~ '-" '.' .'. t~!~-·· . ,I", l -

by 1995. £1 paso suggests that Calitorrlia produc,tioll, which 1n 
... •. _ .: '4 ~ _., } .• ' ..t : . '. : ~ - , . :.;' ~ ~ •• _ • ~ 

1995 IS estImated to be· 226 KMcf/d, could provldePG&E_about 
40.7' Bci of storage gas for wit"licirawal ifa-6'-mo~tl:t,', ~sUmmer" 
inject'ion period is us~d. and that ro&E does not ne~ci 'Expansion 
capacity to support its storage program. 

El~~~oconciud~s that PG&E's evider'itlary presentation. 
does not support 'the issuance of tlie certificate re·~~st~d. If the 
Commission nevertheless issues a CPCN, EI paso recommends that the 
CPCN s~ate that PG&E's shareholders are wholly at risk for any 
investment in the Expansion until the commission is able to resolve 
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the question~:, f~~,~edi ,.~I\.Plt}i f§R9r 4( ~~~~n9~"ad~~~~~!y a~~ressed by 
PG&EI this c'ond:lti6n'c shOo.l~)a~plyl to: th6 po~en~{Al' equity 
participants ofotit~i-~:~~ll/~r~l~:'\itlilt~~~ ~h;~t~~':p~6ject as well. 
H. Southern cali {orilla. c Gas C01i!IPADy," :--, " ; ! \; ;',; ; , : ,: '.:c \ 

- soca~G,~s ,'~s'-' th~l ~ubl Ac" li~!~ i ty ,:, ~hic~ !\;~g~ ~de s natural gas 
service to most of southern california. The Expansion would 
terminate at the;1uncti611', 6f'~6cili~a~:'>ai1J,~ M&i:":fagilitie~. 
SoCalGas is a customer 6f"'PG&E' Ol\d~~'; an ,ir\te~tility';agreement 
which pr6V ide~f a~~i t.t6n~{~naturai' 9~~ : s~pih; i~~ j:6' ~6~thern 

.'... > :. - • .~. - ;.. • ..:. _". _... ~ • ..1. _ ~ • 

California. The Expansion is spe~itically desi9n~~ to p~ovide up 
to 655 MMcf/d of hatural 9il~ ti/~6c~~daJ~'rcust~~ei~ ; and 'service 

• • .. . _ ~ J .• • _. . _ _ -: 

territory. soCalGas is concerned about the potential impact of any 
cost reallocation of exii»tih~ ~ipeiirie'~~~and'~~st~'or facility 
costs to SoCalGas as a result of PG&E's eXpansion. 

ThroUgh its witnesses' t~sti~bny, S~6a1Ga~': det'~'il,ed the 
requir~m~nts which must be'met for' $oc~lGas' to ;it"t~r~On~ect :\iith) , , 
any' sp~6ftic interstate pr6)~ct; 'th~ pot'e~ti.al&periif(ng i~pact'; a'nd 
fa6iliiY't:osts tosoC~lGas; 'system to ~ccoM6dat~ interstate ' 
pipelines under various scenarios, and. SoCalGas' 'participatio~ 'in' 
th~ 'we~t~''rn G~~' Netwbrk a~ anai ternati .JIi' t6 . the E~pansion. 

$oCalGa~:urges that ilny cPcNisstied't6'PG~E be ,;, 

conditi6ned as follows: -
1. 'PG&E must ~eet':aii ct-it~ria e'~t~blishe'd iii 

the Commission's pipeline OIl, (i.S8-12-027 
and reaffirmed in D.89-02~016): 

2. PG&E must indemnifY SoCalGas for 'costs 
SoCa.lGa.s incurs in accommodating PG&E 
during both pre-construction and post-

'construction including (but not limited to) 
the.situatiol) ,where .PG.&,E's expansion is not 
built and SoCalGas has in good faith . 
proceeded with necessary activities to . 
support interconnection to its system~, 

3. CPUC pre-approves necessary expansion costs 
by SoCalGas to ensure recovery of those 
costs regardless of usage~ 
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\; ;",:-: '>"·H S6Caldas l must'fob~"iir!l<i\owledgeqbi"shi~perh) U;,"!f!' ').:.' 

" :.,commitJ:l~n~s, ~~ke:-9r~p~Ybob).i9~tiQ)iSii and, ~,I'f ~'~,~": 
. ~hrou9hput ~ondi~!Qns on the, f.G&.EIPG'I' ... 

.. : .' Expansion; siilce1 socal:will f requl're f \.. t,-, :!,);',),', i., '! 
executed shipper contracts ·with; guaranteed, ,·,If" ',: . i; 
th!.o~~hp~t pr~vis~~ns' ~or.~el~ye:r;y of.: ") . 
intetstate"gas Acr6ss SbCalGih;i systeiill' ,. 

5 •. ':c~tic '·~~~~i~i~~c~~~~~~~~i~iz~~;i.~r\ .. ~Y. tc' 
dlversion~'of -transportation' only" . '. ,,,' ,,' 
interstate pipeline' 9a.Si?which is, of,[<, ~ 

L6rt~~~fI6~odfe~&~~ s ~~~il~ihg ~~~~l~~!tr·~ t '/., ": ::' f :':',' 

. - ; ·~_~-·_t:·; : :~. 'j: S .. '.:.-~k',:.,.~-, ~~~ £ •. ~;-·_'l\f.'~:·,~ ~-\.1..: .. ~~,i[. '.~! r 

6 •. ~~~ Expans1.9~.~upplie!;;.must ~eetsoC~.lG?~~ , 
quality specl.fl.cations;·, .. " .': ;', ' 

- • ( • - .;" '. : 0 ' • _. ;. • ;: • < , ~ - • ~-. ' 

7. PG&E must execute -'a new' interconnection 
agreement with socAidAS. ' '" 

SoCalGas also urges the Commission to establish a 
separate proceeding to resolv¢cos~, ~ost ~llocation, a~d rate 
tssues 'concerning 'the socalGa~ system aris,ing fr?m the -c~:mst!Uct1~n 
ofn~w interstate pipeline systems b~for¢ So~alG~s is to incur any 

. , '.. . ". '" 

constructl.on costs. 
, , 

SoCalGas ch~l'ip.nge.~ ,~he 'EXpan~i()J'l/s cQmpiianca, :!Iith 011 

criteria. 'A~coiding toSoCalGas; the Expan~i9n P~~ject.do~s not 
offer calitorni~ the supply'or plp41ine div~~sity.desired,by the 

.. " . -' , 

COJIUDission because access to canadian <jas would continue to be 
limited to PG&E/PGT alo~e as it~is',tOday: the Expansion'cannot 
provide gas from the Rocky MountAins or' iro~~th~ s6Uthwest. PG&E 

may not be able to satisfy the economic justification criterion. 
SoCalGas claims, because the cost increases represented by the 
escalation of construction costs, enVironmental mitigation, and 
allocation of existing system costs combin~ to irtcr~~se proposed 
rates by as much as 50%, 

since neither PG&E nbrthe EXparisi6nPr6J~ct shippers 
know where Expansion gas is going within the SoCalGas system, 
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- SOC~laasl diask')6t' ~Klcul~iltt~(!th~E ~~¥31~~m~~t§J t:{('1~£e~66iiR~cti~I th ,i 
the EX~~~~i8rt j P~6j~¢t li;2~;ct~~id~iybalffig\ii \:.}l!a!~§~ft~ Jgtgld~~ :,fd 1,· 

SoCalGasJ ~lth&~s"Ertg~lc:t~st:lfi~d th~t~l,idep~iiJil\g 8H (ih~;'tot~i~) {:-'::1:. 

vollliie a~lIv~~~a by£Pd&E ariditii~'(~vaH.abilJ.tY 6'1. ~tibpii~$~fi-6rt(~!'c:; 
other':' itlt~rstat:~ilp~oj~cts! -~ irit~ri:3Ai\~cti6" ";'lth f tii~:'E;epllgs16i\ ,'~: i ,,{-, 

pr6jfict j 66uia;~'co~t rt6thiiig ~ 62--'b6uid'; &6si'up..ta~ds 16f"$li6~'~iifi(h~/'':;':' 
socalda~Utt~sett~t" thAt)lt wotitd r\6~"build"f~8ilit:i~s !ilith6ti:t}th~" ",': 
representiltfo~ b~F'PG&E that: th~~el'~iii"'be"'~Jffi¢lent;'';ofiliil~Ei'' ';' ~:c; 
delivered to soCalGas to justifY·'tliE{C6st§jof~c6ii~ttti¢ti6n.·' :,':, i" 

socaiG~s'- believes~' that "ro,{ 'Jhotlfci lrid~lntafy"~ocAiGa~: lb~ ·'such 
-: ;.!":.~:~ '~_'-'-' ... -: ~.:-' ..,.,.: . -·c-.• , (. ~ -, ,'; i ", 

costs to protect; s6calGas" iatepa}fers.- ,-. . 
"( , - • • ~ ;, '. ~ r ':'l .,' - • - .~ ~ . _ (l ~ ~ ~ ; ~. -.: . ~ .- --<. •..• ~. \ ,".- . ~ t· . , _ ~ '''I .:. 'I. ~ • r ~ ". 

S6CillGas -'is also "concerned thai PG&E ilotuilduly mix' its' ' 
transportation: functi6n- and"di~tr{bution':tur\bti6n, sind~ S6CA1(;'~s '-f 

may be obligated to lfbackst<>p;'- all"br A : portion :6ftil~~;~'-vblum~;~: " ,:' 
and'have itS tes : based ort' throughput., so6~tGas is' re'tfs's~l:-'ed by< ,: 

~ _. • ~ _ _ _ _ •• ~.. "" • .. , • • - - r "i ' • 

PG&E's 'witn'esses' testlmbny' tliat fhe Expansibn w6uid tie 'accounted 
•• ~ L ~, .' .. :. ._ •• _ _ ., ~ A • -'-' .' " j ,- -. ~ • - 'f "1 _- _ , ••. 

for arid operated as a separate erititY,and'that the Expa'iuhon and ' 
existing system wiil be totaily integ-rated' '{;6 thAt ill' th~~veht' 6f ' 
disrupti.onj 'the ;conseqU~ntes 'inust b~ ShAred ~qUAilY iun6h'~ 'firm 
sai~s -a'ndfiiin'ti'ansportation "ctistorit~rs'.til Noith~r'ri :~nd :s6lith~trt i' 

califorriia:' However; "socAicft's' tirqes that DRAis propoS~dcorl(Ht~ori~' 
(discus'sed ,'below) be' iribiuded' in the tef-ms' of any' Expiln'si61l CPCN. ': " 

SoCalGas indicates that since the current int~iutili ty , 
agreements between SoCalGa.s and Pd&E'- a.t{ h'ot tot' 'flrm :i~~i-V'ic~ -'~t 
Kern River-st.Atic))l; th~Y must be revised 'and irtclude pro\tisions for 
the construction' of added facilities to 'accommodate Exp~~ulslon 
Project'deliv~iie~~ , 

S6CalGa~ witness RAwlings pr~sented the 'co:riiinission with a'· 
list of'i.ssues'conceiniilg SoCalGas' costs to a~comm6date'ahy 
interstat~'pip~iln'e project. 'socaiGas b~lieves that' these iss\.tes . ' 
may need 'to 'be resolved ' in it subsequent hearing ~ These issu~s 
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-, ~bv\.1~)_1\{,1.", t:fCt ;_'-l'S./, • 

i~~~~.d~ }t~~~)~~;, ~~~0F-~t~.: ~~.- ,~~~t7~~~a~tl ptP.1.l!~~b?H~t~!'}e~~i> ~h~~_ 9,R:r~ ~)," ,-~ 
of in~X:4f~E)f,1~~~; ~Y~~7~, U~r~?!~ ,~nd\.f~~~~j~RS~T ~~~?Rl~t~~iWA}~_.:~~ ~rfj 
SoCalG~~~. ,}~X~~~irg sX~t:~~L- ¥h~~~~17 -~~t195'~!s,~p,n.~ s;:~~~~r~ t~r.~'l .:,'.1 V :' 

increme,-,~~l c p'li:t~~'1g' ~~ ~~~~~~~~~~\ ~ip~~if1~~ ~H~~ {i~_~ ?~~~~~: ~p aV~t~: 
bypass ~an b~ ~ecQnqil,ed_;. ~~ni~i~,~"g; the r ris); \qf_.ncm::::r~co'(~ry 0(;",' t,-, 

ll .... ~: ... ,l:-_\} .. ~,~: 'T~'~_' ;, '.- _ .'_'" i. ,.'.'1.~." •.. ,_, ... 'l~ __ \ .... ,_ \....~ 1· ... .:. _, ,.,.. _.~. __ .~~"- .. ~ ... '.,_ .... ~ 

cos~~;~_, r~l'oc~~f?n -_ of, fo~~!;,of i~l~c;i ?ap~?i1;.~ L:~~~ ~~~ _,a~,~BS~t~?nz ~?,: 
core ~,~,s,t~~~~~ ~9f costs 9,ta~dit~ory~~ s¥~t:~m.:~t~!~~a~!~'L?~U~~~ ~~Y::. 
the new ~t01_~~~.S~i!i __ ,~O "p~~y ~p~?~~d. ~?CalG,a~'_ ~~<J\fe~~ ~gJ:'-.a_,;,- '.,-~'!,>'i 
subsequent p~()C~~Qing ol)thes~_.is~ue1S4 :-.,--; .. > _" ;',! <' . ..--,. '1'_ ; ", •. ,; f\;, 

.. ; ...... ' .:~ -.~ _ \ ., ~ - - c i ~ ';, - r ~ ..... : . ', _'- "- • : ;. ~.. • ... J. .. ,} ,-, !. \.. \... "".' .. _; . ~ . ',_ l~ _ ... _ . ... ~ 1. 

,_, .~~~,~ly~ )~?GalG~1 ;~r~e~ ~~~,}~G~~,,~u~~-:,-~s~;Jtw~~~el)tal, -'_':; 
rates that a'liocate' common- ~os~s~~:~t~~:P'I~S9,,~.t~r~ff J?q~~\l ,'> ,,>:~, 
soca~Ga~, is ,.co.I)~Trned th~~ PG~E ~~~l ~a~~?wC!its sl;lbs~~i~ry ~,PGT to 
remain neutral to rolling-in its expansion costs, becaus~ such _ ., _ 

-. ,: :. .~ -,- _: : ','. _'.' t", ._; . ,': ~. _ _ :.', ~ :', ~,",.",,' . >.. :. " _ '. ~ ~ 

rolling-in would sUbs~antiallY increase rat~~ to existing 
interst~te -custo'mers, including PG&E and S~C~lGas (which is 'PITCO~ s 
only ~u~t:.-Ql!ler). . SocalGa.s ~eeks a comn.i.ssion mandate ~o PG&E _to 
havePGT~p~os,e. roliing -_Exp~ul~ion Project '-C()~ts into_ex~s~ing rates. 
as a cond·it.ion-'of the -FERC C~N. . ' ';,~ - - . ; __ :_ 

. Although .the Comm~~sion has _"encouraged utilities to . 
finalize -.tJt_~ir ~9re~,~e~ts with pipeline prop~n~ntswhose _p~op~s'als _ 

, .. -' '. - .-. . . : ~. . - - - .. -. _. , . ~ - . 

mee~_ t.ne OIl's crite,ria, SoCalGas maintains_that the CQmmission, can-
expe~it~ ~()nstructi~n' only byap~roving rtecessary ~osts- in aci~?n~e 
of construction. 

~ .' -, - . . -

t. Di~ision of Ratepayer Advocates 

The. Commission's Division of Ratepayer Advoc~teS_(DRA) . .. .. ' 
acknoliledges_that the Expansion project will -meet som.e of th:e 

. ~. : .-. ,'. " , 

criteria listed by the commission in 0.90-02-016 for-improving 
supply diversity by increasing access to additional Carta,dian 
suppli~s while znaintaining close ties with existing suppliers. ORA 

:. • - , <. "' _. ", ' .'. 

notes with approval that _the accounting for -.t:-he expenses inc~rred .' . - )-. : -'.. . 

by the Expansion project will be maintained outside of_PGSE/s 
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e 
normal pla,nt accO'i.ults;!apd'that'all ris}c6f cost':-'r~covery b(z;r,-:2 ii,i 

assooiated ;with' the 'Expansion~will';be ·b6rne'·by.:the,'ExpansiOJ\)'·~'.'::';f; 
sponsors,', utility' shareholders I and: Expansion i oustomers~! . How~veri':.:.-1 
DRA 'emphasizes that'the risk i of stranded·: inve~tn\ent'due .to ; .-, i· : - :~, 

underutilized 'capacity addition~ should be- imposed: squarely:·on.:the'f[, 
Expansion' sponsor· and, Expansion' shippers. '" \:' : ' .. t" . ~- . ," , ':1: : ,:" " 

:' t: .,' ~ .'; ORA' asserts' that' the, risk of .,unc$.erutiliz~tioil and!:r. i!",:,'J ( ~ 

stranded' inve~tment exists~,b~cause of the: pot~tial::for, 'anerqy.:;, ,. r ' 

savings res~ltin9': froD. demand' side managelll~nt '(OSM). ;:~II)~its' 1,:." " 

February 1 1990' comments' to, the· california Eneigy'C6mi1issionj' .. DRA; .:,,': '. 
e~ti~ated the annual savings it'l'de.mand ,for: electricity' by the ,year .. 
1995 would decrease natural gas demand by 2S() IDIof/d. -The DRA-, 
believes'that a majority of the savings will likely result in 
displaced natural gas <jeneration~ DRA alleges that'in addition to 
DSM,-the'uncertainty,of forecasted demand levels, changes in 
California and interstate <jas supplies, and the'potentialfbr 
byPa~s of SoCalGa.s/system All"raise the possibility ofstrand~d' 
investment. According to ORA'; while PGT'S willingness to file (or 
a certifioate.to allow'capa.city brokering on the-existing and' , 
expansion (acilities will help alleviate the potential risk 'of , 
strande~:investment for ga~'ratepayel's on the PGElE system, the 
question of capacity-brokering on the EIPaso system has not'been 
resolved. Until then, there is the possibility that El'paso's 
customers will ,incur demand charges for'capacity,in excess of core 
needs. 

1. Allocation of EJ[istinq Costs . 
ORA's chief' concern with the Expansion proposal is its 

failure to allocate to the Expansion the cost of existing 
facilities that would be used by the Expansion. ORA believes that 
the Expansion project should benefit from the use of existing 
facilities, which are less costly than a new stand-alone system, 
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but should pay.a'"feejfor the:use ot,-existihq',faoilities equal to ',,':;: 
the average of;their-book·value' and i replacement. valuel-5t the,';·: ,; 
Expansiotr:pro) ect should' also: pay an O&K' and, A&G ch~rge' for, the US$" 

of shared facilities equai'to,·the~lesser~oft '. (a) ,90\ of\the~OtiK .~(;'. 
and 'A&G. expense~ of a ~stand alone'! pipeline, or, (b)', total; O&M and:,' 
A&G of the integrated system, timf?S {the' ratio: of Expansion' to. total·~,' 
throughput •. Using PG&E's ,proposed,il.2% annUal'rate.ot'return, DRA 

calculates ,that -, the' Expans ion' shoUld, paYi existing' ratepayers· : : .. ,' . " 
approximately· $9, Dill. ion per, year for the use of, ex~stii1g . .. .. 
facilitie~, and $3.6'million for the' first year's.O&H/A&G~exp~nse~::' i 

'l'hese' combined ,costs would, increase the Expiulsion's' rate 'by roughlyc' 
12\, according to' ORA'.. 

ORA asserts that if itspositioh is adopted t existing',' 
PG&E system custoners will benefit from lower compressor fuel 
charges, revenues froni the Expansion's use of existing, facilities', 
increased' access to long-term canadian gas supplies, i enhi~ulced ",.' 
transportation reliability; and. potential cost'reductions through 
gas-on-gas competiti6n4 ORA,also notes:thatiany:expansion of the 
project: to accommodate deliveries in exces$ of-155 MMcf/d would be 
relativelY ineXpensive. ORA believes that incremental Expansion 
rates should be based on the cost borne by the original shippers 
plus the cost of incremental compression facilities. 

2. Wttiver ot GO 96-A 

ORA believes that it would be premature to waive certain 
sections of GO 96-A as requested by PG&E. The Applicant seeks,the 
cOIIUllission's waiver 0-;:: section II, which estab~ishes'the(format in 

5 According to DRA, a fee shOUld be charged for the usage of 
17 miles of Line 400 and. all of Line 300a: nO.fee would be charged 
for the use of Line 2 or of existing compression facilities. 
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e 
which,1 ~ll-i CJ>JJG j\lti&diQti(mal.·utilitJ.e$ 'lI!\l~t ~ fil.e the\.{ lt~u;ift~jl2,-n 
and section-,:JX! ~nd:·X, ~which,:requiJ:'e ~~ch: CQ.ntraQt,betwee,n "'{_1 f:q,'!r:., 

cu~1;.om.~;r=-,and:·Cl: ut~li,.ty" fOl>.service to i,cQntai,,: a ~roVis.ion;9i,v:in9 0hr, 

not ic;~ :tha~:.\ t-I)e:, C;:Qntr~ct- sha 1), ~ b~ : subj ~ct; 1;0 (,iny, .ch~nge~ .! requ,ired to '_l 

by ~e ~ q-ppC~ ,:.': O~: p~ints out ·:that ;the.~~ong-tenn, ,tr~Ul$po~t; cQnt:r~cts 
for w)).i911.·~ll~ ~o~ission isbe~ng ask¢<:li.:to'w~.ive;.its,.:l;$g~li\t;oryr'd£d 
oversight do not yet e){ist, and it would be ~~prudent ,;1;0 ,relirtC{\liJ?h 
r~gu.l,a,tory authpr,itywitnout ~ knowing i .the ;,tepn$,: an~: cqn~i_tions of 

~Jt()s~.:~()ntr().c~s &:i DRA ¢:mph~si~es. :th~~ .4QO ;_HKctJ~ :.,<;>t . 1;.qe .it.ot.~l C,> .-:L: 

capac;:ity 9t;[755: MMcfJd :is -taJ:'get~d tor. PU<;:-regu,late,c;l. utili.ti~s, .: ,'.1::>::

whi9h,-:Il~y:,.(orm s~si~i~ries to ()~ ~nd ,o~er~te ·theiz: ,portions:of j ",-J 

the E?cp~n~ion.·,PRAfearsa, con~lict-9f int.erest b:etween.-.the,':;'j;.! r~:(j 

utilities as equity participants in the ExPCinsi<mProjec.t ~nd·.th~JF 
role as providers ot utility service; these sl)ippers would be 
providing utility'setvicetocaptive rateptty~rs.' ORA recommends 
the Commission deny PG&E's request tor a w~ive~ "~{ :th'is time, but 
reconsider ~h~··r:~qUest· after: reVietotiricj" th~"coiltra.ct~~' 

::. r ~ ".- I.. i . " l i. _ ... -, , : _. , ;" _ ' .. . 

3. PG&E's Subscript10n ',' . ..' " 
ORA nextfocllses 'on PG&E/s'proposed subscription to 

," ~ . . 

100 KMcfJd of capacity tor its core ratepayers. ORA asserts that 
the 1989 Calif6riliA Gas' Repoitforecastscore' demtuidunder cold 

. .. ~ ::,. -:."; - " .. '. "~';: ;.; ~: >" ..... ,-.'--.:~ 

year condit10ns in the year 2000 to be 1,070 KHcf/d. ORA 

calculates' that, this amount is 6nly 45% ot the capadity available 
" ,f;r', ,-.+ " .", "': ... ,:.;".;~.: -='; :' .. ' ; .,::~: .. , 

from existing fac1ll.ties, not1nclud1ngstorage w1thdra.wcH. 
DRA reqUests the commission to take '6tfic~al notice of 

its pending proceedings con~erning utility natural gas procurement, 
long-run marginiil cost, and costallocati,on by local 'distribution 

. -' .. '.~'. - .-.~ . -::. ~. ' .. :-:- ... ~,. 
companies. DRA. clal.ms that under theCommiss10n's proposed rules 
for utility procurement practices (which wereildopted in 
0,90-09-089), there is no need for.PG&E to s~gn up for capacity on 
behalf of non-core customers. ORA· believes it is'the 
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respoJ\sibil.itY reit tn6se :'fl6n-cO:te IC\1stomers (to (Obtain tn&ir t 6Wil'~:) id',,' 

capacity c· j Beca\\se: PG&£· has :'fiot sh6W1\:: th4!~~~iis ,demafld\: for:' i ~i :):~z~ i'\,'f'-:, 

additi(irtal ['capaoity for 'core --qas customers and -;J\6n~core"custoiters'iJ 
can' directly f'sUbsoribe f6r'capaoity"'o!\ r the Expansion' Project. if,:'7f,~.1 
th~y ·ch60s~"'(PG&E-sh6Uld be precHuded:'troin acq\ih.'iJ\g'capacHty=-6n '{.:i 

behal£( of [customers '-6ther 'th~li ":its .utility el~ctrio:'generatiC)J\'" '1'-,1 

(UEG) i1 ioad,cargues'DRAi ,. .... :~: ... :"."; "f' :lfi:.·~~c'~'0"';) 

~~(. ::c'i;~ 'DRA' feels that 'PG&E htu; isuflicient' inceJ\tive';to\mini~ize-f 
the coStsl6f·its 'ExPansi(;n\'Project. ' .. EVen "so,' DRA beiieves'othat::the 
cost6f :tlle ~ExpAnsion'facilities shouid'not·ibe'" tolled" into PG&EfS'~" 
rate<base :for"atle'ast:10'years; and thEH;,' ~6iliY'atter a~hearing·,.t{i.: 
ORA prop6'ses :the . following conditi6ns tothe'issuance of! a"CPC» ',,;1 

appii6vlng the ;Expansiont ' . . . , r :'~; 
; 1 i" All'- acc6untinq and expenses' of the 

Expansiol'l; Project shall be separately 
maintained: . 

-: : ~) , c} -~ 

"";' -. .. 
2. All. r i5k ~nd .. cost recovery _ a~~oqi.ated . wi ~h ,,: , a 

the EXpansion project'shall be born~ by the" ~ 
sponsors of the Expansion ,projectf~,·the' ':' .;q 

:;': .. :q~~.lity ~~areholders".and:the Expansion ,',. 
customers; 

\ _'. ~ ~ ~ "_ • - _ • + '\.. 1 .. ,~ :. 

- -' . '. --

, ... 3':T~~,"Expan~~o~. pr<?je?t~,s~C!ll. pay a fee for·." .', " ,. 
use of. e)Clstl.ng facl..l~tl.es: .. , . 

4. ' Allocation ot direct and· indirect costs and·· 
-" ~ . -.... . .. - _ -.. "-" ~ - .. ~-. 01' " . . 0 •• "- • 

benefl.ts of operatl..on of .anl..ntegrated 
system shall be shared based on relative 
~roughputs of existing and Expansion 
systems: 

5. ·All,~capacitY/.l:loth ex~sting .~nd ~ew,< ~>nthe 
PGT system shall be made aval..lable for 
capacity allocation under a Commission
approved brokering proposal; and 

6. Appl ica'nt ' s . reqtlest to serve the; core '. '. 
ma,r~et with i~s 100 ~cf/d,ot;~~ansion 
ProJect capac~ty shall be denl.ed. 
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J. state'of·'Nev:JleXico·r,.r:;:~;;:; -",i},:: i' ','::oq,"tcl "':) \,""'1 oJ pdlblr'.'c,:.'A 

,> f . 'Tha' state:of :New, M~xicOi,' through its, EnOl'9Yi" Hlr\era~S}lnd. 

Natural: Resources Department'and'its commissiol1er of PUblio.Lartds:l~':' 
(New, Kexico)~' focu~eQ. its' comments1. on the: issue ,Of supply,divers!ty,'" 
and gas-on-gas competitiolu; New'Mexico·alleges-+that'P05E!Sy, :i i;" 

Expansion'does hot; result in' a' pipeline; network: ~hich~:accesses al.l:1.c 
major producing areas and therefore does'not meet the COl!llllission~scl 
definition of ·~supply diversity· in 0490-02-016, ;\.',i ;"; 

,'c Nev Mexico clai.ms that! the'combination -of ~~gh/ti)(ed -"-r; r 
transportation c::harges' and, high, an~~al' minimum take-ort"pay,' ':"'.":·."'F!~" 
obligation imp9sed by' canadian producers~wU,l',effectively<eliminate' 
gas-on-gas:competitionfrom domestic s6urces, New.Mexico observes 
that Edison, SOO&E, and ORA·. have recognized that, a caiifornia : .... ,',~ 

consumer that is obligated to pay fixed, tr~nsportation charges and ',' 
buy"a. fixed quantity of canadian gas has too great an inv~sttll.ent· in 
Canadian:supplies to buy alternative domestic'supplies of:gas even 
if the, domestic gas isprice~ substa.ntialiy,belowthe fixed unit 
cost of the Canadian gas. ,; Because, PG&E's proposaiwill decrea~e 
gas-on-gas'competition and provide no~offsetting benefits to gas 
customers,.the'Exp~nsion should not be approved, argues New Mexico .. 
K.. '?ro<iucer Shipper GroUp " 

The Producer Shipper Group (PSG) is comprised of 9 number 
of shippers6 that haVe signed Precedent Agreements with PG&E and 
PGT in con'nection with the Expansion. ,The PS,G supports PG&E's 
wincremental- approach whereby the costs of the incremental, 
facilities are to be borne by the incremental sJ::lippers themselve~. 

6 ,The members of the produGer/Shipper Group: areS .,. B~ Gas,. Inc.: 
BP Resources .canada Ltd; American Hunter Exp~oration Ltd.; North: 
Canadian Marketing Inc.; Pancontinental Oil, Ltd. L c;u'ld suncorl 
Inc. 
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According to PSG, the proposed. method insulates; PG&Efs {e)Cistin~n . l, 
ratepay6rs ,from\the-tisks and c6sts'of<the:Expartsi6I'Pproject, is 
conslstent:with FERcprecedentj mAxiiDizes,the;ec;onomio.-efficiencies: 
associated: with an ~xpansion' 6f PG&E' s ,existing pipelinet system,', -:";~; 
and is consistent' with--the' CommissioJ\'s initial; treatment- of, "j.- ' 

incremental· EORshippers' rates: on: the'gas utilities' systems> in--:~ 
calif6rnia. i '.' : "'_ ,-, ':';1 ~ ~':~:-1': .. ~" 

PSG notes that the) commission" statecl in:~, 90-02-.016' that;i 
it gen~ral1y, opposes ,lfr6l1~d.,;.in" ratemakiru;f."'1; -,The' Commission's 
approval of, PG&E' s ' incremental; approach' to ratemakingis' urged: as _ : 
bein<j: c6nsistent. with' this' previously announced .. policy.,' ','- -,' : ' 

PSG'ob'senies that the use of'existing facilities to· , 
provide-transportation over the' Expansion' Project enables the state 
to gain irtcrement«H transport capacity at a lower real cost than ,:-
would' be incurred if equiValent capaoity serving the same purpose" 
was bui.lt'oi\ a stand-alone basis, The avoidance of construction 
costs 6ve~-s6me 130 miles by,useof'displacement over existing. 
facil ities' is a --benefit-: of the eXpansion •. ' :_ 

The 'PSG citesPG&E witnessstalon'stestimony that the 
assignmento! economy of scale'benefits to the Expansion Projeot, 
shippers-makes the best use of the opportunity,toachieve'economies' 
of scale. 'According to PSGiPG&E'sincremental cost'Allocation 
proposal' achieVes economic efficiency byma)dmizing the 'benefits 
inherent 'in an incremental eXpansion project. This, is done when 
costs are imposed Upon an ,incremental user in accordance' with the 
costs 'that it has imposed upon others. in this case, economic 

7' Rolled-in ratemaking refers ,to the -rolling-inW of expansion 
facili.ties costs,withe>tisting system costs and charging rates to 
all ratepayers (existing ,shippers as well as eXpansion shippers) 
based upon an allocation of the entire system costs. 
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effioiency'-!s achieVed! by\ charging Ekp'Ansi6n shippersljust th6-::lt-' ~:-:'~ 
cost's"of 'those inoreli:ient~iLfacilities';'¢l\lfns? PSGiFO) (~q r,' ~ e l ,:" ' " \ ",1 :: 

! ~;«';". <, PG&E'S. inct-emental'cost 'allocation!, Ailproach'falso -~i6\'ides') 
tangible' b'enefits' foZ" PG&E's' 'exist Hlc;f rAt~payersj'!stat~s PSG~; ,',,:., ') 
These' bE!nefits'coilsist'ot -the I increased' reliability' that' w6uld\" .'- : 
result' trom' the: loopin~6t· the' systemj some $lj"ldlli6t"-lof,~ fu~l ,;; ,,'.: 
cost savitiCjs/and iilek-eased flexibil i ty - which' 'creAtes:~ the ~ potentia i,i 
for ihcreasedsupply' options', and price competition; , Alieged -',' I': ii j 

beneflts~,to~e,dstiilci ratepayers also'lr'lclUde increased, conttibUti6t\' 
t'o' PG&Ei S' 'fiked'costs' due: to' avoidance, 6f- 'curt~ilmel\t-~6f'service'~ [' , 
PSG -argues'that these benetits'-caQ only be reAlized, ifothe': ~'.I :"'-:C 

Expansion' 'is built~ and' this ';'i1l occur only' it 'the C6mmissi6Ji. 
adopts -an economically efficient -incrementAl.- rAt~ designt ace:oi'd.in<.f: 
to PSG. 

;The PSG states that the incremental rate'approach is 
consistent'with:FERC and CPUC policy. AS'ageneral;rule, FERC 

applies the' incrementAl rate approach to' initial· rates'when a 'new' " 
group of, customers is the; primary beneficiary of, an e)ipansion," 
project; claims PSG •• : PSG reminds' the Commission' that' it allowed, 
the·utilities~to'Ji.e90tiate EOR transportation:ratesas'l6was the 
·marginallt ' cost of' providing . service. o'There, . the' commission 
emphasized that other' ratepayers will not' sUbsidize, EOR service,' 
and EOR customers will pay at a minimum all incremental costs, 
associated with any new service. PSG 'clAims thatin·this 'case, as 
long as an Expansion shipper is paying the marginal costs' 
associated with providing service to that customer, ,no' , 
subsidization' results. Marginal cost based rates are especiaily 
appropriate when excess capacity exists, or is created,according 
to PSG4-

PSG refers to' the proposals 6f Kern~ivert Altamont; and 
ORA to allocate a'portionot common costs of eXisting facilities to 
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Expansiqn $bipp~r$~l ~$: ~ ,oy ~\1~J::Jno,r:~"$"t:~ 1 A\: ,~p~~()ach "The;~ni~r:"':' -', 
incremental appr-oacJ\-. ~s a~1(!ge~Uy: J.ltlP):o~rd)~ca\is~J.twould $hitt<,. 
c~~t~:f~qm PQ&E's- $)(i~ting; ratep~yers, to:E,xpansiQrr shippe):"s without 
recoqni~in9 the ben~tit~: ~at, P!3&Efs- _~)ClstinCJ: c\lstomers',will) id i· i'_~ 

receivftt~ f:rom;cor\s~ruction and operation·.of t;:_he' Expansion':-'Plaoing: ,
Kern Ri "er. or:~Al tamont : in a lIore· layor-able. po~ l t ion: in rel at ion ,to., 
tli~!: ~~~nsion,project ,dq,es-.not: serve: any l¢gitimate pol,io.y~ 90a1 in,~ 

this pro«;eeditlg, ac;corcling' to PSG, ,While.PSG, aC~9~ledges ,that, ':"'. 
the~ sbifting of- costs ,is.designed.to ach~eye",a~ lev~l Playing field< 
among"t.he competi.ng'pipelines,it arques-,that,a lev¢l, playing; fieid: 
does not nec:::essarily, mean a market environment in.,which; no pa,rty :',: ~ 

has a c:9mpetitive _ advant~gei -- PSG concludes' that ,PG&E shoulQ -not ~e 
pr~cluded from utilizing'its inherent advantage of avoiding: the'." 
construction of new facilities. 

While any super-incremental cost allocation methodology 
would be inproper, according ',to PSGi_ witnesses for: DRA, Kern, River; 
and Altamont have overstated the common costs that should, be _ '_' 
allocat~d,to the Expansion shippers. ' TheDRA-and Kern-RiVer. 
witnesses proposed an -allocation of common facilities costs based, -::, 
upon-costs that would be-incurred:if the Expansion were constructed
on a stand-alone.basis; PSG observes that these costs would'exceed-
the embedded costs of the common facilities borne by PG&E's - " 
existing ratepayers. 

PSG argUes that allowing Expansion shippers:to use 
certain pre-existing pipeline facilities' w~thout bearing an ' 
allocated portion of the cost of the facilities does not impose an 
·opportunity cost- upon PG&E's existing ratepayers because there is 
no evidence that the capacity will be:required to servePG&E's 
existing ratepayers over the short term to the exclusion of the 
Expansion Project shippers', Any potential : opportunity costs are 
far outweighed by the benefits of the expansion, claims pSG. 
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PSG sublnits that because PG&E'.s).cQstomers ."ill :sacrifice ,{ 
nothing! in order.-to -enable 1PG&E·,tQ·provide se~ice .to lthe Expansion 
~hippers,(:the~ Expansion shippers; shou.ld·notq>ay more: for ~the .use of, 
the\common"faoilitie~; thancPG&E's'.,existil'tg shippers ,d04 '. Nor shoUld 
they pay 'the G-IND rate(":as suggest~(Lby. Kel'J\',River,-. because':onlYi~: 
130 miles of 'existing fac.ilities would be.use.d by ,the .Expansioni'~~;: 
and:the G';;l;ND rAt~. inoludes 'An ~~location·of all-costs \ :'!;r! 1 ]··'·;i'.:
(distributj,on costSj" g.~f? 'gathering costsi'~nterstate: pipeline : "", 
demand'.charqes,.'storage costs' and· customer· costs) ;.on,the.PG$E c<: t; 

systel\.;~. ',::: .. ,,: .. ". ~[." '~: "" '. ".' , ,'" "-:,.],;:"" ':"\' ", 
;":;'iJ c • The proposal of Kern.River'.s witness,to allocate'~PG'E~S,' 
total· transmission-:-related, O&H and,' A&G costs to, Expansion pro.j ect ' , 
shippers based on' relative throuqhput'volumes.is similarly 
overbroad, according to PSG, because the total transmission-related 
O&M and A&G costs include costs fo~ miles greatly in excess of the 
130 miles that the Expansion would use. PSG asserts that Kern 
River' sal~ocation based" on· gas throughput. is uJ\.sound because, as 
DRA's witness'acknowledged, A&Gcosts usually are not related tQ' 
t~roughput , levels, on a" pipel irte system i 

.", C':' ': PSG 'criticizes the attempt by Altamont to c.alculate O&li 
and A&G expenses on a cost-per~mile basis overstates costsrbec(iuse 
Altamont does not allocate those costs b~sed upon the 130 miles o( 

existing pipeline that the Expansion will use, buton~h¢ 544.5, 

miles of existing pipEHine 4 If some., allocation ot~xis.~il'1<1 A&G and 
O&M'costs to the Expansion shippers is adopted ,by the Commission, 
PSG urges that the allocation be limited~o tho~e costs assooiated 
with th~ facilities that wi~l be used by the Expansion. 

PSG concl~des that Expansion Project ~hippersshould not 
be burdened with costs.that represent a proxy fora stand-alone 
project because doing so would ignore, the, eco(lomio efficierlC?.ies 
that, are intended to be: gained by the incremental expansion of 
PG&E'S existing pipeline system. 
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L.--· .. } Bonus Gas :Prod\1cers'i~'·'ln6":·; Z/I ~·.I'" ~il--'~;:-:( -; :-"f~ t ~.) t ::\.i~rr~ ;~. 

f1C ~,';~;T': Bohus 'is:a'gas marketinC}::finbheadquarterecl:in calgary,:, :', 
Alberta.q

: i Bonus had pres~r\tedtestillony.ar\d filed! ~riefs p~ote~tinC} 
the ,terms ~ai\d conditiot.s of tthe"open-' season-capacity.( auction and, ' 
the lack'of "a' delivery; point anywhere but,' Kern RiVer st~ti6l)i , Qn'; t 

JulY i 27;:',199C)', BOnuS and:PGT reached, an·agreemelitwherei,'a.lIonq \,., 
other things, ;BOnus 'withdrew~ its'6pposit1.oh· to"PG&E's application-,, 
for a CPcNi:: :,In ·the· IfResponse"of BoJ\Us 'Energy 'Inc;, in Opposition to 
the Joint'Petitionof Kern' RiVer, and"Altamont to'set,Aside 'and'···· ' 
Reopen Proceeding- filed October 1, 1990 in this proceedinq,. 
courisel for BonuS confirmed BonUs' intent to vithclraw its pleadings 
complaining 'about ·80nus' -access 'to the 'Expansion.;.,' Thus, it is'" 
unnecessarY to 'consider Bonus' arguments in this decision. 

IV. . Discussion 

PG&Eis application for c~rtification of the Expansi6n is 
being made at a time of change iI'lCa~ifornia's natural gas' 
industry. By successive decisions, the Commission has irrevocably' 
altered the 'manner in'which rtatura.lga.s is purchased and delivered 
to':the consumer, '. BefOreth~Commission 'b~gal\ its restructuring of·' 
.the natural"ejas:irtcltistry in response to consumer demand tor' 
transportation serVices, the' provision' of natural Cjas was a' , .
vertidallY integrated service prOVided bya'local distribution 
company (LDC)' stich asPG&E. Ail of the LDCs under the Commission's 
jurisdiction are, by definition, public utili~ies. As it. public - . 
utility, theLoC was a regulated mon6pbly; yith a legal duty to 
provide service as needed in its service territory. The LDC would 
bear the'responsibilitY'f6r procuring'gas supplies through long'" 
term contracts with pipeline SUppliers -at' if reasonable price and in 
an amount coni:mEu\surate with the' demand 6f all' its gas consumers. 
PU Code § 100l, which lists the criteria:: by which the commission 
shall determine whether ,a proposed pipeline will serve the public 
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convenience alld ine~essitYI refleots :-the -Legisl~turef s con¢erl\~for l'i 

the ~ deve1,.6pment,- of' utility ! faoilities ',to fulfill i~tility ,~\' 2'.t.~ _, "'l ~«) 

obligations '- under i .th$ lomer ~ natural gas I industry stru~ture.~ ',; The I: .i 
existence- and· degree of need-, lor 'regulated -LpC t~oilities was "_: ;'", 
easily ascertained because! there was no competi tion-,' and hence," n01 

altetnative~ available_ to 'serve the pUblic nee.Llor gas .service.:;,.] 
Our unbundling of. gas utility services :has created, a',' ;~/i 

cons\!lIer market that h.as_attract,e~ the. interest Olgas. producers in 
the southwest,. RockY'}(oul'atain' reqion,- ,and .~estern-Canada~:? : \ i~~' '> 

Follow ing : an,' ~nvest igatioll' into:- the; need for·' add_i:tional i~terstate.: 
pipeline 'capaoity, (I .:89-12~027 j- "the 011")',' we. determined that the 
regulatory ,response. that: would provide ,the most l?enefit for the: I 

California consumer woUld be to let-the marketdeoide which of-: 
severaL-competing pipeiines ,WOUld be built, i The'.Commission"',." 
refrained ,from' endorsing any particular pipeline at the FERC;':and. 
inste~d,'listed criteria by which a pipeline COUld qain <;puc,'; -. 
support before the FERC:(see, D.90~02-016i '''011 deoision"),' 

The criteria. listed in the 011 should be used in our 
, . 

evaluation ~,of· the Expansion Project becaUse. ,the. Expansion 
constitutes:the in-state portion of an interstate pipeline 
propo~ingtoimport·canadian.qas, Under our market-based approach, 
we would'view,favorably any pipeline,proposal that results in ~. 
pipeline network that provides reliability of access to all the· 
major_producing areas, is- an economically justifiable means to 
reduce qas costs through gas-an-gas competition, allocates capacity 
in a.non-disoriminatory manner, allows for temporary capacity 
brokering, avoids bypass of the LOC, and allocates cost 
responsibility to those who will benefit from firm service on the,' 
new pipel ine .. 

In the OII.decision, we, recognized ,that our 
jurisdictional utilities lIay seek incremental,.i.nterstate pipeline. 
capacity to serve their.core loads, but cautioned them ~at the 
"best efforts" service of LOes to noncore customers does not 
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justify. their· sUbscription to !additional t~ni: capaoity '" "10': the';lk 
competitive 'lDarketplace 'we envisioried,'.wh~ther 'or- not. a -pipeline 'lis 
built' wlll.rciepend On the investnientdeoisions of non¢ore oustomers:' 
and th6S~' int~riding to .pr6vicie[firm' serVice to that market, ;' We' t y .... 

conoluded ,that the rincremental' users of qas' were in a; better \'::':"' 
position' than ·this .commission to determine, whether : any particular:>, 
pipeline WaS needed or 'not," '. . . " ; .. [., .,,: !:',. " ' 

. ~ i ~;~' i'; Kost 'of . the· interstate pipel ine" proposalS that· are vying' 
to serve the' cal ifornia gas. market '~have : intervened -in, this::.' ". 
proceeding.; :The 'Applicant notes that although:these parti~s;have-; 
couched:their 'arguments in:terns.of ratepayer interests" those -, ".: 
arguments are being" made in an' effort: to increase the Expansion" 
project's' costs andther~by lessen the desiiabilityof 
transportation service by the Expansion, We are not blind to the 
motives 6f the competing interstate pipelines, yet, we cannot, 
discount'theEXpa~sion's potential impacts on-existing ratepayers' 
whioh itscompetit6rs have brought to our' attention • 

. ' Th~'aspectsof the Expansion' proposal- that are of 
greatest significance.in light of OUr expr~ss'criteria'are'PG&E's 

subsoriptiohto '100 MMcf/d . of,' fim transportation capacity on . the 
Expansion, 'the· failure to include any costs of ' the existinq system 
in the; proposed • incremental rate' des iqn i' and the EXpans ion J s' . 
potentialimpact6n competition due to its single delivery point. 
We will ai.s6 f6cus on PG&E's proposal to allocate- revenues from" 
interruptible transportation to its shareholders and its request' 
that theComlldssloftwaive its continuing jurisdiction per GO 96--A 

over PG&E's transportation contracts with Expansion shippers. 
A. Need for the IOO>ciJision 

The Expansion project would provide a minimum of 755 
MMcf/d of pipeline·capacity tor the'firm transportation of natural 
gas~ primarily to serve demand in southern california. The AtJ ' 
correctlY'ruled that oui determination in 0.90-02-016 concerning, 
california's need for additional natural gas pipeline capaoity 

- 93-

e 



~ A.89-04-033 ALJ/ECL/vdl * 

e 
shOuld c6ntr()~': in this' pr9c~edil'<J' !~ WeU:'eiterat$ ,our} tinrling t ttonh t 
0.9/l-02;.Q16 that' th~re' is. a· near~tem need, fot 900 MKof/d .an<;l-~a ,i::: 

long-term need for 1.6' to J 2. L sefid ;'ot additional: natural. ,<Ja~ . I .-!: 'I 

pipeline) capacity., '? since. ,the' potential" of ~ d~lIand, ~ide:.lIlanagelllent 
(OSH) to'meet,bny p<?rtion of, that' forecasted,demaT!Q;was: not, :,,': "~ 
discussedi io;0.90-02-016, it is' necessary·t~_:conside~: whether DSM',' 
could. render unnecessary any portion,of theE~tul~iol\'~ proI?9sed." ;, 
capacityio', ";',',:": : .... ::.~ , ... " "',:' i';', c:,' "'i'~~ .or, 1 

,,:,:: y ':.: PG&E;i ORA, Edison.' and: SDG&E: all, introduced evidence, of-i c 

potential: reduction~ ~ in -the ,demand. i.or natural <Jas '·to.' fuel electric 
generators' based on the 1989 California Gas Rep<>rt, (C(i~). '. ,', Wt:l. will .'\ 
consider the potential of committed DSM,resources only;becaus~,the 
reali~ationot uncommitted resou~ces is contingent upon many 
factors beyond our control. ' 

'.' ; .,' . We find that,the effort to expand DSK through the, . 
statewide_Collaborative'Process will not·be sufficient to offs~t 
the need for new capacity.. The electric conservatic::m proposed; in . 
theCollabQrative Proc~~s would result in·a redUction in:natural 
gas .consumption 9tonly 27, MMct/d for each yea.r of, the proqrams. 
The:potential-for reduction in the .demand for qas,used-in 
electrical generation is insufficient t,oreduce the need:for even a 
portion of the Expansion's capacity, even with ~e liberal 
assumption that gas is used at the margin in all cases. Even with 
the added effort proposed in the collaborative ,: Report, s()calGas 
could reduce gas sales by only 9.0 MMcf/d by 1995. 

No other party challenged the assertion that 755 MKcf/d 
of incremental.suppli.es of natural gas would be needed in the state 
by the year 1995. Thus, we find that there is a need·for the75~, 
MKcf/d of firm transporta.tiop capacity of the ExpansioJ:l Project,. " 

,By .concluding that the Expa.nsiol'lProject would provid~. 
7~5 MMcf/d ofrteeded qa.s supplies, we are not necessarily finding 
that the pipeline itself should be constructed in all events. In 
the following section, we determine that the Expansion project 
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fulfil1s,-·the 10IIt'¢rit~ria~"'i EVen SOl r a: pipelinefs compliance with:,~ 
the oriterla~;has not resuitedin COJmlission~ suppOrt f6r that· " 
pipeline'_ t6;thEFex6lusi6n' of anY'other' pipelihe~' ,': ,< . 

:'il, ,:-:";;'!.The: EXpansioJ\"Project' lsi the: intrastate ponion 'of; the:"; 
PGT intetstattfpipel ine', '; The' only; reAson the' Applicant has" -:,' ,: \ 
advanced::f6r . undttrtaking; the Expansion is tC) accominOdate' the,:: ;. -. 'i· 
del i ve"ty ~'6f gas: transpOrted bVer the PGT' proj ect ~ to' southern; ',; ": ' 
california. should the PGT Expansion not receive a CPCN from- the-,· 
FERC,' theb~;:woiild, be' no reason,t6:proceed with the', PG&E 'Expansion. 

,,; ," , "BecaUse' of the: pendency' 6t: the-' PGT' application; and'the', ;~ 

Alt~ont applicati6n 'at the FERC;' \fe caiinot unconditionally' find;:· 
there','is a:need'for' the"PG&E:Expansion Project. If the FERC' ';,: 
certificates ,the PGT Expansion, there is a greater probability of' 
need. Even so, the ultimate decision whether to build the in~state 
facilities must be made by PG&E. The Applicant has unequivocally 
stated:that 'itiiltends to proceed with cOnstructi6h only if 
sufficient demand for the pipeline exists.':, 

'·Clearly, there are aiternative'pipelines 'seeking to serve 
california's iilcreiiental demand tor interstatecgas,·The'FERC's 
announced policy is to certificate, all interstate pipeiines that 
meet'the FERC's requirements. The multitUde of potential' 
alternatives to supply'california's demand makes it logically 
impossible for'the commission to find that anY' one pip~iine is 
needed, since, other ,pipelines appear to be availabH~ to'serVe 
California's demand. 

As westa.ted in 0.90-02-016, we believe that the 
marketph\ce' shoiud determine which of the seVeral competing 
pipelines should be built. If the potential shippers and qas' 
consumers' favor pipeiines other than the PG&EJPGT Expansion, 
clearly the~e is no need for the EXpa:nsion Project. We are not in 
a positi6nt6'predict what the market will do. We' have established 
a near term' need for ~OOMMcf/d of incremental gas transportation 
capacity: By this decision, we find that the Expansion project, as 
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C6rldltion~d~;:.would b~ 'arreasonable, means by which'~&El!lay 'serve .i,=,1i:1 

755::6f.thati,'demand,"" Howeveri iva: cannot-:'findF 'in "the : face' of,: ' ,:.':,_.1;, 

competltionjfrOm~alternativ~s'" and the ,uncertainty- of the economY,">Ii,tc'l 
thatth~' Expansion 'would be need~d:'tmder'all' circumstar\ces.-:.;i/,·"dJ 

We need not find that the Expansion pr6ject ;1s ."'.' "r ; (;. ~:-. 
indispensibl y; requis i te' in order to det'emine that: t.)le. publl0 
convenience -and' necessity would be serVed by ·PG&E's 'construction cof,r 
the ExpaJ\sion~ I ~ Issuance 'of a .cpeN fat L this tiin~; is ,rea's6na~le. in ,'". ,:-, 
light of 'the; current need for'33():MMcf/d ~'of ,:flrm capacity,.:JF<l'1·~ ::'.\,. 
demonstrated. by Edison,' SDG&E.and'm~nicipalitiesi,,7;ThePrecedent r,(,,', 
Agreements proVide evidEmc;e that demand for the -remaining 425 :.-.', ; 

MMcf/d:6i'capacity,may'arisein'the future,· In the·meanti·!'t!f 
allocating ,the risk:of underutilizationof capacity on PG&E's 
shareholders and Expansion shippers' provides ~&E's existing 
ratepayers with the. protection against increased rates that the 
establishment. of 'current need'· for the entire capacity of the, . 
Expansion would otherwise provide. ;Finally; we conclUde that the 
public necessity woUld be served by.the authorlz.ation, to . construct 
the'Expansion:because such.authorization is' needed to activate'our 
market-based approach to incremental interstate capacity • 

. - A grant· of a CPCN for the Expansion Project would enable 
PG&Eto respond t6the need for firm transportation capacity as 
evidenced.bY market demand. However; PG&E~s decision to.build must· 
be'a reasonable onei It 'must appear that sufficient demand. for 
PG&E's proposed service will exist at the time the Expansion is ,.' 
scheduled to commence operatlons, based on the facts known 6r . 
reasonably kliowable to PG&E at the tine of i~s decision to build. 
B.' co-nliance with the C~ssioil's OII Criteria 

1. Supply Diversity and Co.petition 
There is some controversy Over what the. commission meant 

in 0.90-02-016 when'it required that a pr6posedintersta.te pip~line 
result in a "pipeline network which provides reliability of access 
to all the major producing areas.- New Mexico and Altamont contend, 
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that since \~e :Expansion wl1l.ailow Ionlycanadian pr<xi\lc~t's:.t()~9a!n::, 
access to ,the californi~ ;mar~et,,~·it fails: thisLtest, i . PG&Ef I.on 'l.the,." 
other. hand" olaims ~at :since i the Expansion 'is.desiql'led Ito $erve 1','>:) 

the southern California market; 'it: is that market's supply mixth~t~i 
should be consider~d.·, \.', f',',", .', .,' , ,; " ~,::;" ',' 

:: ~ The, pipeline network we . promote consists, of' I'lQt· onl.y .. ol'le ! i 

interstate pipeli1'lELin is,olation; but: an integrated .network ,~,; "c,'.'".'·' 

consistinej' ·of· LOes :and their suppliers. While PG&E, and,S6CalGas ~:.~; 

are intercon,nected. :at .this; time and{PG&E receives .considerable ,;ii~<' 

quantities of ,canadiarLgas,<oIUy 8t"ot ,the 9as .. consum~d In'.southerr\!, 
cal i forllia orig inates . from Canada. ' The, Expansion pr6v id~s a,: '.,.,. 
potential 655 MMcf/d of canadian deliveries to" southern'califorl1ia.j"; 
increasirigthe sha.zeof canadian gas in the region to nearly' 25% oi . , 

A proposed interstate, pipeline need not, on -its Qwn,. provide' access_ 
to *all' the major pr6ducing'areas,* It is sufficient that its 
interconnections and~ownstream operations contribute to diversity 
of supplY ,for :the state a~a whole. , '.' 

While,it appears that the delivery.of Canadian gas over 
the-Expansion Project would promote gas-to..:gas competition;, s~v&ral 
intervenors object that ,the Expansion .. instead- would stifle -:~. 

comp'etiti6n, . They claim that-'.a- cODipeting~'9as supplier or pipeline 
would be-handicapped by the fixed 'firm transportation rate because 
it imposes a' fixed cost on the Expansion shipper. - That is,: the ,. , 
Expansion Project shipper would rationally purchase other supplies ' 
only if the shipper's out-ot-pocket cost is no more than the . 
delivered cost of Expansion gas.: The intervenors contend that the 
6netback* of southwest producers would have to be reduced by the 
fiKed firm transportation-rate paid by Expansion shippers in order 
to compete with canadian gas • 

. : 'l'his scenario does not convince us that the Expansion 
project' will stitlecompetition:insteadi it will create 
competition for other suppliers attempting to serve the southern 
California. market. The encouragement of this competition is 
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-
consistent' with the.'market-b~$e~ app~9acblw~_,a4opt~~,l~O f' ,,''-, t~jt'lil(O 

0.90-02-0\6, ',We, fox-asee: that.,nat\lJ:"al, qa~ ~otlsHl!ler~: ~i,~l.-!~~n~,~~~:. ~x'" 
from the pressure, the' Expansiol,l . projeQ1; ~i~L ~)C~~~ ()~; ~uPP~J~t~.1 t' '::..;:i 
from othe~ geographic regions. ':": ThOse sup~l~el;~,~wll.l.: 1l9t b~,,~~~~e~ :;~, 

access to .the. ma~ket,,'either. ~or· ex~mp.~ei ':~~Hs«?n,:h~~te~~i.fied.,,»,.>-, 

that,'!n" addition, to its 2QOHHcf/c1 4?fExp1lns.iqf\,c~pa9i,,"y.( i~ :,; ;,:' ,> 
intends: to p~~ure additional volume~~, of. g~s: from sou~~~s~,~ ," if ':,.i.' 

suppliers to be transported, bY;~9C,CllGa~ •. '.:.' ,}; ,;"';. ';.' ,;~:,:~' c'-;':,' j " 

;: .: ; >",' : Amoco, claims that: the ~n~rease~., d~~a~d for,C~n~uiJ*p,: CJ~,~,'-' 
in th~' ,california marketplac,e ~ay, i,~oni~al~y ,i;~lse th~,: pricelof,i_= i\: 

Canadian gas,,· Such.' an increase assumes! S9.me,.li~~tatio~, on ,canadi~t:'-, 
production,' as well: as . an inabil ity to satisfy that .1~and with ~as . 
from other; source,s. There is noevi4.ence that, either of those ~wo. 
conditions is likely to mat~rialize. , ' . 

. Thus, we conclude that construction of _,the Exp~nsion will 
res.ult,' in access to new suppli~s of canadian gas and the, re~ultant· 

"- - ~. . 

mix of, supplies to ~alifornia will promote 9?ls::"on-gas, competition •. 
2. ,Economic Justification ' , 

The Expansion project is,economically.jus~ified 
under PG&:E's proposed rate design .methodology, ~t will be 

, . 

by i.ncremental shippers and not existing ratepayers. ;The 

be.cause,' 
paid tor 

Applicant's proposal to segregat~ Expa~s~on,project.p~~~s in. 
separ~te accounts outside of PG&E's normal plant and eXpense 
accounts, to establis~ a separate general rate case proceeding to 
determine the reasonable rates for the Expa~sion project,,' and to 
hold the Expansion project sponsors and shippers responsible for 
all costs of the Expansion tend to insulate existing ratepayers 
from the financial risk of the project. 

We ,notethatPG&E has af.firmatively stated that it will 
not seek to recover any Expansion Project costs (other than. 
transportation costs) from its ~xisting ratepayers. such assurance 
is also implied from the applicant's intent to collect Expansion 
costs from only the project sponsors and Expansion shippers. We 
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confirm. as a c6nd i tiof( of " issuance -- ot: this! CPCN that PO&E' S I-~-': ~ ( -'" ,,-, 

existihcj-:kAtepayers shoUld fi6t bea~ ~any~;ot-the'c()stsot the-''.'-' "~I',' .(i 

Expansi6n~-i':This-se9re9ati6n 6f-cOsts;, riskr':and':benefit'is - "t' 

apl>toi>riat~ at:thl~"time. [partic\.i1arly.slnce:'PG&E has not yet,,- -.-,-
eltecilte<f rirm TransportAtion- Agreements, \lith' the" Expal'lsi6n .. ']' ,', 
shippers l! 1f6wever," since' the Expal\siOn' cannot· be '. achieved' without;-: 
the use ot' ro&E's' existing faciliti~si for, which, ratepayers~ have-- "-1 r 
paid the cost of construction;' fin'ancinq,i and operation and'\"; :,i<:' . 
mainb~nanc~e;'l PG&E's ~xistin9" ratepayers' ha~~·· an ~qUitable'· interest 
in th~~ pO"tential' mArqin of' the' ExPansion' Project. We· will' i'evisit; t 
this" issuer'in: the'- Ek'pansi6n' Project's first'generAl' rate- case, when' 
coilcr~te' e\rid~tice' of shipp~r participati6n, : the EXpansion's' costs' " 
and rates; and the p6tentlal c6ntributi6n to margin will hEf'; 

available. 
We need not dweli extensivelY on whether the Expansion 

proj~6t";is economically justified~ At'this time, PG&E has not heen 
assUred" of revenue recovery and itsshareholders~ as the project 
sponsor, have assumed the risk that there ~ill be sufficient 'demand 
for' ExPansion capiicity. We will not second-gUess the decision of 
Expansion Project shippers to choose tra:nsportation over the 
Expansion at itsiates instead of other alternatives~ 

3. . Nori;"'Oiscri..ainatorY Allocation' of capacity' 
The EXpansion Project has allocated capacity in'a hon;'" 

discriminatory man~er through the open season process. Allocation 
was objectively based on how great a percenta.geof the total 
transportation rate the shipper was willing to pay as a reserVation 
charqe. : BY solicitincj bids from prospective shippers, :PG&E 
allocated the Expansion's capacity based on the economic interest 
expressed by individual firms 'in the gas marketpiace in the 
Expansion project. 
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'IU F.'We !.find :that '.the ,p.rece.dent ~greelDent;; .. are r~liable . 

indicators 'of .the marKet's ,interest ,in the, Expa~sion; projeot'.: ' N9 '1,',; 

other party ',introduced, the. terms of any· pre~ed.ent agreements l"j~! ~,~ Ii', 

empl()yed·byan~ther pipelin~ proponeJit.~··j There ·~s no. evidence that',>f 
PG&E sl\ould have required a more definitive' commitm,ent. froln·.it~~; .~;U 

shippers4." "The conditions precede!lt si~ply: recognize the',objective;: ;': 
conditions that must e)Cistbeiore a shipper can; ~e! held to.Jts'r.": :.';1 

contrac~uai. obligation. to pay tor transportation' ~~rvice (i..e,;,'·: f C i '."; 

regulatory .... approvals and availability. of, gas supply).· The t_erms:.ofl' i 
the agreements provlde a reasonable level",of, commitment by_.th~ "" ':~ .. ; 
shipper at this stage of the project's. developmen~.: .', ", 

. 'Altamont objects to the -exclusive dealing terms of the .. ', 
Precedent'Aqreement,« presumably represented by this language: 
·Obligations of Parties: Shipper hereby makes an eXclusive 
commitment to the __ " KHcf/day· of capacity requested in the 
incremental eXpansion.- Alta~ont's read~ng of the contract terms 
is slightly askew; however. We agree withPG&E's witness that this. 
term establishes that the shipper has not made arrangements to .. 
transport the volumes specified in the Precedent, Agreement~ by.: 
alternate means. This conmitmenthas the effect of ensuring that 
the shipper~s commitment is not subject to cancellation due t.o the. c 

shipper's conflicting obligation to another· pipeline. The .. shipper 
is not prevented from contracting with other parties for firm 'c 

transportation service. In facti-the witnesses for SPG&E and . -.' 
Edison testified that each of them had contracted with socalGas f9r 
firm access to producers in the southwest. Moreover, the Precedent·. 
Agreements have not «substantially lessened competition,n the harm.·.·. 
prohibited by the cartwright Act, because Kern River and Altamont .. 
have demonstrat~d in this proceeding that the competition to 
provide interstate gas transportation is robust. The record shows 
that Altamont has executed precedent agreements with shippers 
allocating 532 MMcf/d of its 719 MMcf/d of capacity. 
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" PG&E' has' proposed· temporary . capacity ,brokeririg :6'ver the 
PGT portion" ofj the" Expansion~: We have asserted oUr approval;of.,J ( ,,:' 
this proposal at, the' FERC, and',reiterate it"b"ere.:-:tltinaY',be'- ! ,:"::~~!,:,, 

assUlDetithat temporary capacity' brokering ,on- :the. PG&t ,portion of, [q -.'-, 

the E>tpArision' project. wouid' follow 'as'a' consequ'ence. ',\'However/~' ,-:;>-< ~ 

since~ Ve' cannot- foresee' h()w~ cat:,acity 'on the ,Expansion project' may, r ;-:-: 
be reassigned by' shippers in the future,-- we' will specifY: as 'a ,;~ti':l'.-'_' 
condition ofoui'" approval' that· PG&E impose, temporary· 'capaoity :.-,c. 1) i:' ~' 

broker-ing' as a term' of; service' on' th'e~ California portion, of th'e~ ,,::::,' 
pipeline; as'well~ ~,'This contract' term~is necessary ,to avert th~s ,-'[;-:
possibility that Expa'nsion"'sbipp'ers' "'"ho: woUld hold ,firm ,r, ; ',-:n r ,'" 

tran'sportation' capacity' rights' over periods varying· up . to· 30 years 
might replace: the interstate pipelin~s' as th~ 'bottleneck ~in :the :. " ,', 
natural qas'market~ . - --... - . ~ .' 

Given our understanding of the' preced.ent, Agreements arid 
the requirement for' capacity br()keringi~ we tiridthat ·the capacity ~,;': 
on the Expansion Proj'ect has been allocated on a nOJ\;"discriminatory : 
basis. :' 

, In' D.90-'02-016, we' held that to gain our approval, a 
pipeiine shoUld hot' threaten- byPass "of local distribution companies', 
(LDC) ~; 'since Expansion' Project deliveries are toM mad.e "at 'Kern'" ,\ 
River Station, shippers must' Use' the, facilities of 'either' SoCalGas ~ 

or PG&Eto reach their end users,· thus avoiding bypass :'of the LDC .. --: " 

There is some possibility that EOR end USers whose load 'is in the 
vioinity of Kern River station Day construct their own distribution 
systems and thus byPass SoCalGas' facilities,' but this' risk exists ' 
today and isnbt e)(acerbated by the Expansion proposal. 

We conclude that the ExparisioJ\ Project me~ts the criteria 
established in' D.90-02~016 for our approval of an interstate 
pipeline. 
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c,~·q Faotilty f oeslgt(1nd'0>st."3" d

, tc "',-,: i~:!."1 ~',; - :-lc;:"l~);I;' ,,:i} 
'.:} f' 'Th~'':: 7S'5':KKbt'/d "'capticity~ di!si9n~ is[re~s6nable lbe¢ause the j ;: 

state W 111 'n~~(f th6t 'itlcr~m'~-t\ta l' ( amount -, of . gas traJ\spoita tior"; h [ r: ,', 

capacity';by-t Hi95"lt\d'> shipp'er~' hav~; dfamonstrated 'deroand"f6t" ,~the';':-\ ,'~, { 
capaoit'}/th;r6uqh-the"lr'e>cecution 6l' Pi~ced~nt"Agreements" f6r!755~) rre, 

MMof/d.::" '" ,i." ,'.. ,. ',,, "1 ""~;.L'.ifi ':''; (, '.,;',-,,>, 

,iJ· ! :; .' sev:~ral~'parti~s~ haVechall~n9'ed~ PG&E's· upgi.'ade,-of;:<l :"':(' -:; 
cApAcity' from '600 mt'ofid 1T{ ib~ Apr!'!': 1989 application'" to: 755"" y= ~.'.I ~ 
MHcf/~fln' fts"6ctobe~ '1989:appllcatioJ\\'; ro&t stated tliAt-the: r ;,,:,-.,: 

inc1::~'as~:in ides-iq'n capacity' was) ne'edecF t6-' address'" its":shippers ' ! r·_, ::~. 

demand-) for"contract; vol~es"bila; year' rouTui basis (thel"seasonality'~ 
problem"f' and PG&E's'; internAl'anaiysis of 9as, need.:~:~Altam6nt"· " 
suggests tliat" the 'project was eniarqedtoprovide"f6r·a.-lower' 
volumetric cbst in resp6ns'e't"o competition' from Altamont.:" Kern' 
River produced an internal memorandUmtoa PG&E/PGT officiai that 
suggeste'd that a' "tactical option"'': to "improve project viability" 
was for PG&Eto contract for' \.Ip tbJOO- KMcfld' 'Of firm' capacity" on' 
the EXp1insion Project.'" 

,-, w~ are faced wlthconflicting evidenc~ of·: PG&E's motives 
for' 'irtcreasing the'size of the Expansion project.- 'Kern; River 
suggests'that pQ'&E's rejection of "the- numerous means' by which" it ' 
could have addrE!ssed the seasonal i ty problem ieads' to the :; .',. 
conclusion that PG&E's reason for-amending its, project was to" ' ." ',' 
"improve project 'viability." . We'aie' not persUaiied:that'a pUblic' 
utility shoui.dreneg6tiate a lower level 'of service \.lith its, 
shippers, even though permitted by contract: or increase . 
compressi6n, which would exacerbate the seasonality problem; or 
utilize the e)(cess' capacit}'6l't" its existing system; thus creating 
the potential for cost. and c'apacity allocation and accounting, 
pr6bl~s'~ A self~iinp6sed limitation 'of '600 MHcf/c:l would not have ... 
been-consistent with our finding in 0.90-02-016 that excess 
pipeline capacity is desirable because it facilitates gas-on-gas 
competition. 
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By increasing pipe 1 ine diamete,+, .. N&:E .. i ~a.~,> p.Ql\.~rf,Y,~f~_~,~ ; it:;, 
stateDent;lo,its,o~iginal ~pp~~ca~i?n.t~~~,a4~~~A<?n~J,ca})acity 
could b~hant;lle~through cQmpr~s~lon~, ,,,e h~~Id ~~.~ti~<>ny !ro!f1 ., ': . ~,; 
PG&E's 'f(itl)$8.s; .that operatinq ad~it~.onal c9:mp;:';,ess<?~s,with;.~h~'r:" ," 
original<)6": diameter- de.sign in the ~wnmer: would compo~n~' th~. ~ .. . 

~ •• - ,,_ ... , _ . 1 _. ...... ,< 1 : 

seasonality problem becaUse conpressors are less efficient at . \',' '.'" 
.. t. ',' "." 

hiqher teDperatu~es., \ The: increase. ~I\ p~p~li.ne, s,l~eand, r.esultant 
increase-in capacity, fr?nl 600. ~ct(4 ,~,o: 7.~5 ~<?~l~ y~s a~ea~9",a~.le, 
response to the seasonality prohl,em.,' ,~? pa.rtY ~I\J.r9duce~. t~.stJ~~ny < 

to challenge ,the, cost.- ~ffectJven,es~: of .PG~E's.,75!)~?tl.d. .P~opo,sai t,; • 

KC?reover; ,- there .: 1s 110 rea,son to, 1. i~i t ,~e si.z~ of~ Jh~ .. ~xpa(l.f? i~li .. 
project-to,600'MKcf/d because the. Precede~t A9ree~~~ts evidence 
SUfficient market demand for·th¢total755 MMcf/d.of finn 
transmission capacity. Th~refore, .we find that the Expansion 
Project is appr9pri~tely. siz.ed at 7S5 MMcf/d. 

The cost of the facility in 1988.doilars ~s $544.8 
milliot:"i: We accept PG&E's use of escalation tac~ors and it~ 
proposed development schedule. Under those oircumstances, the 
escalated cost by 1994 is expected to be ,$696 million. We estimate 
tha.t the",maximum cost of implene(ltingthe ~nvironmental, mitigation 
reqUired by this decision, fu),ly: discussed in·V •. · Environmental 
considerations," will be $40 million. This figure does not .. 
represent the reasonable cost of enviropmental compliance, it is, 
merelY. an estimate that should be added t,o PG&E's ,cost cap: ,We, 
adopt $736 million as the construction cost cap pursuant to 
§ 1005.5 subsection (a) of the PO Code. 

: Tha first year's revenue requirement under th~ pro forma 
tariff is $101.1 million. with tha depreciation of plant, the 
revenue reqUirement needed to support plant investment should . . 

decrease each year, thus allowing PG&E to offer shippers r~tes that 
decline over the 30 years. Declining costs will also enable PG&E 
to ofter comp ~itive terms when renegotiating firm transportation 
agreements, atter the initial agreements have expired. 
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.!'-',), r ::'_Whil~ the ma)(imUln contract term ,is .. 30 -years,Lthe average -;;! 

term :oL the ,precedent· Agreements - is' roughly ·23.5 . years.~ ~~; Kern', RiVer ,; 
and other, competitors maintain : that. Use 6f a 30~year· depreoiation " ;j! 
peri~ :will .. force',PG&E's 'ratepayers to a.ss~e -,the ,risk ,of ,unaer-.'-\J· :;,r 

recovery_of capital costs '. ,i We· do~t: the. risk :- is, astgrea,t as' ; ;~; ';~.1 
portrayed, by . the' intervenox:s i . since at the .'eXpirationof . the 
contrac.ti! renegotiati.on of thete.rms of 'service ~is' pOs~ible and '.the ,:. 
Expansion project's cost of· service ,-will be ,lQwer.', K~rnRiver ·als~·,: 
assumes, that-·.PG&E's ratepayers wi.ll.bea.r the rislcof underre.covery,,:-: 
of reVenue,· . This issue of ris~ allocation· is .discussed. indet~il;' ui., 

be:lQw~: The project sponsor's risk, will be substantially :lessened ~.: ' 
by the time· the i initial transportation agreements eXpire because of:. 
the declining annual revenue requirement •... · _ " .. _ 

It. is appropriate to use a.. 30-year depreciation 'p~riod " ~ .;
because this commission has authorized its r~qulated utilities to 
use 30 years as the useful life of -na.turalgas pipelines,-, and the r 

existing PG&E transmission pipelines," notably Lin,es 300 and 40(),- ,. 
are approximately ~O years old. Altamont claims that the use ofa 
30-year depreciation period is anticompetitive. ,We disagreef such· 
a depreciation sphedule is entirely appropriate for a public: :'.' 
utility such a.s PG&E, bec.aus~ it e.nables the utility to provide a c.'. 

monop9ly service to.the public at·a reasonable cost. Despite the 
existence of c.ompetiting pipeline. proposals; we note that the' 
Expansion is still an undertaking by a)urisdioti6nal utility 
subject to the demands we may place on it for service. 

PG&E may use its 1988 cost estimate.to calculate pro 
forma rates. We concur with the Appl.icant's observation that the 
pro forma tariff is a -rough draft .... , Except for.the rates and 
charges .for service, which we c:annot eva.luat~ . because the p~oject/s . 
final construction costs are not known, and the amount of revenue 
to be collected from interruptibl¢ transportation service, the 
terms ot the pro forma tariff appear to be reasonable. However,. 
the adoption ot permanent rates, terms and conditions would be .. 
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pre~ature at:" this, time' because the; final cost >of th'e pi6je'ct is not 
available.~"-: since we haVe" riot, reviewed 1 PG&E' S ':rates and 'it 'is 'clear:1 

that"PG&E~s shareholders currently b~arthe ;risk6f,l"eVeliUe"Cii ", !' ". 

underrecoveiy, "nO' publlcpurpose wouldbeserJed: by establishing'f,-<: 
rates, termsi 'and conditions as prop6seci by' Altamont 'and Amo¢of"'-:'""~' 

- As E1 Paso's brief demonstrates,"the record,ls',n'ot olear r .< 
as, to ;the 'range of fim 'and itlterruptibl'e transportation which: the :,," , 
Expa"nsloli" is 'capable of 'providing, "We ar~ alerted 'to. the fact <that~: 
there Day be :sUbstantial firm trarisportation'capacity:avail'able :,t",>" 

during' the, ~shoulder months· 'whentemp'eratures '. are below 90 ",,' ',',-< ):~ 

degrees,' arid 'that very "littl~ ;informationon' interruptible" capacity 'j 
is ;available on thereco'td. PG&E's witness testified that a ' '.'.: 
maximum of 120 MMcf/d of interruptible capacity may be available, ,'. 
depending on'variations in the weather. PG&Ehas chosen 60 MMcf/d 
as the amount 'of interruptible'capacity for·purposes of cost 
allocation and rate design. : However, the actual amount of' 
interruptible transportation capacity arid' potential. reventies from::" 
this service werertot clearly established. Before the commission 
can evaluate any proposal affecting the corporate status Or' 
ownership of the Expansion project,such as converting the 
Expansiotf project to an affiliate,. or conveying tile EXpansion t"oa 
utility consortium, we will closely "examin13 the potential for'the" 
Expansion to generate revenues in exceSs of firm transportation : 
rates. This inquiry is especfallY crucial, 'giVen the full-fixed 
variable rate design proposed by PG&S; and will6Ccur no later than 
the Expansion's first general rate case. 

PG&E's proposal to finance the Expansion project 
initially throUgh 70\ debt and 30% eqUity is reasonable. 
considering the low risk of project non-performance anticipated as 
a result· of shipper sUbscriptions and the rate desiqn; the ,maximum . 
3.5% of PG&E's total capitalizationreptesented by the Expansion 
has no potential to adversely affect PG&E's cost of capital or 
ability to raise capital". 
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D. 1:ncreMJital CostrAllQcatiop:>. ~ ':C

O 
':j,C.;" r ~.!: ":'-',;-:, 

,-.;' ", ';~The iExpansion Projeot proposes to. use, sOlD~,13Q,lIlil~~. Qf,.-:', 

existing' gas: pipeline,"exis\inq l1et6rinq .s~a~ions, l'~apsl ,~*l' oth~rr,:: 
faoilities of: PG!cE •. ',:' Under PG&E's' increm~ntal 'cQst'allQcation 'c" ".tt<r 

methodology i' only. the incremental costs of the: Expanston in, ,:, ":" , 
Expansion rates' are' inoluded" n6ne of the costs,.of el:'istinq.; C' ;-::.'!,: 

faoilities'needed by the Expansion project ~n~ none: of ,the ,e~is~~nq~, 
system'sA!cG and O!cH costs wouldbe,all()cated to tlt~ Exp~nsion. ;;.C;:.· 

-::. f:'PG&E.and PSG have ,relied heavily on o~r-sta~em$nt~ha1::~':l', 
·cost responsibility' for new capacity must flow to,,~hose ~ustQm~~s .... 
who will benefit froD firD service on the pipeline.lf~ (O,.90~02~Ol~", 
mimeo, , p. '166) to support the Expansion's, incremental' cost ... ': ' 
allocation methodology. we caution the parties that our.deoi~ion. 
does not bar an allOcation of the cost of existing facilities to, 
the Expansion project's costs because that statement in 0.90-02-016· 

simply assigns responsibility for the cost of new ~apacity.lt 
does not delineate the components of the cost of new capacity. 

'The Applicant's proposal to use incremental cost 
allocation was heavily criticized by its competitors, who pe~~eived 
that the Expansion's avoidance of costs qave it an unfair_ 
advantageJ and by the DRA~ Which argued that ~his methodology 
benefited the Expansion at· the expense of existing ratepayers. 

Preliminarily, we approve the use of exis~ing facilities 
identified in-the Application. By doing so, PG&E will ,avoid ~he 
cost of constructing of some 130 miles of new pipel~ne. This 
savings represents the use of economies of scale and is a prudent. 
use of society's resources. 

While agreeing that the avoidance of construction costs: 
is a benefit of the Expansion project'.s design,· DRl\ arque~ ~hat the 
Expansion should reimburse existing ratepayers for, the use of·those 
facilitieso 
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Assessin9 a charge for the in6temental:\lse C)fIPG&E~s'rl .n 
existiJ\~ftacilities wOuld:col\fer, the benefit of i ecOn6miesof scale 
on' PG&E's:'existidq, rat~payersif [since they~ would be rcolleotinq: a 'tee,~ 
for the'\ise t 6f ttacilities by others. \~On ~the' other,hand" making ;the~ 
benefit of:' ecoJ\omies "of· :scale'available to' inoremental: Users, would,- -; 
tend to enc6uraqe the full use Of existing: faoilities,-· 'In this )f'T'::-; 

caseFincretiental shippers 'of gas destined 'for 'sQuthern Calitoi"nia~ j 
would· be ; encouraged to llse" th~ : Expans ion' pr6j ect,' : which takes' ''-''{;: 
advai'itage:of theec6nomies· ... 6f,s¢al~·iMerent;in a looped pipeline 
systelll'~'::' Those -economies of" scale t resul t -'in lower 'transportation """,-, 
cost~:· than' th'ose" of, . An ' indep~ndently' eng ineered and constructed,' ,;-; 
pipeline, and '16wer transportation' costssh6Uld conter -a benefit~ OIL 

gas c6nsumers. ' We think that as regulators, the commission should· 
attempttbitl10cate effi.cienci.es fairly, Th~ welfare of consuners' 
throughout· the state, and not just i1'lPG&E's service'territorYI may~ 
be considered when determining wh~re such'benefits should be 
assigned. 

PG&E clAims that the commission should maintain the 
efficiency achieved byallocatinq all incremental 'costs for new 
capacity to incremental users by requiring only theinsulatiorl of 
existin'g serVice' from new costs, ' This' implies that existing, '; 
service is not entitled to any c6mpensation from incremental users, ' 

In support of this p6sitiol'l; PG&E's witness characterized 
the cApital'cost6£ existing facilities.to be used by the Expansion' 
and the O&M and A&Gcosts of the e~isting utility system as "common
costs~· that IS, -(W)hen the same equipment maybe useCl'to make 
products A and B, and when producing A uses capacity that would 
otherwise be used to cake B, then their costs are commontather 
than jOint.- No party challenged this assertion.' PG&E proposes 
that'the Expansion Project be allocated 0\ responsibility for 
common costs because the Expansion's usage of the existing lability 
is incremental and there is no basis, short of a policy basis, for 
allocating common costs. 
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I i,"'O-!q( PG&E' g ''-coapetit6:fs furge that a ~'p6rtion~'of ·:the cost of the 

eXistiiltJ -'system. b~ ~lliocated: to ?the EXpatision 'projectt1 this' would ~~ 'l'~' 

increase; the transportation-rate, chai<jed: by'Jthe:' Expansion' and' to ,: ;', ( 
make it;less'competitiv~. C'l Kern River assert~d[ that, incremental; .;'..': ";1 

cost;~rioing would be 'unfair: to PIT¢<>; (see below) •. i These· are n6t ~ p.' i 

adequate ~ policy ~ reasons to 'SUpport ... the: allocation' of' conmon costs i ' ::<'-' 

. "ORA"did. not'sugtJest any polioiesthat may,be: furthered.:,by ",'1 

an allocat16li:6f-<common costSi to the Expansion' Projeot: "itt simplY"'~':;:l 
stated, -The ORA· beiie~es that'an'a.ppropiiate portion: of the:.",·:,''-' :." 
compressor:fa6ilities, "existiI'Hrpipelin$s,'nieters,' taps 'and 'other ',:,-:. 
equipment: being used' by the 'expansion', facility' should be reimbursed >~ 
to' PGtrE through a 's~rvice-¢har9~~ ~L,' '" . ,l: ,,' - ',') 

Witnesses for Kern River and Altamont suggested that the' .... 
use of,'~xisting facilities by the: Expimsion project imposed an 
"opportunity cost- on e~isting ratepay~rs, and that ratepayers 
should be c6I!ip~nsated for ·thisburden-.:' The witness for 'Kern River' 
admitted that "art opportunity 'cost; would arise oJily, if- the 'Expansion-" 
project's'operation actually prevented. the e>tisting'servicefrom, 
gaining further capacity that would 'otherWise have been available~ 
He add.ed that"so'long as there' is :#excess· 'capacity on the common' 
facilities at the-initiation:Of'transportationservice,there could 
be '1\6 sUbst6.ntial opportunity, cost~ 'as defined, in the short run.' 

We find that e>eisting ratepayers,ark'not tacedw.ithan:-> 
"opportunity cost- associated with the Expansion's use,ofe>eisting " 
facilities because no party introduced evidence that those 
facilities are needed, either now or in the future, to serve 
existing ratepay~rs, Kern River postulates that since those 
existing facilities are to be used over a 30-yearperiod" 
ratepayers'willincur'an opportunity cost at some tuturedate.We 
find that theory tab speculative to constitute 'a basis for cost 
allOCation tOday. 
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'~":) -\(. ·.,The intervenors ,oi:te this CC?JUlis~iQn~$:.pt'$vJ.O\l$~-approval 
of an ~fincreJlentalp1.\ls"!c¢st.~~lloc~tion orit$tiQt\ in a{le~ot!~t~d.t:.:,-. 
rate a9r~ellent • between PGT "and PITCO •• ~,' The:' tat~, ag~~eJn~nt, ",as',~i;'} :,:.,; 
negotiated~one,,; reached: in :1980 when"the gas .ind1,lstry"as,stil1; -,;,., 
rigidly integrated •. :'IfLthat setting, the l'legotiati()n;e)f ~i\te!3~n,:: '.-<, 
excess of incremental; costs ~clearly benefited pq&E~$,.e~is1;ll1gc", .. ,:, ':"i' 

ra~epayers,' who: collected the rate~ from a non~PG&~ J:'atepayer. 
Here,' j t:he allocatiQIl of, such rates ,would have the .eff~ot"Qf:; ,' .. '. !,.- t:, 

discouraging the ,~-incremelltal .. use, ()f:.e)Cistinq,:tacilitj.(!~ anQ' ,r,.:.·,,·~: 

negating economies of scale, which -,-:e ,are :makiJ\gavailable;tQ:J>G'E~S " 
prospective 'Expansion r~tepa.yers., Thus" Kern River'.s ~itatiofl~tq[, ~': 

the PITCO settlement does not persuade us ,to use ftincremental plus ft ,. 
ratemaking in this case. 

Finally, we' consider PG&E's proposed assignment of the 
costs of future facilities additions. ~ ThOse costs are to be paid 
for to the e~tent responsibility may be assiqned to existinqand' 
Expansion' Shippers.-· The cost ot additions that cannot be (lssigned 
to one group' or the .other is to be allOcated on the: basis of pro". 
rata thr6ughput.' We ,find that thismethodology'isreasonable and 
that it shoUld be applied to the capital costs~of all future 
facilities additionsi whether incurred on the .~existing fa.cilities n :. 

identified .in .. this proceeding as being used. by· the Expansion :or tl1e 
Expansion's new facilities. 
E. Rate DesigD 

The fUll-fixed variable rate design is proposed to 
collect 100% of the costs of firm transportation from the monthly 
reservation fee, In common parlance, this means that shippers pay 
the Expansion Project a fi~ed demand charge for volumes subject to " 
firmtransportation each month. There is no volumetric rate 
imposed on gas actually delivered. Although the Expansion Project,· 
is proposed primarily to provide 755 MMcf/d of firm transportation, 
it will provide interruptible transportation as well. Those rates 
are based on a 100% load factor assuming 60 MMcf/d of interruptible 
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traW~p6Hat i¢W rc'a:pa'oit1 "arid' :w'i 1 Y' :):eco\feXC : ~111 'of' tllet 'costs', allocated ", 
to interruptible transp6ffati61f 'seWice'."!IRoUghlY 93\' 6£ 'th'eanhualh 

reqUire~ent' ~fs' 'exp'ect'ed ' t6 be . coll'eot'ed in'· fim', transi>6rtat ion 
rates;"\'ith '<th"~' 'ziemaliiinq :ii' to': b~colle'c~ed il'f\interrtlptible .' ,~<,~'i 
ttAnspJrtatlon rat~'~~";; ':,,' ': , , '" i (;, '.,', ; 1; " '! "~:>.:'> 

, PG&E's" pro~osaltci ,'coll'ect 93\6f its annual revenue~: ,:' ,:' 
requirement in firm transportation demand charges assures us that" '- ~ 

th~'i({'Ts ;V4i)i little "tiriat\cicU "risk ass'o'ciated'with','ieVehue 
recov~W's();'lbri'9:~s:'the'EXpa'rlsi6ri,'project'is tully sUbscribed. ", ~~'. i 

A~~Wnlfl<j'thAt tii~ r flri1"transp6rtatidri 'capacity has',been', fully:: -, i- ,',"1 

all6dat~'d,the E~aiufdon pi'ojecit:wl11"be:selt~'sup~rtingfand 'not ': '", 
.-:eqUli:'e -~utsfdo tiEisistance "ftolll PG&E's -existing! ratepaYers 'or· its c< 

shareh6iders. The 'ful1~tixedvariable rate dtisiqll properly assigns~' 
throughput'risk to Expansionsliippers by plaoing'fixed. cost 
responsibiiity on th~lI.; 'It thusilisulAtes existing PG&E ratepayers ~ 

from: the risk of undeiUt.ilizationof capacity, 
Kern'Rivet clilims thiitsince' PG&E will' recoVer ,,' 

ptactlcaily ail of its reVlmuQ 'reqUirement through'the monthly ',' 
reserVati6richarge;' ltwiil'hllve 1\0 incentive to cut costs to, 

maintain throughput. We'believe that, In,this'casej the importance· 
of ~ak!mizingtheExParlsiorl' pipeline's 'continued throughput is 
l.e~~ened because Unlik~' -traditional« pipelines which aggregated,' , 
gas and'soid it to LDcs,.the EXpansion'isn6t 'in control 'of the 
suppiy of gas; its shippers:ar~. in facti each'shipper's fixed 
costs of service 6~ the'Expansion Project provide an incentive to ' 
the shipper to maximiz~ throughput in' order to recover its fixed 
cost's. In: a<iditi6n toth~ incentive to ma il'lta in throughput, the 
shipper is required by contra'ct to broker its Unused capacity if 
there" is' demand tok:' transportation service .. ,ThUs,: we conclude that' 
the' fui1".;.fixed. variabie' rate desiqn is appropriate for this " 
transportation.;..only pipeline', MoreoVer, we perceive that the '" 
marketplace has been qUite' effective in forcing PG&E to16wer its 
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costs, and rates, an~: we_,ant.~oipa.~e .t.hat . ,"~~Ji:,,~i\.l~ ,~~nt.in\l~ "~<?; ·.,9f.~*r,~ -;., 
shippers low rates i!l [~~sp~ns.e to .c6mp~~1"1rl~~,.!," ,,:.: ; !" ,f Liili' i i"-:;;i i '.'J 

: .. ,: PG&E ~as represen~e4 that .. ~e. c~~~s ; of th,~. E~pa~.~;io~j" ~ (, -.'" 
projeotwlll' be rec9vered 6nly ,from th~ Expcp\S~,6r) ~hip~~.r~ •. i"'W~ .:<.,':; J\! 

e>..-peot that this .... 111 be so, based on the Expan~iQn~s, ~,~~~at~otl: lO.~ ;. 

93\ of project costs to .firm transportation in l,~,s ,.pro ,forma . 

Kern River· olaims, tha1; ~9: .Expan~,io,n" projeot. "o~,\d ;~~.q~T", 
PG&E'scustomers t~ .the risk of, rolled.,.i.n:~at~.aking ~~l~ ;Ul>,st~~a.~,.)".,. l 

portions 'of . the interstate pipelln.e SY~~~itl\a~ bri~9s ~~.';V:ld~.~'L<}as,., 
to PG&E' s customers ~ -, We acknowledge t,he ,fact.that .i>GT. has agr~ed. ;. 

~ . ~ . -, .- • ,. ~. • ,- _ . t:,' ". < .' _ ~ .'.:1. : 

to a settlemEn~tat theFERG·,where.· PGT is requi~ed. to submit. a ~, :' 
gen~ral rate case to the FERC, that PGT may ··not oppose ~he use of '., 
rolled-in ratemaking, and that as a result, the cost qf the 
Expansion project )lay. decrease while rates for PGtrE',S existing 
customers may i~crease.· However, those are ra~ema)dng issues. ;for 
the FERC, not this commission. We believe that the.benefits to . - .-. ; .. 

PG&E's'existing oustomers from the_Expansi~n, the preve~tion of.LDC 
bypass, and the use of economies o( scale outw~ighthe .potenti~l 
effects of rolled-in ratemaking at the FERC. 

PG&E also propos¢s that therev~nues from inte~rupt~ble 
transportation service accrue directly.tOPG&E~s'~hareholders. It 
is premature to make that assignment at t~is time for several 
reasons. First; as discussed above, we have no tru~ idea of the 
Expansion's interruptible capacity, and thus, no ~eans.t?t 
estimating the potential revenues from interruptible serv+ce~ 
secondly, we have heard no assurance from PG&E th~t it would never 
seek'torecover any Expansion Project costs from existing 
ratepayers. Third, we have not reviewed the commitme,nt of PG&E t.o 
100 MMcf/d of firm capacity on the Expansion: that i~, we have not 
determined whether PG&E's subscription of that capacity on behalf 
of its utility operations is reasonable, or not. It would be 
dangerous precedent to grant shareholders the margin represented by 
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e 
interrupt Ible ~'tevenues 6nd ~- ~ad'(i1e: r'a~epayers -with a "conti'nge'nt ~,1 'I r I·:) b 
liability':tor the ic6st r6t serviCEI ~l6r capacity '-the}l"nIAy '-riot :'needi1(;!!;' 

Firial1y,,'T s inc&' PG&E 'has riot yet e)(ecuted' its ': t'i ria 'transp6rt~ti6n'J(!~':" 
agreeineritsj '·we d6 f n6t' know, how mucb 6£ 't'lle' Expa:nsiclll j pr6jeot t ::i 'y\' i:"~ 

reven\ie -requirement ·wil1·,be' c61laciteci ~ fit' firm'transportati6n';'rates~i(-~ 
If the amount· is <insuftici~ntl to' 'cover'c'6'sts,' I service"t6 "shippe'ts' ; ;.': 
nay be impaii'~d ~it'int~rruptible'r~venues> are di\1erted ptematurely 
to ,sharE!h6lders .. ii Thus, we' reserve jUdgment'oil PG&S' S :pr6p6sal "on 1 .',-' 

interi\i~tible rat'es foX-consideration in the' Expansionl~Fffrst'~, (i ,',! 
gerieral 'rat~;case.' , . ",;"" " ',' J,,' , ; .,,' 

F. PG5.B's Use 'of PreCedent A~ts :: 'j • < ,'. "'~"j ('.' 

The intervenors' 'c 6mp 1 a in that" PG&E' 5 'use' of . .its : precedent',," 
Agree:riu~'nts 'wastulticompetitive anddiscrlminatoiy.' ','\'," 

Altamont ch'alleftges the restriction6f deliVeriest6 Kern' 
River station as aft anticompetitive 'attempt byPG&E to'protect its' 
northern California market'fron c6mpetiti6n, This woUld be : 
accomplished ,by charging EXpiuision Project 'shippers' the cost 6f' - " 
transport oVer PG&E's syst~m, 'vhereas:PG&E,wouldbe able' t6 deliver: 
gas from Kern River station at Ji6 'additional ;'charge, ',:, 

This argument strays from the primary issues before u's."'. 
There is no evidence that any shipper on 'the ExPail~Hon 'project:-has ,:) 
complained that it was being denied the 'opportunity to compete in 
PG&E's'service territory. We believe the reaSOil is 'simplY 'that' 
roughly 80t of Expansion Project v61uinesaredestined t6 serVe<' , " 
southern Califonlla's demand for natural gas.' ' Secondly, ,noparty~"
even Altamont, has pr6posed that PG&E should allow shippers to'" 
transport Expansion volumes over its existirtg facilities free of 
charge, Since PG&E's existing tiansportati6n·rate is a' postage· 
stamp rate, it makes no difference whether the delivery 'point is at 
the southernelid or northern 'end 6f PG&E's system," AIl Expansion 
Project shipper seeking to serve a customer 1ft PG&Eis'service 
territory would have to pay PG&E'g gas transportiition rate in ' 
either case. Finally, ,we determine that the restriction of 

- 112 -



A.89-04-033 ALJ/ECL/vdl * ... ~l,':\ L):~\·:-.l·, (1'(1. HI·t:t~.t\ • 

del iVEU:'i.~~ f.1fQ ,J<~rn ~i'{¢r. s\:~t.i.orL.~a~ c;l~~i,9n~Cjl \:oi,~n~~l..e'ith~. P.tQj~Q~l 
spon~or ;.to:xeqQv.e~.:~e ... cost.~f qelivery \t:9 irha~cp9in~( ',Q!v~o ;Q~fr",} r 
eXpr$.~seQ. PQliQyof iDpo~irt9 i th$. co~t 9~' Jj~'f( ta9i~~~~ef?' ~~~i9~~g rt.<) ~ 
serve i.nor~el')~al. user~.on, tho~~ \lsers,.. tJl$ E.~an~.i9n J?f6~$o~tfJ,~·.' i.,.1~
pr:oJiUlqatior) ; 0(- r,at.es t orec9Ver the cQst, of ~e:rvi9~to ,t;l;le ~f\ill.~ \\,Yi 

ext~nt ~f.,.the Expansion',s physic~l p~~nt . .is·rea!?on~b!.e • . i:w',' >. ';,q '[ r 
\.1,,1' Th~. \lseof ~ siJ\gle,~.elivery,pointaJ)~:p<?~t~ge;st:allp'~d 'ii 

tar~.tf ,~re ponsistel)~ ~.itb .. th~s :co~~ssion's pJ:'i9.r d~t,~rmin~t.t9ns. ,,; 
In D. 9()~.02~016/:,ino,rem.ent~1 <;lem~.ncl f()rr nat.~ral;, ga~LWaE,; i,de.n~~ti~c;l:jfd 

as being located in southern california, so it is logical :'f.QJ:' jN&~,:,;, 
to propose a project that brings,thega~ a~ oloSEL,to-that ma:rk$t . 'i 
oVf:;.r' PG&:E . facilities . as possibl.e, ,Not ,oniy do~s \ this,ta~~ 
advantage of existing economies of· scale, it, a,lso minimizes the·:. ~ t ':. 
PQtential for bypass of PG&E's faoil~ties and the r~sul~~~t harm to 
PG&E's ratepayers. Moreover, the Commission ~}Q>ressed. l,ts _ policy,:, " 
favoring unif6rm~ int:r,~state : transportation. rates when it :aut~orized _. 
rates to implement the. unbundling o,t gas .se~i.ce.Th~:_commissi,on 
determined· there should be no geographiq discrimin.ation in rates i-,J' -

when allocating costs to non-coreindust.rial customers in ';, 
D. 81.-12.,.039. ; 

G •. PG&E's Subscription to 100 MKcfld 

The compet~ng pi~lines anQ DRAchallenge·PG&E's 
subsc~iption to 100 KMcf/d of Expansion Project capacity. :The ... 
intervenors argue that PG&E's subscrip~ion c,;)nfers acqmp~titive;,;. 
advantage on the Expansion Project, Kern River, .urges the' ::: .. ":." 
commission to examine the reasonableness of the subsoription now,:
rather than to wait until PG&E seeks to recover.the cost of 
capacity in its rates because the alleged competitive harm ,would 
have occurred by then. 

PG&E's share of the tirst year's annual reve.nue, 
requirement based on the proportion of PG&:E's,subscription to total . 
project volumes would be roughly $13 million: 81 paso' estimated , 
that the annual revenue requirement was oloser.to $28 million. 
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;, ~.:: ,,'Ii) We find ;'it ;unnecessary: to "determine \the . reasonableness Jof~, 

PG&E's ~subscription:at·,this . time,' .;. We,concede that ro&E's _':'H:) ",:;l (,. 

participation· as' a, shipp~r pro,vides thesupscription tof~rm C") l:· : 

capacity that allows a greater vohime to share the Expansion's.,.!,,;! 
costs':~'Indeed,':by subs<lr.1bil}g to roughlY;64tof,the(i55;MKof/d 
increase over· the 'oriqinal project !,design, (PG'Ehas:mac:le possible,-,;,' 
the ,$.O.lldecre,ase in firm tra.nsporta,tion rates, th.at, r~sulte~ ~froJD. '.~ 

the upgrade.". This is particularly ,true, because PG&:E: did .not, market I 

the ,additional capaoity to the CN.eue ~f prospectiv.e, shippers .: ""..,:, i . 

established in the open season, While tJ:lis gives th~Expan$ion:::.!J ' 
project a competitive a.dvantage;' it does not render :it, :;;- ;;.:"", " , 
anticompetitive. ' Any of the other pipeline sponsors, mos.t: of whom ,i' 
are natural gas p~oducers and aggregatorsof .gas on, .. existing '(':: 'to 

pipelines, could have subscribed to.capacity on their own pipelines 
in order ·to ma,ximize the capacity of thei,r projects. c ·The :capacity .. 
could have been allocated to others .·later or, used to' transport .: ,,' . 
pipeline supplies. None of the competitors have, suggested why this 
competitive strategy was not available to it. ' . 

. . While we reserve the question of PG&E's need fO,r ,lOO 
MMcfJd of firm transportation capaoity'for later reviewl ,we offer 
the following observations based on the record before us. ~ 

El Paso and Kern River have persuasively shown that 
PG&E's existing interstate supply, in~state supply, and storage, ~ . 
capability are adequate to serve the needs of PG&E's core, .' "'i " : .. 

ratepayers through the year 2000, There is no n~ed for additional 
capacity to serve the needs of PG&E's core ratepayers in 1994, when 
the Expansion project is expected to commence deliveri~s .. 

PG&E's responsibility for procuring natural gas supplies 
to serve non-core ratepayers has been radicaliydiminished by 
0.90-09-089, the decision on the commission's rulemaking to chiuige 
the structure of gas utilities' procurement practices. In that 
decision, the commission required utilities to use .their ~apaci~y 
rights to purchase gas supplies identified by individ~al customers 
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on (a; non..;dlscriliinato'ty ,~best· ·'effoIts·· ,basis, and, to 'resell: the gas 
to the customer, : This level :of ' utility 'service ldoesnot obliqat:e- ,; t.· ; 

PG&E to acquire' firmtransportatioJ\rcapaoity .to:serve non-core'·'.",;'· : 
l 

customers f' ! : .: " : >: :: . ' " ",';,. i' ~ Y. '. : '."'~ " " ;, \"': ".,' 

;,' -, > , • D\l(!'·: to our 'linbundl big' Of the· gas procUrem,ent f from the' gas'; 
transpOrtation function; D. 90"'09~089 also addressed: the util ities',:1 ; 
responsibility to' provide' trartsportation 'serVi.ces." specificallY, "'i:: .: 

PG&E"",as directed :to lIlake' available' 'to noricore transportation t,' ~' :,,: 

customers 250 M'Mcf/d 'of·'lts·capacity~·ove'r its'PGT"line.:: ·Like,the'H': 
other ,utilities,' PG&E'is r~qUired. t'o make 'available . five levels (of '.' 
transportation'service~ only two leVels of'service/:core'service' 
and:finil service for JiOr\core customers, call for: firm -,.:: . ' 
transportation' capacity. The'Commission explicitly anticipated 
curtailment'of transportationservic~s by listing curtailments by 
end ~se priorities. clearly, PG&E is not required to:provide firm 
transportation for all' of its load in alle.vents.-

. PG&E has not been encouraged to baa broker of c, ; ',' 

transportation services, either. ". We did not envision a" situation 
where a shipper or end user seeking firm transportation would seek 
those services from PG&E's existing system's ratepayers, who h6ld 
100 MMcf/d of fin capAcity rights on the Expansion,': In other'· 
words, we did not unbundle the transportationfunctioniri order to 
relegate the risk of underutilization Of capacity to PG&E's 
ratepayers. 

We woUld prefer that any shipper or ~nd user seeking 
transportation on the EXpansion e~ecut~ a firm transportation' 
agreement with PG&E Or purchase that service from an eXisting 
shipper, 

, PG&E'g testimony in the pipeline 011 a:l'ld in this case, 
that PG&E projects a:need for an additional 300 MMcf/d i~ its 
service territory by the year 1995 may be ~ell founded, but it does 
not jUstify PG&E's own subscription for firm capacity. ThatJieed 
should be met by others ~ho h6ldcapacity on the Expansion or other 
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pipelines. It would be reasohal:)le ~tori !PG~El tQ' off$l" , its ,'lQO~ KHof/d, H 

of capaoity, to the' potential-', shippers 'whOiwe-re; identifi~d) in the 
open season' process.',' 'In' any, 'eventi-':"' as a, part; of PG&E~s subsequent! .-,:; 
Expansion -rate' case proc~edin9,'!PG&:E\ JIlust show, either that it, has" \0-'; 

awarded that ,',lO,O, MMof/d to independent' ~hippers or,demonstr~t~ \why,""p 

it needs ~E\ ,100' KHct/d' or portion'thereOf,'of firm'transporta.tiQllii'i j 

capacity.~~'We will-- not: wait until PG&:E'seeks recovery o£'1the:C()st~\~~::: 
of transportation by the, Expansion j to rev iew .the' prudency of: its:~::l : " 
s~scription. ',";;,":',:' ',"'L~;' \.',' '<.:3:';;,;":' :-, ,_" ,:',-,[,;, :;,':"", ,y': 

;.: '; :. ~ We: fihd that there' is: no· risk,to ra~epayers: in ,,' ,': i>~'"' i (', 

attributing 100 MMcf/d of Expansion capacity,to'PG&E at this' t$.m~."~:,,, 
If a decision were,to'be JIlade, on the existingrecord,PG&E~s 
shareholders would be liable for the disallowance of $13 to $28",' 1, 

million. 'We will review the reasonableness of PG&E's: subscription' :<,' 

during its' first general rate' case, pr6ceeding~ .' A d~cisi6n on the ,:;. 
need, for the subscriptiohshould,be made at:that'time, so that the-" 
impacts' Of PG&E's ratepayer's' contrib,ution to revenue recovery can :>" 

be recognized in the Expansion's rates.: 'If'we were to·ign6rethis· 
issue until PG&E sought recovery of Expapsi~nratesl we would 
hamstring the allocation' of risk which we'intend. to" undertake in 
the first Expansion general rate ,case. Atter disposition-of,the! 
issue of ' the reasonableness of·~he,subsoriptioni'assumiilq PG&E does" 
use Expansion capacity,' the reasonableness of rates paid for' 
Expansion transportation would be reviewed as for rates' p~id to, tU1Y,; 

other interstate pipeline. 
We believe it necessary to resolve the'question of need 

for this subscription no later thim the Expa.nsiongeneral rate case 
to attenuate the risk that ratepayers would'pay for,firm 
transportAtion capacity they, don't need.: consideration in the' 
general rate case would provide assura.nce:that the Expansion 

, . , ' . . ~: 

Project stands a chance of recovering that $13 to $28 million of 
annual revenue requirement represented by PG&E's subscription. 
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B.~,\EgJdtY)Pa.rtioipation'by-,BdisOn and SDG&E ~-.~} bIl;,)',;.1l .,-:'ntL:'jrq 

. ,: J li Both~ Edison' and SOO&E hav~~ demohstrated~ that ,thej.r::)f-':!'" _; 1,-, 

participation ih· the Expanslon Projeot',is,-<intehded to' serve' thEdri:q., 
forecasted 1995 gas' heeds ~-! Neither; currently ha$ access to a> firm,,·::l 
gas supply due-to' the int~:rruptibte: n~t'ure of 'existing' qasr;' (','if,',;';" 

transportation, service~ ~'Neither) currently has'slCCeSS\ to anY'r --.- -, ~ 

suppliers,6ther than' the southwest'. [We ,find that' the'access to~' :C,:! c.' 

al ternative SOUrCeS! of : gas' from canada' av~ilable ~hrough' the 1, i k\ ~ >_, 
Expansion project would contribute to supply diversity, reliability::: 
of supply, and lead:' to' qas-to-gas competition'that will benefit the 
ratepayers" of these two' utilities.,;' ,:::!/: '-' .. "" ,', 'j' :;l~ 'j:' ,-' :' 

Kern River asserts- that' the; equity option' agreements" ' ". 
between:PG&E and 'each of these two utilities impose 'costs Oni 

existing ratepayers~ as PG&E·mustmaintain e~isting facilities: tor' ' 
the Use of the Expansion oVer the operational lite of the' Expansion' 
Project" Kern River's concern is a:permutation'ofits'previously 
expressed argument that eXisting.ratepayers'willsubsidize the 
ExpansionPr9ject. 'We find that PG&E is not ceding control' of its 
existing system to the equity participants under the option ' , 
agreements. PG&E's commitment 6f existing system facilities is no 
greater than if there were'no option agreements. While the option," 
agreements obligate the Expansion,project to undertake imprOVements 
when demanded by an, equity partner, it is olear' from the agreement' " 
that the requesting partner would bear all the eXpense of the 
improvements. 

The option agreements require PG&E to maintain existing 
facilities, but PG&E will collect the cost of capital improvements 
from its partners. PG&E has proposed to assign the incremental 
cost of facilities improvements to either system it it can be 
determined whether the exist.ing system or' the Expansion. Project 
occasioned the expense, and if'not"the incremental cost will be' 
allocated between existing system and Expansion based on 
throughput. If one ot the utilities declines to contribute its pro 
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rata shar~ .to .the) cap!t,al!~~.di~Jop'l. i.t~i ~~i.ty~) ~n~~r.'~~.,J~. ~~n'~ ":<: 

Expan,siOll rtoje~t' will be. ~eote~s_e.d ac.cor.d.ingly.,!, .W.~: hav~,)ft .\ !~-,\,; ~ . ; 

cl~l"ifiec\· .. that ~e ~haring 9( th~ cost, of·, a~d.it~o~~~, f.a~llJti.es j.' . I.' 
contemplated in the option agreements shall apply to fa.oilitie~ '. . ,\ 

" - '. 1 ". . . \ 

necessary to maintain. the port!ons:,of ~&~'s e~i~~itt9:;;.ys.~em used 
by the Expansion~roject as wel).: as to .the Exp~~,s~9n',~; f~~~~i~l~~ .• :,,~ 
Takent(XJe.ther, { ~~se· co"dition.~ will .ensure that ro..&E '/?-' ra~~.p,a.Y.~lr~.:. 
are not cpmpelled to main~ain .the, .exist:in9:sys~em.. ~~r' t:he ben~,~$.~ ,:" '. 
of the Expans.ion's equity, participants without appropri~tt! '." ',' 

compensation, ""'.. " . .' " .:--, d;' r . 
" Ne~t, we rev iew the demand of Edison and SDG&E for the : .... 

• . .; - - • - - •• : - • I - I _ : '_ • : ~ ': 1 

incremental capacity represented by theirsubsoriptions in ,ord~r to. 
determine wh~ther ~heir participation was undertaken to make the 
Expansion «viable,· 

Since th,e Expansion project was originally conceived of 
as_a ne~ns of ~ringin9 Canadian supplies~o the southern c~lifornia 
utilities,i~ can, be sa~d thatwlthout t:he utilities' 
subscriptions, there would be no Expansion ,project. '. However, the 
commission,~i~ encourage utility. participation in an appropriate 
ini:erstate pipeline project in 0.90-02-016 because we anticipated 
that southern California utility electric generation. demand for 
natural gas would increase steadily oVer the next d~cad~. 

we find that Edison's 6il and gas average requirements 
have not fallen belo~ an equivalent of 300 MMc!/d over ~e past 
decade. In addition, Edison's average annual.gas req'Uir~entsare 
forecasted to increase from 435 KMcf/d in 1995 to 616MMof/ci in 
2000 •. These requirements easily justify Edlson's 200 MMcf/d of 
Expansion capacity. 

We find that SDG&:E will use its 100 MMcf/d of capacity to 
foster gas-to-gas competition and thereby o,btain gas at the lowest 
possible price. The Expansion fits into SDG&E's strategy by 
prOViding firm transportation for Canadian gas to southern 
california. SDG&E expects that by contracting for gas priced below 
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the aver~ge' southw~'st; gas; 'MarKee price~r :inolbdihg"the1cost of'd:' ;:,:1 (,"f 

delivery from: C~ntlda,· 'i\:~" wilt"directlY- t'~aliz~ the b~nefits6f:9as~: Co 

on-gas'competitioh'for' 'fts' d.lstoiriers'~nd: will' lock this b~ne'fit' in;;" 
tor future' ~ears. ,', r'r', ,"; . ''':' ;"",~. 

",; 'Edison' '~nd SDG&E' have shown' a reascu1able need fortheit"",1 
capacity' ahdthe' ability'tO';fultill' their 'commitments- to the' ;:i.~: -, . 

ExPanslon/' we' qlve our limited ~pproVal to Edison's' plan': to hold'::" 
its ihVestment: nfthe"' Expansion Project as l'egulated utility- . '.. .. :" ,
related propertY~ since' Edison plahs"'to trarispOrt' gas 1 ()Ver' the"" ~ ;., 
Expansion solely for the benefit of its ratepayers. Reasbh'ableness'l 
review and'app~6Val is 'req\1ired before' Edison' may" recoVer"the costs 
of its 'equity participation hl rates.' , , , 

'We addres~ Edison's concern that Socal<las" intrastate 
facilities should be available to provide a matching level of 

service to EXpansion shippers. As' a pUblici utility, SoCalGas is 
enjOined by §, 453 Subsection' (c) 6f' the PUCode from di.scrimination· 
in rates, or in any otlier respect,: 'either as betweeJilocalities~ or " 
as between 'classes of 'service. 'The' testi.inony'of SocalGas'" . 
witnesses tends to'show that there isexistirtg capadityon 
SoCalGas" system to'accommodate a.dd1tiohal' ihteistate'deliveries of· 
gas. However, the mea'ns Used t6provide that deliVe"ry to end' users' 
is highly contingent upori'the 16cati6n of the end u~ers'aJid the 
timing of the commencement of thos~deliver1es. It'is 'possible 
that incremental deliveries from oile pip~lihe willnot'generate new· 
costs, but those from another pipeline would causeSoCalGas to 
incur additional costs. Edison observes that SoCalGas supports the: 
Western G~s Network instead of th~ EXPansion Project; and fears 
that SoCalGas may influence the market's selection of new 
interstat~ pipelines by imposing discriminatorY terms and 
conditions on Expansion shippers inc6ntracts S6CalGas negotiates 
with, them. 
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These:cOnc6rhs'canflot: be- address4d. in": this~'deaisioI\, save 

for a bri~t·-Observation. :··We ',:nav~i not ~~evie~&d' the" term~:6f.FI(-"Y'·' ij:':

SoCalGas~ i partioipation" in' the'west.rn"Gas \ Network of'the:"'!; ";i i j;;; f, 

allocation,' of," mat(jiJ\ tr6m. the, transportation.~ s~rv iCEl: betw6en t } ':' t ~": ci 

SoCalGas' . ratepayers and sharehold.rs;I, since r SOCalGas t wiil,,' fac4 fs\O'i 
competiti6n~'f6r'thedistributi6n function of, its' existing:;'systeTii, 
the fiJ\al'/delivery, of E>tpa.nsi6J\' gas to' southern califorr\ia,;~;f 1 12 J ;;D.) 

consumers'..will; be :a,·mol\opoly';flinction; ;W.'expeot. that,:th(n~ 1':1 r :.: i")L 

competitive';environment for,:interstatepipelines· will h6t ~be" >; ,':' ,:,~' 

undermined during the' final: 'stages of: deliVery: by;' a.nY''',j !~""~,, ",' l" 

discriminatory',practices by'eith~r',LOCdue,to th~ir:' int~rests! in,'" ': i 

competing interstate pipelines~ ~ ! 

Aside troliithe pOints'already-disc:lissed, ve will'not' :~,' 

review the utility option 'agreements 'between PG&tand:Edisonand:: 
SDG&E" at·; this time. . The terms" of the final participation \,. 
agreements may differ (rom the terms embodied' in the: option ": ,.' 
agreements~" rendering, unproductive any 'review ofthe6ption 
agreements at this time. If afid,whenPG&E prop6ses'to convey a 
portiorr'of its' interest in the Expansion Project to'Edison or ' ',,' 
SDG&E,or'to'any other entity, it wii.l,berequired to'sUbmit,its' 
proposal', for commission review because§ 851'of the'PU code .;. 
prov ides that· any conveyance ot·· ownership' interest or control'. of ,: . 
the Expansion Project is subject to our,review, 
I. Position Of SOcalGas 

We take it for granted that PG&E's Expansion Project' .,' 
supplies wiil meet SoCalGas' quality specifications, particularly 
since much of the Expansion gas supplied to southern california 
will cOile ,froD existing sources due to displacement. 'We'also 
expect that PG&E will provide SoCalGas all non-proprietary' ,; 
information about shippers and deliveries necessary for,SoCalGas to 
accommodate deliveries of Expaosion'gas,onthe soCalGas system as 
soon as each shipper signs a firm transportation agreement with the 
Expansi6n project. 

- 120 -



A.89-04-033 ALJ/ECL/vdl * - : ~c':\ !'-:<~\r.r.!. "=,:':~··:-.o -l'l'.A • 

c'",' '-.. • n~' iSoCalGa$,as)ts the .CQJmission :tQ' re<Nire..-,a:new~.-; J' 

interconneotion agreement' betveen; iteelf,· and. PG~~n ,GiV$lP the,! -j C 1 

distinctions, between -PG&E' s' utility service and: th~· EKpan~ion :\ (-,') , •. ~ 
project':;.,firm.transportation ifunotion,' we find that, the:two'.l: .; 
utilities should~ negotiate' a new, interconnection agJ;eement. \:~! ". i~':~:':': 

" ::', ' soCalGas _ seeks •. a fieparate proceeding; to" resol ye \ the; cost/:' 
cost allocation, :and rate -issues cOl)cerning ;the-SoyalGas'systell'i ,e:: ~ 

arising from .the:const~otion of new.,inters~ate pipeliJ\$;systems.:;;. 
SoCalGas would refrain: trom f ~ncurr irtg ,anY ,costs' for· construction. «. 

unless such proceeci~ng., were (held. : SoCalGas,:also se~ks, l':; ; .', i. :;' 

indemnitication:of'its pre-cortstruction and post-:-constructioncosts. 
from PG&E in the event SoCalGas has undertaken construction to' 
support . th~ " interconnection" of' the' Expansion Proj ect and the 
Expansion is not built. In addition, SoCalGas seeks this 
commission's pre-approval of necessary expansion costs to ensure' 
recovery ot: those costs regardless of usage,; . ' .. '.' . 

SOCalGas maintains.that the commission can'exp~diteits 
construction of facilities necessary to interconnect with ,'>; 

interstate pipelines only by approving 'necessary costs in advance 
of construction. we remind SoCalGas.that·while the interstate 
pipelirtescompete against each other, SoCalGas is·a monopoly
utility.that has been granted exclusive righ~s to deliver natural 
gas in its service territory. It'is required by its franchise ,to 
use its facilities and financial resources to provide.service as 
needed. 

since the testimony in this proceeding shows that the 
basic SoCalGas system can easily accommodate the volumes 
contemplated on the Expansion project, even without subtracting 
open season shipper volumes going to northern Callfornia,the 
Expansi6n should impose no need for AdciitionalSoCalGAs intrastate 
delivery facilities. However, if the timing and operation of the 
competing pipelines require SoCalGas to deploy additional 
facilities, then SoCalGas can bring this matter to our attention. 
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~';,' -(!~> i(] Under. nomal: oirdumstances,'{ we, WOUld,' find: that, OUt'·! (?'j -Hi.:) 

establ.ished revenue recovery<mechanisms-would: provid~< socpiGas: '1 {.~;--._: 
adequate assurance that,it wil~- recover· the' reasonable C()stscot~l:ts~ 
plant~ investment. -, . HoweVer" SoCalGas 1!luste)Ceroise: its- utility.,,: 1: :i~' 

obligation' to serve'under.cortditi6nsthatwe haVe-declared wili 1 be:t 
shaped ·by market forces, 'rather than by· requ~atotYldetermina.tiorh··\':.i. 
We encourage, SOCalGas _to ac~ommodate thedeliveries-- Qt-~ Expap$ion\--,':~'~': 

gas to ,its se~ice territory by planning, for art~ making, systelD if<~:' -; 

improvem,ehts coiltemporaneous . _with - the development -,of the,_' Ex-pClns,ion! 
Project. 'It would be -reasonable for. socalGas to-incur pre-;,iJ':,} :':. 
construction," c.onstruction,.and post~_construct~~n' ,costs. t~; " _~',: . ::" 
interconneot Expansion Project faci1iti.es' regardless: of actual, '-"\11:: 

usage;, however, until the appropriate SoCalGas reasonableness: -' .. 
review, we reserve our jUdqnent'on vhether, the specific costs,of 
those undertakings are reasonable 'ana should be recovered in rates.-

We will not initiate a separate proceeding to consider 
the allocation of costs incurred by. an LDC to accoromodate 
incremental deliveries of interstate gas. It SoCalGas or any other 
LDC does in fact realize such costs, the matter.may,be.presented 
for commission review in a petition to modify 0.9,0-02-016. 

J. General Order 96-A 

We will grant PG&E's request to waiv~ section II.of,GO '. 
96-A. This will enable PG&E to file its tariff at the commission: 
in the same format as that used at the FERC .. since the Expart!;»ion 
Project constitutes the intrastate portion ot a larger pipeline,' __ 
and the interstate portion is tariffed at the FERC, we. believe that 
waiver of the format require~ents is reasonable because it will 
lessen the potential for confusion apa dispute as to the terms and 
conditions of-Expansion Project service.; 

On the other hand, we. agre~ with DRA that sections IX and 
X of GO 96-A should not be waiv~d at _this time because the 
commission has not ,yet reviewed the terms of any.of the firm 
transportation agreements contemplated by the preceden~ Agreements. 
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our reluctance i is'heightened, by, PG&E's' admi"ssion, that·-1ts. proposed 
tariff' 1s t merelY"> a: rough' "draft .. " t We: realize-,that 'PG&E will-, beq'ih to 
negotiate'the terms of' itsi firm" transportation agreements' with-, ~"d,: 
shippers: after, lssuanceof this decision", but we: cannot antioipate',:! 
the"irat~s and terms"of i service' of, those. agreements because .. this ,:, 
deoisioi\- adopts 'only' A- pro forma- tariff, for the, EXpansion' PJ.*oject. i 

More6'Very rot-E' has raised' the; possibility that oWhership -ot"~the-"' :~: 

Expansion: project·, may; be shared with 'Edison' 'and' SDG&E pursuant· to .') 
all': equitY:-agt'eement and tbatLits: shareholders may· ultimately own;,: ~ 

the Expansion proj~ot~ .. We' nelieve that ,the dssues' of"risk ,: ,: :'i'-~ 

allocation; -, ownership,' anci margin are· so inb~rtwihedi' yet" .. ,>- .": 

unresolved i at' this time, - that it" would be', imprudent· to" waive: our" ~j> 
subsequeilt: review· of PG&E's' firm .transportationagreements. - PG&E 

may "renew its t'equest after it has filed its firm transportation' 
agreements pUrsuant to SectioilS IX and X-of GO 96 .... A. 

v. Environaental Considerations 

A.Preparation: of the' EIR 
on June 13, 1989,' the cPticand the FERC 'entered into a 

Memorandum of Understanding to combine efforts to prepare·a joint ,I. 
environmental· impact report/enVironmental impact study- (EIR/EIS) • 

SubsequentlY; the Altamont Gas Transmission' company (Altamont) , :, 
which has "tiled an application forcPcN t,rith· the FERC,was added to 
the joint EIR/EIS for environmental review. 

The commission is the lead agency Under CEQA, since of 
all the approvals necessary for development, the commission'S 
aotion on the:appiication for 'CPCN Will be the most crucial to the 
development of the Expansion project. Other stateagenoies with' 
permitting-authority over the Ap.plicant's project are referred to 
as responsible agenoies. The concerns and commer\ts of responsible' 
agencies Were taken'into account in the seoping and preparation of 

the commission'S EIR. 
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\ i ~ -t'J81nt fpru.;rrbr'sc6i>ili~·ihe~~ing:so1ftn:elheld -byfth~?'cpuC and 

th~'q"ERe iri)va~-iou~ '1b¢ilt1~ns-potentih~li~ faf:i{idt~d~'by"thet -E>ePans1'o'nr 
Pt'oJectfb~twe~nl'sepbiinl;~t'1'8 '~rid 2-o~~-i9'89. f Bafled' dli i th~;~'blnmenb;luq 
rec'~ilv'~dr :dh~ln(:f'thb :$<=bpihtj';ine~tir(tis/ ~!;hWnber' 'of' pot'ent'iAi-:' i"~";f" 
envirohine~ntal[ 'impact~' from' thfi'1>k~j~ct;\.Ie·re'·sp~bfflcai1Y' ideh£rff~(r 
for"~va:iuiti~ri~,;!; fhkse" iss\l~s:,~' pi\i~ 't:h~ arialYs~~ 'i·equir~d' by-"CEQA~ ',' 
to be included in an EIR, formed the scope of the EIR. Thus, in""'..': 
addition to the environmental impacts oithe' EXpahs'ion i Ptoje~tY~ th~' 
Eut ha~r, iUlttlyz-ed the; 'foilO\.;irig {,;' pos;,sibl."e' 'art~iriative'~{ to a 
pzioli6Sa~d pt:ojectt.liilt'would- 'reduc~f'bt: elikilnatir any slqni1:rc~nf" -'
env ii6nnuantili: 1mp~ct~' of'th~' 'Pz'opbs~d' p~oject:';' the 'energy-use :,,: 
implicatrons of t.he" project-I: euni\.tlative ilnpa.ctS; a'rid groWth:"":' ; 
inducing impacts. ' " ,;, ~ : -,' 

Fol.lowing the p~eparatio'n of ~{prellminilry' adininistratiVe 
Draft EIR/EIS/ the Commission det~rmined that: varidus 'sch~dulre 
consti:itint.-s 'requirecf the' Cofiunissionto undertake its own: ' 
envitonm~ntai ~~v:i.ew o'fthe'PG&E Ekpansion proJect undet' CEQA.·' 
Rather than l)Ubii~h: a 'joint. -EIRjEIs withtheFERC,' the commissi6ri 
would'prE!p~re ah EIR in compl:lance withccililorriiil's environm'enlal 
statut.e. >Th~ 'erivir.:mmental reView required under'the federal' , 
Natura'll Environmerital Policy Act to be 'certified he fore the' FERC' 
may' issue a CPCN for the PGT Portion of. 'tlii9 ExPansion Project and 
the Altamont Pipelinewotild he contafned in separate docUment. 

On June 29, 1990, the' Draft'EIR was released for" comment:. 
The Draft EIR at that- tilne incorporated analyses to fuifill its 
role as a joint EIR/EIS for the intersta"te 'as well as California 
impacts of tne EXpansion prbject and the Aitamont Project~ Since 
the time the Diaft EIR ",a's circulated 'and the evidentiary hearings 
on the environmental-i~pacts of the EXpansion Project were heid, 
the docWnEmt' htis been revised to ~1.early indicate the California~ 
only impacts of the 'Expansion Project and 'its alterrt~tives. 
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[',~f' ~';"1.<;6~.~n~,~ !911 ;~~j:p'r~~l~( E1J~ W~}:~I ,-r~9J~iy~l~i:<:!,P ~¥w,st 21, 
1, ?JP·, ~ ~~ ,?~er, ,~~e~ ye .. ,ll~n~F~d7"'.rA t ~~~ c::~~~n~,s; r~~f~ ~r;~c~.~<v~~ t '~9.J~:} ~~~ U 

P~~.~~, s~at.e.: ~,,~, t~~e.r?l ~.9.~.!ltoi~~~ :t:~e ,~pp~~.c~J'~~", .al)~ :; p.a~~i;;;l ,t5):,} 

this proce~~J.~g}.)., O:t;.~1,9~~~l'\tS .. ~n, ~e\ D~~~~: EJR "'~~~ ~o~i,~~t~~ ,at.. ; 
t,WQ p~l~c. meet.ings~in Antio,ch, ~ C~lltornia 'c;>~ AU9~S~ 2i,',~,,90~ ',', c :,,',.~ 

-" - - _. . "_ . -. ~ "_.: . _ . ~ ~. " . _ .', ... "_-. ~ _ -" ;,. '. _ 1 ~ ~ " ....... ' ~.' • ~ • _ 

The~e, co~en.~s ,~erf! add;r~~~ed in .t;he final EIR, .i,!"~ue~. ~~ .. ~ov,e~er. r 

199~~~ '}'. ,,' ,f i:.·' ;;;i :' :',' 

B •.. ~~iz:oJ'UleJl~~~.,. , ,,' .. ,''.',','' ".< ,;(lr.~,."··,, 
, Evidentiary: hearipgs ont.he .en,vir~nmental iS~\,les; ,rai,sed,; ; . 
L • • • .- ... ". .."..". • 4 \ _, • ' _, .... _ J ., '.' • '- '.'. ~ ' .. _ • 

by th~, App~_i~ation:wer~~uHd on, Au~s.f ~~. t:1trou,gllt ~7J l~?!l! J:n ,~,a~\,> 
Francisc;:6 •. _These hearings wer~ inten4ed.~o provid~. partie~ the :" 
opportu~ity··. t~·. test th'x-ough c~o~s-e~'am~n~tio~ alW ~ssert.i~ns '. ' ., 

, . . 1 ~ I - " . __. ". . • . . 

concerning the potential ~nvironmentcH impacts and environmentally 
rela~ed costs of the PG&E Expansio~ Project. 

1. " Altamont Kation for Recirculation of Draft Em . _. . . 

On the first day of he~rings, Alta.mcmt filed 
recirculation of the Draft EIR •. Altamont claimed that ,. ,-' . . . .-- .. 

a m()~ion f~r. 
~he.document 

was d~fective in f~ili~g toprop~rly inform the public.o~ the ". 
po.tential impa,cts oftha project because its allegedly 
presentation of facts •. In addition,the motion ar~ed 

confusing 
that 

inclusi~n,of out-ot-state environmental impacts i~ .th~ compari,s9~ 
of alternatives violates CEQA,.and that the Draft EIR's association 
of the, ~n-state envirolilnental impacts of the Kern River or the :. 
WyCal projects with Altamont is erroneous. 

In its concurrent environmental brief, PG&E responded to. 
Altamont's motion. The Applicant argues that recirculation is 
reCJ\l~red only when "'significant new· information is added to an EIR 
(PUblic Res~urces Code Section 21092.1). Altamont has not 
sugg~sted that the Draft EIR is lacking any significant 
information, but that its information be e(ilted or organ~~e4 
differently. We find that because no s.ignifi~ant new informatio.n 
need be presented to cure any of the defects alleged by Altamont, 
there is no need to recirculate the Draft EIR. 
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Resources (PUb. Res.) code merely exempts out-of-state developments 
from tk~"-¥~4Ult'~l%;~'nt'A' o'f CEQA/'~hil~s~6tl~n' i'002(4j J o-t 'tn~ PU Code 
pr~ilfbi t:Y:' th~V cb~i'i>ii:lo'N) ft6bl 1 i:6ri~lderinc{ the' ~ut:;"bf-~tat~"'~orticH\s 'f;; 
of' ~i-bj~cis~~\;;~:~n1 '~vAiui6"tir\g: th'~'; merits 6t': a: };r6ject l 't6r a"CFCN. . /,':':-1') 

" .' ',,' ':-:i',,' Th~i 't>fAft! Eli{' contail'le'd l'a 'c6mpArfson" o;t . th~"~ oUtiof~stat~'rCi" 
portions oi}the~ :EXpAn'id,'-6n: Project' ;wfththe 6ut~()t'':'stAt~''Il'orti6rls ~ iii ~ j 

its i~ll~fuiltiV~~{ b~cau~~' i't' ~ai3 oiigirialiy lliteilded' to" emh'Ody' t:h~(l:-::; 
federall,'''''~~ 'W~il(l as' s~at~~': en\ri:ronm~n:ta.l: review. c';siilc'e th'~ :;~':;'., ~, ,\ 
dedi~ioh) t(t~'~V~t- 'the 'FERC "tt6m croc 'r~\iiew' had! b~~n m6.'dE{ just!; ;i":i: 

.. eeks before the scheduled circulation of the draft docufu~nt/ th~t~-i':! 
\iaS insutfi~fi~nt' \:ime 'to' e)(dis~ 'th'e out-of~st'ate <i'iscllssiota. 

'\>. 'Th:fi' st'andards for the sufficiency of an EIR wer~ : ' '. '" ' 
s~~~{Z~d '~ebeht'lY in 1<ings Co\.1hty Fa'rm Bureau V. ci1:y; 'of: Ha\'fok-d~c," 
221 ,~~,l:.·: 'APP,~ 3d 692 '(1990, cert. den.) at page 712. Thel ctiurt:'; ,t: 

stat~~d: " .. ,... .: "'!:" .,' , ,; , 

'. '.i(ui1de~the CEQK guidelines which appear in' ;;." <I, 
....... California Code of Regulations, title 14, . .: . 

s~,cti()n 15000 ~t. SEaq. (Guid~lines», ••• ,an ,EIR 
... mUst" be 'prepared with a sufficient degree of: 
i; analysis to provide decision makers with' 

information which enables them to make a 
dedision' \ihich' intE!!llicJf:Hltly takes account: of 
,environmental consequences. CEQA requires an 
EI~ t9 ,reflect ~ g~od- .faith effort at. full . ' 
disclosUre; it does not mandate perlection~' not 

. does' it require an analysis to be exhaustive." 
Al th,ough dis~greeJ!lent among, experts does no~ 
render an' EIR inadeqUate, the report should 
summarize ,the main points of disagreement. 

lquid.alines section,1515l). The.absence of 
nformation in an EIR, or the failure to 

reflect disagreement among the experts, does 
not per ~e.~onstitute a prejudicial abuse of 
dfscretion ·'(PUb. ResoUrces Code, section 
21005), A prejudicial abuse of discretion 

, occurs in the failure to include relevant 
iriformati6n precludes informed decisionmaking 
and, informed pUblic participation, thereby 
thwarting the statutory goals of the EIR 
process (Laur~l Heights improvement Assn. V. 
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','~' . Regents . of- qniversity, 9£ California, .,.(19~~) 47,,,. 
Cal.3d l76~'pp~"403~405)~1f ·'.C,' '- ' ''; 1 t,.,: .~"l 

~"-/I~-' ',-.\t,~!;·" ~j'.:~'j,:- ('.)··~j"t.'o) .,·~il~·,-~:<~. ~f'~,-_\~.-·. ~"'L·_)') \~I:.~:""):~l .'-..~{:.Ji) -'·-''':".<.1lJ!..),.~~!_::: 

:"t"~,,,· Up-dar,) t~~r~'Jg~r;9~sta~c~s;~~e\ +9?~urJo~1,?,f ~~~;i~?~-'?{';'" ;:.'1 

st~~eJ ~~p~ct~".C)f ~lte,rl)a,tJye.~,:~? .:t~,ej~,~a!.lr;io,~) ~.as~ n~t~ ~~:?~atJ;W:T, :~f\'1 
CEQA. ,In any ~vertt" w,~ .<:\0 not t!nd that il'l9).\ls!on, ott:h~t an~.lysls· 

> -- - , .- - _"1 .. J.: -'. -.. ~ _ .... ·I~_· ~-_' .~t.){J"\"i'\.' __ · I~ ~l.· . ~ ~!l""~~~l .t(~ 

could have frustrated,or, confused any member of. the public who was 
, •. ,. - ,'- " ~ . ~. .', - " ~ .. "- ' -,' ~ ~ • _. ~ i ;; • :! ~ .', "- ,; t .: i ~ :. ~; : 1..;: ~ 

try.inC} , to, W\~ers~a~d;th~, envlr0ru.nental po~se!~~.~?;~~: ?f:'tthet~ ':;c,,i -,', < 

Expansio~ Pfoj ec~.; ,~o, ~~circulation , of' the, Draft EJR i.~ required " . 
• ' ... ~ • 1 _'. .... • _ ... _ .• , _" ,., _ ~ • '_~. " .•. ' •• '.. _' •• _ \'. • ~.~ !;;,:<. ,~, .: ! . ~ 

to COlllpenSa.~e fo~"the. oye:r~I\C~u:;~6n, ?( .J~to~~.~~,?n ,in ~n.ed:ra,ft;, ,- : i .,1 

when it, p~pvi~es~he; pul>~ic .. with fUl~n~~ice, of the lmp~ct:~: ~~ }:h,e, '.i> 

propo,sed. proj e~t " . " L,"" , ;; . . J .. 

. Altamont I s concern ,that the Draf~ ~:r~ improperly. ", , . . .' .' , . ~ -' .' ,". -

associated Altamont with other inte~st~t.e pipelines is no reas~h 
• ~ c • _ • , 

for recirculation, either. PG&E analyzes the relation between the . . - -' .,. / . - : 

interstate pipeli~es in i~s. response to th.e motion and sugges.ts 
that analysis of the combinations is supported by the reqilirem.ent . 
that the cumulative imp~cts of several projects must be evaluated. 
We reach no indep~nd~nt' co~~l~sionc:>n the'm~rits of. this issue; we 
stand by the aI'taiysr~' ot'pioject alternatives, 'contairie;d iri the 
final EIR. It must be kept in mind that the document Altamont 
seeks to have reciicuic:ited. it m~r(Hy.the Draft EIR.· The 
Commission, as"th~' d~cisionma)drtg bodYi' is w~ll~ware of the 
distinction between :the' instate -a:rtd out,,;6:t·[state" impactsot the 

_ "-' ,-

proposed development and its alternatives. The fact that the draft 
was overinclusive does not" mean that significant 'hew' ir.-fonna.tion, 
as opposed to editing, is required in the final EIR. we determine 
that, in fact, the firial EIR has rearrang~d int6rmati~n in a manner 
that makes it clear to this commission and the public what project 
and environmental 'impacts are being analyzed by the docilillent. The 
final EIR also considers 'the arguments of Altam,ont and Kern River 
concerning the role' of their pip~liriesa~ cHternativ~stothe 
Expansion project in its analysis of need. We "tind'that there is 
no need to recirculate the Draft Elltbecause any defidiency in the 
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analysis was 'nQt· s,erious :enoU9h(to,deprive~th~ ipUbliotQf,nQti~~ .Q{,c; 

the potential environmental impacts of the,projeot:and an;',: ~)["r;";!: 

opportunity fO'r commenti ,', ".: ., .... : ,,; ,:'; ,','," f-:, ',"', 

hI "t';;L" Altam6nt'.re'peated, its ; arguments r. tor jtbe:reoirculation of ',' 
the! Draft EIR, in ,its' AU9"!-st- 21, 1990; comments: ontl\e>Draft ,EIR •• ( 'C' 

The::appropriate:responses'to,thQseicoDlllents have been incorporated, 
iri~theffinalEIR:which we 'qertifytoday. ".l 1': ',c, .,' " 'r;', 

.' .,. 2 .. , Costs' of, EnVi.romIeiltal, xitigation :. " . , , -' ? ," •• , • : --' [ 

~-"~ a, ,kPG&.E·J-{)"~ :~~_: -.~~ :f!i-: :~:..' _ --;- '.{ ~ .~:~~ .... , ; : i:!.-:· fi::- .. ~ :." r ~'. 

,:;: ; .At . the commission's~ request,',PG&E ;ass;isted, ~he ,CACD" . 

and its envirotuDental,consultant.in.preparing a cost ,estimate,to 
reflect implementation of mitigation Deasures contained In,,the'· 
Draft,;EIR, .: ~lthou9h PG&E, did not agree with the,mitigation .. ,. ",,' 
measures or', the assumptions on which the estimate, .was based,.in tl:t,e 
spirit'of cooper-at ion the Applicant filed the estillat~ as;p,art of',·., 
its,:witness' test~moI\y. PG&E's 'witness testified. that ,hi~ estimate 
represented the Applicant's assessment of environmentalmitiqation 
measures that would be required in an "extreme casen • Under this: 
scenario,'. there is' -a' degree of reasonable likelihood of mitigation 
measure 9ccurring'!,in:PG&E'fLjudgment" The e,stimate d.iffers. from 
one that the witness would have made under a ·worst casen scenario, 
that is, one where remotely possible mitigation measures might be . 
necessary. 

PG&E.interpreted the commission'$ objective as the 
establishment of a -reasonable extreme-case cost- for environmental 
mitigation to incorporate into the overall cost cap for the project 
reqUired by PUblic utilities Code section 1()()5,,5~ In its brief, 
PG&E claims'that the cost cap shoUld exolud.e elements which have a 
very low probability of occurring and the costs of rerouting 
mitigation alternatives. The Applicant states that costs for 
unestimated realignments or reroutes were either subsumed in the 
original cost estimate, or they have such a low probability of 
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addir'icl ~t:'():adtual 'aiti9ation icosts(tha~; it~-is{-inappropriate to"yr f,nt'. 

inolude them io'-a-reasanabl-e"extreme--casefestil1ate,";:' f r-,_: )J:'" IL') 0{:' . , 

PG&E claims that after deducting: from the ~lCtrelDe~ ~\I(' 
case festimate;thoser'~lemimtsl'it, believesi talL,beyond the, bounds ot 
a reasoiiable "e~teme-case: mitiqation ,cOst- e~timate, i the reasonable. 
ertteme.;;.case ;ccst·'of'·mitigation"is"c $25.5 million.:) -PG&E's·,.wit:ness,-; I 

claimed that the Draft EIR's'-,mitigation: plan inclUded' several, hiCJh~ 
cost mitiqation measures',tiuit, areF n6t -;necessary,toreduce impacts 
to less than significant. Realignment of the route to avoid 
special -status speoies:- \liouldnot : increase; the construction cost 
estimate'Mcause ·the'-construction cost estimate, builds :in, a ~;; ~ t'_,' 

contingencY f6r:minor realignment, 'according to;PG&E. -PG&E also'" 
presented:testilli6ny that the actual acreage'6f vernal pools ,within 
the disturbed right -o£;way was less than the consultant's worst
case scenario ... , Based on PG&E's prior experience with _kit foX 
mitigation:inthe cOlirs~of retr6fitting the,stanpac2 line, PG&E ; 
reviseddoWIlwardthe:estimate of compensationf6r loss of-kit fox 
habitat.' .,' 

Alternatives to-rerouting the pipeline to avoid 
destruction 6f vernft.lpoOls a16ng the right 6f way were suggested 
t6-'sh6wthat'rerouting is' not 're.asonable and should not be 
incorPorated 'into the mitigation" cost estimate., PG&E 'stated;; 
-.:.reroutinq will do virtually nothing to protect either. the 
vernal pool habitat on or adjacent to the'existlng'riqht-of-way 
because these areas will continue'to be 'affected by necessary ; 
pipeline maintimance and use by private ,landowners •••• In the end,' 
adoption--of rerouting as' a mitigation measure would eliminate the 
environmentally 'superior opportunitie.s to restore, AcqUire and 
protect',' or- eilhance vernal pool- habitat" in the vicinity of the 
project,· (PG&E concurrent Phase II Brief,pp. 12 and- 13.); 
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b. ICern River 11" i ,';:U,"l:: t(I . h 

.,':' )i Kern 'Rive1"s brief:'on 'envirohmental' issu~s argued 
that the' D¥att l EJj~"iDprope~ly: 'inoludes a~ revie" of· impacts ." , f " : 

occ\lt'iihg ·ou.tside-· 'of' calfforh1.af:th'at the' Draft EIR' erroneously .{' -c.: 

treats tbe'ketn'~Rfvek' :pcrojeotaiid the' joint' Kern' River/Mojave,' :.' '.'i, 
~ip~llne's~stemsas"alt'eb\atives to the E>tpansiol'l project: '~hat the 
Draft tEIR:irlc6~t~ctl~i defines the' Altamont/Kern Rive)." 'alternative :'l 

such that:· th~ 'comparative 'evaluation :is distorted I and ,because of J" 

ttiti 'magnit.Ude :'artd iiWilier of' ert-6rs'contai1"led ill' the Draft EIR,." a r<,; 

b6rr~ct~a EIR rit\f~t b~' '~e'circui.ated so: that interested parties 'may'", 
haVe acleq\late 'ilOtic~' of ' the' issues, and coae'nts can be better· "", 
focused 'on the "'environmental impacts of the Expansion project and· 
thereai'alferriis.tives to the project. 

Qtlrdispositi6n of these 'claims appears"under -Motion 
CSf Altamont' -to Recirculate Draft EIR- and need not be repeated 
here~ -c 

'd. Alt.a..ont, 
By its 'concurrent brief on environmental issues,

Altamont arquesthata correct comparison of the California, 
enVir6nmental -impacts of the Expansion project arid the Altamont 
Project"(its only 'alternative) dem6nstrat~s that· the Altamont 
project is feasible and environmentally superior, and that in the 
absence of any overriding considerations, CE~A requires the denial 
of rotE's' application ,for 'CPCN. Altamont also alleges that the' ". 
cost of environmental mitigation will adversely affect the cost" of 
the EXpansion Project, Altamont then reitarates, in more detail,; , 
the ciaim~ it made in its motion to recirculate the Draft EIR with, 
the adde"d claim' that after recircuiation of the draft, an 
evidentiary hearing on the final EIR must be held before 
determining whether or not to gra'ilt PG&E a CPCN, 
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d. DiscUssion. -'v; -: ilL\\ .01 

?f}J.' :" .' ,The C01Mlissj.on"h~s ,~ak_en, Mt~ c~i.ti~i~lI1s of the 
parties on adequacy,of;.the Draft EI~ in,t,o cQn~id.eratioJ\in the . ~ ~ . ~ .- ,- - . ~.. ::;. 

prepaJ'atioil .of·-the finalEIR,,: si,nce, tqe cl~.culat(~Qn~f ,t:h~ .?ra,~~, .' 
document; -the, CACD and"its co_nsultan~s have i?EUlt.if~~d_ t~e :':"; ,. 
necessary resource studies and either ,00bta~Jl~d :thstn ~orl~co~p~r~~,ed, 
them<in : the adopted tnitigation plan. The. Co~i.ssioJ) llas 'consulted " 
wi.th the Department of ,Fish and ,qame .c(mcern~ng -,the. projec~,'~,_, ,L,'", 

potential impact on threatened or endangex:ed spEH?i~s,!of ;yege1;atio,~.; 
or 'vildlife. '.; CUmulative illpacts h,ave beenid,entified and ~lscu~s.e.d 
extensively in the final E·IR •. The final document contains. a· ", .; 

". . . ~. ; . - .. : -' -. " 

comprehensive list of'mitigation measures required to red,:!ce, as 
much as possible, the significant negative impacts of the Expansi6~ 
on the environment. Those mitigation measures are attached as 
Appendix Bto this decision and incorporated by this reference. By 
adopting the final EIR today, we find that the mitigation measures. 
will minimize the significant negative effects ot.the Expansion: we 
also recoqnize,_as discussed below,- that certain negatiVe impacts 
are unavoidable and cannot, by any feasible means, be mitigated. A 
statement of oVerriding considerations is adopted in thisdec~sion, 
thus ailowirtg'the COlnlDission to authorize.the _CPCN for the.projec~. 
consistent with section 21002.1 of the Pub. Res. Code. 

Host of Altamont's arguments were directed toward ,the 
CEQA process. That process was intended by the state legislatl.lre 
to inform the pUblic and other governmental agencies of the 
environmental impact of a proposed project,. (No Oil Inc.- v. city 
of Los Angeles (1974) 13 cal.3d 68,86.) It was not intended to 
provide opponents of a project with a means of interminably 
delaying the project. In Long Beach Savings and Loan Association. 
v. Long Beach Redevelopment Agency, the lead agency approved-a 
negative declaration for a project with a number of mitigation 
measures added in response to public comments. We find PG&E/s 

citation to this case to be on point: WWe find nothing in CEQA 
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commarlding'(r'e'silOt\dents' ;~o rdirculate ',tor ,pUblic 'review ·additionab Ii 1.~ ({ 
JDitiqation'cmeas\J.t'e-g' made :1h ,i'esportse·'tc)" 'comments l by,tho'se' \r.7ho~(!<:"'l : .1 •. ~ 

opp'ose"' the' ~roj.act.!u:To "allow·the"public ,.review period 'to' pro'ceed'; i-: 
ad 'llaU~feam';would '6rily c s e rve 'to ·a.rmperson$ dead set',against' ct' ~).(.~ L· 

pr6je'ct'cwlth' 'a'--pa-ralyziYlej weapon:~ ;hired'-expeits. who Can" always',:, :tr'ij 

'discoveri'flaws iri 'mitiqa.ti'OIi. -measures,- '(Long Beach' SaV'.~ and,'~ ~\',\.' 
Loan :Vlce·LOng· Be'ach' Redevelopment : Agency ,(1986)",188 Cal.A'pp~·3d ,i49,n" -
~ 8 j i) : .,' ,',~ ,0 ". ; ~ :.: •••• ,: ": \;" • :, j"" .- L ,I, " ,: ':. 

: Altamont· olaims . that, the analysis . in·the Draft EIRis ,-, 
inadequat~ beca'use·site~specilic·studies'6t· 'resources . have not been ~'J 

completed. . We repeat that perfection ; is-:not :teqdired 0 in an RIR;' r~t·., 
is sufficient· that· a "goOd '. faith 'eftort at full disclosure was made,; 
to enable thOse who 'did not partioipate' in·its preparation, to ,i~·i. : 

understand and to. 'consider meaningfully the,issues:raised by the 
proposed project, The; itemization of resources >is. in csufficient: '::":;' 
detaii' to enable us to require pre":coristruction '. surveys and 'stUdies " 
to '-Analyze the' pre'sende of' sp~6ial status: sp~cies "and potentially r'" 
sensitive 'soil;water~ and air conditions and, on the ·basis of,> '. 
those 'studies, require.the Applicant to conform to the appropriate 
mitiqation'measures~ . 

Altamont candidly asserted that· its:pi6ject was a 
viable alternative to. the' project and. that its .'chances ot 
development would· be lessened if'the,Commissionqranted PG&E the 
requested cpeN, This position obviously underlies"Altamont's " 1 

challengej tb the firaft EIR proc'is~ While we appietiiate ~i~orous 
advocacy of a partyi s position, we do not condone' arguments which" 
have as their only purpose, the delay of our proceedings. In its 
brief l Aitambnt claimed that·the'Dtaft EIR should be revised and 
recirculated; and·that hearings 6n the ·resulting Final EIR· should 
be"held ,tb determine whether a CPcNshould be issued. There .is',no·, .. 
statutory authority requiring public heatings before a lead agency: 
adopts a tinalEIR. Altamont does not'indicate what will'be gained 
by h6iding such hearings. While it had challenged the deoision to 
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bifurcat.e·_th~, proceeding int~ '~nvironm~ntal ,and ,n.Qn"7~J)yit~~~n~~l . ~~,' 

portionS;i claiming. that ,the interrelationship ;<>( the Expan~.ion, t\ {' i : 

projeot's ~nvironmen~al 'impactsl~,m,itigation 1Il~~sure!?" ,an.<l. ~~~ co~t~~(l 
of the developJD.ent· required! an '~in~egrated procee.d!:ng ,Al tamont .dQ~~f~ 
not explain what;! besides. the EXpansic:m,'s'cos.t; \~s ,af,fect-ed ,by, the '.'" 
environmental' requir~ents on the projept. ,We ,wil.l determin,~ .. t:l)e .; , 
cost of, env). rohmEmt a 1 mitigation,and add that.to·the:Expal)sfon',s,;:,r 
cost cap. It is not necessary to know with certainty the costs ,qf:., 

envirorunental'mltigation ,before.those estimates,are.adopted in a 
CPCN decision because § ,100S, S 'subsection' (a) ,ot ,·the : PU Code, 

requires only, the ad.option,of·a;maximuD·~roject co~t" No 
legitimate' regulatory purpose would be served by holding 
evidentiary hearings after the ce,rtification of the· EIR. " 

, we do weigh the' testimony of Altamont's witness on 
the potential cost of environmental mitigation against that of, 
PG&E'switnessr however. In his testimony prepared in cooperation 
with,' .the CACD,. PG&E's witness estinatedthat the ·third quarte:r 1990 
unescalated 'cost :ot· implementing the environmental mitigation : 
assumed by CACD's consultants would total $28,984,000. Using the ,. 
escalation figures that PG&E used to arrive at its constru~tion 
cost cap,.. that figure ,would be.$36,762;OOO by the time of project 
completion in 1994, . Altamont's witness stated that.the 
environmental-mitigation c6sts for large California projects are 5% 
to 10% of total project costSi Since PG&E's estimated cost cap ~s 
$696 million, ,mitigation costs at 5% would reach $34,8 million; at 
10% the costs would total approximately $69 million. These figures 
bracket the $36,762,000. 

We disagree with PG&E's claim that the c9st of its 
owo'-extreme case scenario· shoUld be reduced by $3 million, For 
example, the Applicant challenges the assumption that avoidance or 
mitigation of adverse impacts to endangered plants·would require 
such extensive rerouting of the pipeline that the Applicant woul~ 
incur additional eXpense. The standard construction budget allo~s, 
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for~ :"inlnbr) adjustments, in) the; center~: line accord~ng f to fle14 1 -'i L: '-"11 ., 

concerns",~ according' to' the ;.;litnes~f.\-t Howeyer, .'w~en- asked how .. 9r-eat:_~ 
a deviati<>n· COUld: be: made"1 within- the sche~uled bUdget;l,the- ~itne$$'-' 

could not s~ate· the'.-threshold' levelAr,:atiwhlchcosts ,would "no~ be ~; r: 
covered bythe-,c_ontingency.):>udget,,,, '_ 0:' .~",-; i '.t ~:}t • ,~ ... ':>,-,i'j;:' 

- . " PG&E' ~,t$stimony tha,t act.ual- verr\al'~ pool. acreage - is.-, "'1' 

less.thah·that:-identifled by the'consultant~is~J\otdispositive of 
the issue, of ,cost i ; . ei ther., PG&E ' ha~ I': ~o ' far; focus~~; on the. cO!:j,t -- : ,. 
of rerouting ,to- avoid' the' resource,"'T,he final: EI~,acknowledges ,':,: 
that -acquisition' and restoration' of vernal poole habitat may, be ... )-,.~. 
reqUired to mitigate damage. to. vernal· pools.' . l~ ~ is possible tllik.t· 
the' cost'of this ~iti9ation measUre will exceed the ~osts ~stimated: 
in PG&E's ,lfextreme case- scenario. . ., " 

.. GiVen the uncertainty in the number: oi, resQurces that 
will be,foUild when PG&E completes the required field studies as:: 
part of the pre-construction~mitigation; we find it is reasonable,· 
to assume a cost cap. of $40·million tor-the environmental· costs of 
the Expansion project.-," T~is number is well.. within the range of 
estimates on the record.' By adopting this number as a cost Gap we 
do not find that environmental mitigation will in fact'requi~e $40 
million. :Ne conclude that it is· reasonable to expect,that 
mitigation mea~ureswill cost up to $40 million because previous 
field studies were'done under conditions where the existence ot, 
special ~tatus species could not be ruled out, the'values of land 
impacted by the project have not been conclusivelY established, . 
fact that many contingencies may occur OVer the roughly 550 miles 
of pipeline development. 
c. The cODllllissiol'l's -IJlVestigation 

A CPUC investigation into California's need for 
incremental ,interstate gas capacity began on December 19, 1988,'aJid 
concluded with a decision issued on February 7, 1990 (I.88-12-027, 
-the OII-). The decision (D.90-02-016) expressed the position that 
California has a near-term need ,for 900 KHcf/d of, new natural gas 
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capacity~1 J artd at lC)n9~r ... term" need { fOr" somewhere between', 1. 6; to. 2 ~ h~ ... Or 

billion'··¢libio~f~et,per., day, (Bef/d)', ": -Near.;.tem-,' and -16l'lg-term~':\'-'" 

cor):~s~6nd,toughly- t6 the years 1995, ancl'2005'; respeotively, -; i. " 

al th6ugh C

, the', CPUC 'notes· that! the r considerable {uncertainty i, -

underlying its need projections argues against using, a speoific, .,': " 
year:foreither·the'short-'or long .... term,need projections, 

':"~ ",::These' heed~projections,were bas~d on' the; 1989 california: 
Gas; Report; (CGR) y a· document' prepared' by Cal ifornia' s gas· and: : 
electric utilities, rand' subsequently'modified to' account for the c" 

perceive(i:'need' to;build, qas capacity,in excess· of, the projected::,';, 
demand: for:qaso' Approximately- 500- KHct/d: of the neor-term need :~:' 
projection is' to provide this'so-called -slack·, capacity," which' is 
expected to be useful in providing enhanced service to noh-core 
customers and in' stimulating a.dditional'competitionamong <JaB 

suppliers, . similarly, the long-term need of 1'.6 to 2.1 Bcf/d 
includes a'slack factor of'SOO to 1000 MKct/d. 

Emb~dded in the CPUC's need projections is an 
acknowledgement of the need tor new gas supply to offset the need 
for b\.trning oil, for air quality reasons, in california's south 
Coast Air Basin, It is estimated that 100 to 150 MMof/dof new gas 
supply is necessary to accomplish this (Jim Hendry, CPUC,per. :. 
comm.).I. "This estimate agrees fairly well with the report prepared 
for the 011 by the ORA, which estimated that 110 KMcf/d would be-; 

. needed to offset the burning of oil and 'other fuels. ThUs, the 
environmentally-based need for new gas supply and capacity would 
appear to be fairlY limited; accounting for less than 20\ of the 
capacity represented by the PGT/PG&E project, and less than 10% of 
the perceived long-term need for additional gas supply. 

The need eXpressed in the 011, perhaps with the exception 
of the-slack capacity" component, is more properly understood in. 
the context of evaluating alternatives as a need for natural gas 
serVices, in that gas is useful not for its own sake but for the 
serVices it provides. ThUs, underlying the cPuc's gas capacity 
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decision is a perceived need to provlde additional'l en$X'gyl s~):Vic:es ,(I 

which, in -gener-all could -be -provided ~ either -py inorea$irur_ the 
supply -of <Jas;'·or alternatively •. ,bY- increasing-.the-:efficiencies.of ~ ,. 
the systems either~ supplying or. uslng the qas;:i<,TheCPUC\ is-,-~:,!;; -; ~~, 
therefoi'e -considering not: only. gas' supply projects ,:as 'possible: .'.-',:--. 
alternatives-tO. the PGT/PG&E'proje9t, but also measures~-suchas:,._·, 
improving energy effioiency -and' optimizinq, the' exi~tinq p~pe~in~' ':.-
system,;.;;.that: w6uld reduce' the demand f()r- gasi' which ',in turn -frees:· -.:) 
U:p-e~isting, supply for, other. uses. ; " - > f - --: ',:".'1 

, The "011 . decision appropriat~ly used· a ~t~tewide. res9urce .. · 
planning perspective-on the issue-of neeci for additiottal-9aS,~\lPp)..y
and capacity. The EIR that has been prepared tor the Expansion 
Project takes a similar approach. That is, it is. assumed that the 
basic objectiVe satisfied by the PGT/PG&E project'is that of . 
providing a-major increment of the projected need for natural g~s: 
services in california • -, While no two projects considered in this 
EIR would satisfy precisely the same objectives, in a br~ader 
sensej and possiblY with some modification to a particular project;, 
they are in fact Substitutes for one another.- For example, __ -
although-the Kern River/Kojave-project is intended to serve EOR 
demand, by doing so, the project would free up supplies that had ,. 
been destined for that market. That nexcess· gas could serve 
southern California electrio generation demand. ~hus, under 
certain circumstances, the Kern River/Mojave project could 
substitute for the Expansion project. Despite the fact that each 
of the interstate pipeline project proponents may legitimately 
claim that it has subscribers for its project, it is not realistic 
to think that California currently needs all of the projects Which 
are-~roposed to be built. Those projects, which were evaluated as ' 
alternatives, total approximately 2.55 billion cubic feet per day 
of capacity. 
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D •. ,' : proj ect','Alternatives , i':,' ,·i,j, '..,,;',.:; i·.. ,'\'; ,,", : '.<! .- ,'i ;'.,: " :. '-' ',j, 

",LAs ,the 'lead \lcjency; c the commi~sd..on lIIust cOnsider ,:; ." C'Ii,; 

alternatives ,to'" the 'Expansion proj~ct: if: those alterna~iv~s: wo~l~t ;' 
eliminate 6r::~educe: any of the !;ignificant' ~nv~roJUlental impac~$ r:,L; 

associated with the.: Expansion Project •. · Alterna~ives : are:, to be .-: <:.~ ,: 
considered even: if they": ~would impede to some degree theat~ail1men.t 
of the'project'objectives,":'or would be mOre costlY,-:,:JCEQA Z,~.-_->i" 
GuidelH'les'section 15126(<1) (3» : One··of·th~ alternativesrwhich mus~, 
be considered is the *no project* alternative, vhe~e~n·the.propose~· 
project '·would' simply not be. approve.~~ ( . The EIR Ilust identify the 
enVironmentally sup'erior 'alternative among all,the alternatives 
considet-ed. -, 

: consistent with the Commission's statewide resource 
planning perspective, the EIR considered what alternatives to the 
ExpansioncProject could 'satisfy California's need for additional 
gas'capacity and supply. The'basic objective that "'ould be 
satisfied by the PGT/PG&E project, and that was ass~med for the 
purpose' of identifying possible alternatives, is the provision of a 
major increment of the projected need for natural gas services in 
California. 'More 'specifically, the applicant's project could 
fulfilione of t~o objectives identified in the gas capacity 
decision: Either it could provide a major fraction of:the near
term need, that is, need projected to'exist by 1995, or a major 
fraction of' the longer-term need, or need eXpected·to materialize 
by 2005. 

In order to identify alternatives to the Expansion 
Project, we first considered Which of these two objectives the 
PGT/PG&E project woUld be capable of fulfilling. This, in turn;' is 
infllienced by the outcome of the other interstate pipeline projects 
which are' being regarded as project alternatives in the EIR. If 
one of the other interstate projects such as the Kern River project 
or the combined Kern River-Mojave project is built first, it would 
generally satisfy the projected short-term need. The only purpose 
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of', the '; Expansion' Proj ect ~ would [b$ tQ <\ddJ;"~~s,; ~9nCJel;r~~r.m~ p~oj ~~~e~ ,< J 

need. since sound resourcepla~n~nCJ ;(U.otat~~ ~ll~t: p~qj~~~s,!l9~tbe f~' 
built'Sigrtiticantly!in'advanc~ Q~ n.~~, ~n~~~inq9_n_ed in9rea~*~ 

gradually,' 6vet\' time. ,', the nee~, fqr a second lllajor;~~t~r~t~t~ .,gas,'! C'j 

pipeline·prc;.ject would be deferred' On<?Eb,the, (i~s~, we~eb~ilt~ ':' T!l~,;:: 

letlgtlL ()f, the deferment: would, depen9. 1 larqely O~.i th~, capa~,ity., ~f; ~~~F' 
pipeline that was. built; with, the joint ,~ern·River~~ojave :,) ,-"i:: .:; 

al ternative effecting" the -longest ,~eferJ;lEni~. ,I~, w~ul~L, ~lso,. d~pend , i . . ~ ~- '. . 
on future;. presently' unanticipated dev~Hopmen~s, in: th,~ qass'fpply,,,,~ 
and demand situation4 " ' .. , . '", .. " ~ .i.:~ . ,. " . t • ~. .:- \. -~ : \.. .' 

,In determining the range·of, reasonable alternatives to 
the PGT-PG&E project' it was. necessary to consider pr,ojects in ," 
addition, to' these' that· could supply ,comparable amounts of ~ew gas: '" 
to california. Projects which may be capable of saving,or 
conserving· gas,. or. making more efficient. use· of existing California, 
pipeline capacity, thereby making existing. supplies of gas 
available for new uses, were considered as well. It was necessCiry 
to consider· such projects fpr atleas~ two reasolls •. The first is 
that the 011 deoision, which identified the projected need for ne~ 
gas capacity ,and supply, did not address the pO,tential for 
improving the efficiency olgas use beyond that reflect~d in the· 
1989 california Gas Report. The second reason is that th~ CEQA 
guidelines explicitly discourage approval of projects which, 
encourage the Use of large amounts of energy and, in partiCUlar, 
projects which increase reliance on natural gas, which ~s 
recognized to be a high-quality, non-renewable energy res~~rce. 
Because the Expansion Project would facilitate the deplet~on of 
large quantities of natural gas, we considered whether there are 
al ternatives' which offer the potential to decrea~e the .incremen~al, 
demand for natural gas. Chapter 5 and Appendix 5 of the Draft EIR 
address this question. Together, they suggest that implementation 
of a combination of energy effioiency measures and improvements to 
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the ~-'e~H§tirig"i\at\ltal"9As" system in calltornia' has ~ the' potential" to" ',', 
eliuirtate,·'theCneed-'for the PGTjPG&t pr6jeCti " :'1' i ,!l' • ' " • '- 'Cc-~! 

,,;',:, ~'" Th~ EiR'constde~ed eight project:alternatives'in addition' 
to ,the~'ExPansi6n'Projebt and the no~proje¢t alternativer,':'six, Of': 'j:" 
the~ti ar~~ !nte'.t.'state'pipellne pr6j~cts with pending or appl;oved" ":: :,: 
ap~li¢at16ns' b~for' . the FERCj ,- ali. '6f' \ihich' are~ discussed: At' ·length,· 
in the commissloil'S DecHsi6n 90~02-()16. ''i'hese'pr6jects;and their:~'l 
reSptrct"iv'e' 6ap~cities are'! . AltAmOnt (715' MMcf/d) 'r; Mojave"'(60CL- ; '. 
MKcf/dff'Ke5:n River' (760 MKcf/d)': Wycal" I: (650 'MMcf/d), WyCal-' II' L,' 

500 MMcf/d): and Joint Kern River-Mojave (1100 MMcf/d)~ 
", The' 6th~r tw6 Alternatives are referred to~ a's the 

Integrated" Intrastate '- and Energy Effioiency ISystem Optimi zati6n 
a1ternatives~ 'The' Integrated IntrastAte Alternative WQuld provide, 
appro)Cimat~iy 600 KMcf/d to California using existing capacity and 
a\ltborlzed deliveries from the El Paso and TranS-Western systems. 
This alternative would require the construction of'a 16.5 mile' 
coiulect6r'line from A'l-izona: to tlie city of Needles, california. 

, The'Energy Efficiency/system Optimization alternative 
entitilsthe b'road-sca1e' implementation in the residential, 
commercial, and industrial sectors of coiniIi.ercia11y available,. 
technically proven, cost~effective energy efficiency measures. 'The 
measures assUmed 'in this alternative go beyond those already· 
factored-into the gas demand forecasts reflected in the 
Commission's gas capacity decisi.on. This altEirnative also entails' 
the adoption of certain measures, such as optimal use of gas 
storage and capacity sharing, which would make more efficient use 
of caiito~ia/s existing gas capacity, thereby decreasing the 
projected need for new capacity. 
E." cOilparativ-e EilVirO~tal AnalySis of A1ternative' Corridors 

The EIR analyzed alternative routes ,for 'six segments of 
the' 'applicant's proposed. c6rridor a1igrunent in an effort to avoid 
or rt!ciiice significant, ul'lmitigable impacts assOciated with 
particular sections of the applicant's proposed project. TWo of 
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e 
these alternativ~s~-Jepso"' Prairie\preservelandBr~~~wo~~-
received i a level; of ahalysis ':comparable' to that· of, the' ,~'-,v1:t 1-,fn8:t'! r~ 

corresponding' alignments proposed by, the: applicantl! J The, rema~ning)}' 
four -alternative routEH; \lere identified. after: the; ,issuance of:tpe'~~f, 
D.raft, EIR~ and were' therefore necessarilyanalyzed,'i~ lesser depth; b 

than' the correspon~in9 aligtunents proposed by, the: applicantr ,:CEOA,~ f' 
does notreqU.ire that ' alternatives be analyzed in, the same' 1 eV,e 1 l' Of':i 
detail\ as' the, propos~d project. ,One' of these tour possible.:- e,; '.]C'

reroutes--the solano county Vernal' Pool, Reroute-~affectsa' port!on 1',: 

of the:'Jepson prairie Preserve alternative route identified in the 
EIR as the environmentally superior alignment." A, second reroute",.;'.' 
the' contra c~sta Alkali Meadow and Vernal Pool, Reropte~~a~fect$:a"j'i 
section of the Brentwood 'alternative corridor identified in~the-EIR: 
as,the' environmentally superior alignment. In addition ,to .the ?r<~·~'_i 

corridor al~ernatives, - the EIR also analyzed three .alternatives- ,to'_~· 

theapplica.nt's proposed site for the Brentwood Compressor sta_tiol) , 
in Contra costa county. ~"_~:: :\; 

1. Jepson Prairie Preserve Aiternatives and . i", 
Mitigation Reroute, for Alternative ," , . 
(Mileposts 889-897) 

. : 

The Jepson Prairie Preserve is a 1600-aore priv~te nature 
preserve owned and managed by The Nature Cons~rvancy, a private t ',' -: ' 

non-profit environmental conservation organization. The pre::;erv~ ," 
contains a portion of the best remnant of native Central Val1.ey, , \',' ,'
grassland'remaining in California, as well as a mosaio of vernal: 
pools, which are increasingly rare and also provide the sole 
habitat for two vernal pool organisms: the delta green qround 
beetle and Solano grass. Both of these species are listed as 
endangered by the Federal Government and as such are protected 
under the u.s. Endangered Species Act. 
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-The"Applicant, proposed thre'e ditfer~t Jepson route', ,> ',,:,d:t 

alternatives in~ it's' PEA~" Th~ Draft: EIR identified. ohe' of these" "~"'" 1 

routQs~c Alternative, B,' as the' environmentally preterable, rout~:c"nc" 
among; the three but, still' conolUded that all three routes, would;:<'») 
dist\).rb vernal pools .. ,:' since there is no proven method ot t'estoring: 
disturbed: or degraded vernal pools, and sinceth'ey, are· both rareu,i'J 
biolOgical~ formations and provide habitat to two endangered ,::", ;:~ ['j,

speoies, ,ib'was'necessary to 'attempt to identify alternative. routes 
which~ woUld avoid or reduce vernal pool impacts.;" ",; '.,',; '""",", ~ 

,',j! r" ; with',PG&E's assistance," a' new route~-the Solano' County.~c, 
Vernal' Pool Reroute' (SolanO' Reroute) --wasidentitied and' a'!i:: ' 
preliminakY analysis of impacts 'was' performed and summarized : in" the' 
FilHl.l EIR~ In'its' comnents on the proposed decision, the "" 
Department of Fish and Game (DFG) concluded that Alternative B was' 
still the'enVironmentally preferable route. We will rely on the' , 
expe~ise 'of the DFG on this issue and adopt Alternative B as, the, ' 
pipeline route between mileposts 889-897. 

2. BrentvoOO"'Antiocb Route Alternatives and contra 
Costa county Alkali Meadow and vernal Pool ,~ , 
Reroute (Mileposts 903-933) " ' ' 

'FoUr routes thrOUgh the Brentwood-Antioch area, including 
the one 'originally. proposed by the applicant, were studied in the 
Draft EIR. All four routes would have significant; unavoidable· ,',,' 
environmental iupacts, eVen assuming that all recommended, 
mitigation measures were implemented. However, Alternative:4' is" 
the superior route of the four, as it would have the least effect 
on speoial-status wildlife and plant species, land use, and 
cultural tesources. Alternative 4's significant; unmitigable 
impacts ~oUld be in the areas of geology, vernal pools and alkali 
meadows, and public safety. 
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. \'i ~The.- Contra· costa: C6unty ,Alkai i ;, Meadow and, Vernal', pooi :I:~ ie' 

ReroUte' (Contra costae Rerout~) was -studie\i .t6 determine wh$ther,i') r ri',' 
Alternative £ -Lcould b~ i modified to' reduce'lor eliminate 'its- iJlpaqts .. [~~ 
on alkali;;meado1i 'And :vernAVpool.! areas. • 'i'he:Pinal: EIR 'conclude~ ~~: i--:: 

that';mooifyirtgAlterl'lative 4; 'to'-!ncorp6rate • the contra -Costa;';~"-~I,t,,! 
Reroute would eliminate completely'these impacts'.":Plt:Would-·also-",L-:~ 
have fewer significartt::illpacts on -land Us~ 'plai\s and "policies than 
the unmodified aligtunenti '~--'. "r ,;:)', i -.' -'," .-i ... l,'f:;! 

, .;,: Alternative' 4 ~: as' modified by ~e ~ inc6rp6r~tion ofdth~n!.:;, 

contra cost -R~route#-! is '. adopted' as -the approved -al iqnDent,' for·· the' 
applicant's project between'Mileposts903:and933,' . . 

.- ~ -~, - : -. -."" . 

3. Brentwood cOWJ)reSsorstation; site'A1ternatives 
Three alternative sites were ~-f.a~y~~d in AdcUtibn to 

applicant's proposal to expand the existing station. with the 
adoption:of'BrentwoodRoute Alternative4 j - the applicant's proposed: 
ekpansioncof- its'existing station'would no'longer be- feasible,_ 
because it is-located too farfr6m Alternative 4. Each 'of the-
three alternative stati6ns'would~require theconstructi6n of an ... 
electric transmission line as a -power source for the station, and·' 
each site would require-approximately 100 acres; of which sO-acres 
would be buft~r area.-' 

'All-three of the alternative'sites_would have significant 
and unavoidable' impacts, even it all the recommende(i.-mitigation 
measures were implemented successfully. : OverallJ however~' Site-,C 
would have-the fewest impacts, As such, it is adopted a~the site 
for the compression facilities necessary in Brentwood for the 
applicant'j project~ 

4. shasta County Mitiqation Reroute 
A1ternatives (Mileposts 703-704) 

Two reroutes were proposed and analyzed in the-Final EIR 
to avoid a special native plant community in Shasta county known as 
the northern interior cypress forest. One of these would go east 
of the proposed route, while the other would go west of it; the 
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east and ,_west -routes ar$:' 0.'1 ~and !"(),~ ailes:-long,: t'e$pectively, 
which-,i!Ljust, Oil ,.ile lOnger: than the ,corresponding sections of, -l',": 
the propOsed: route, The, EIR conoludes that with appropriate ,',: .. r /, 
Ditigati6n.the~est, route Is environment:ally :superior ,to th$,i'::-~ ~' Oi 

proposed-route becauseiit would avoid the northet'n int~rior .. cypress-, 
forest 'and cwouldhave fewer visual- ,impacts. ' ',_:", '. Z r. ," , . 

. >,' 'The-Shasta coUilty westRouteAlt~rnative; be~ween.··, ',,-Ii 

Mileposts 703 and 704, is adopted. for the aliqnm.e~ts of~. the ;': 
applicant's project' to mitigate for', the signifioant" ;unmitigable 
impadts·that.would-result·fromthe applicant's-proposed alignment.' 
through the northern - interior, cypress! forest. - . 

5. Tehau : County·, vernal. POOl· Reroute,· . 
(Kilepos~s 731-781) 

This reroute was selected to avoid or reduce impacts to 
vernal pools in Tehama county. The reroute would be appro~imatelY 
59 miles'long, about 7 Diles of Which would follow-the applicant's.;' 
proposed route. ~The Final EIR concludes-that,thereroute would ,be 
environmentally inferior to the propbsed route. The former WOUld· 
create greater noise; visual; and public safety impacts becau~ejit 
would be within 50 feet of 45 more residences than the proposed 
route. The reroute would also have potentially-significant and~: 
unavoidable land use impacts because most of it would be located 
outside existing or planned utility rights-of-way, and-because,it 
would preclude access to mineral'resources throughout'most of its 
right-of-way. These impacts were judged to outweigh the potential 
for significant, unmitigable'impacts to vernal pools that would 
occur if the vernal pool mitigation measures adopted in this 
decision, which are experimental in nature, should not be 
successful. 

The applicant's proposed route, 'which was described in 
the draft EIR. is adopted in favor of the Tehama county Vernal Pool 
Reroute. 
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P. 'Eriv~~\ 'TPnii~ 1.) ~: i':;;:; :,jf', <.'it t.::! ',>,fJ ,Jjj,,;:,:,t t L'\~')i ;". 

"'::.' '¥KE/ :EiR "~h~ly~(~~1 'the"; '-envitt6itm~ntki' 1fnp~6tr~ tll't\t'" in~y' '6~:~::' rl:' 
would occur as a result of constructing and operating the EilpAil~lhh-':' 

..- :.' <-> .10 ~-If' ~_~It-r ~- ;'; r .... -.·~l ~,-I -to-) ~~ ... i': l.r;. .,~p-:. '-: .- ," <: f 

Project. sep~.rate :cojnpa:r~tiV~'analyses are' pre-~(;~tlte~"if()r' each of 
• :. _ • ~. :. ••• ' ." : •• ~ ~. _ • \ .:'- > • • :.. ,-:- ;.. _' -I. l:...J : "~' ~ 

the possible reroutes" Of the' pipelinEn"\' The EIR', a1so-· includes 
analyses of those iDpact~; ~ti;nuDing' -fro~ih,~. d,6nstru9t}on and 

-._- < >-. -'.. ". "'-., .... _.;_.~~"._~\.lf_~ 

operation of'the possible alternatives to·the'Expansion project. 
Except in thtf ~'ase: ;~(the~~p~~ti'Pta'it-l~, Pte!;erv~~i(Hll~posts 

• " - '. \ •• - - > \. - ,". '. - _ ' .... :! ~. _:.1. '- .... ~ ~ 

889-897), the tinal·EIR identifies thee enVironmentally superior 
a1igrunent of the Exp~hrsioh'~r6ject~ . '-(We! h~:v~'~~t~kiDrl\ed that 

•. ' - _ _: " • ~ • • - • .- •• ' - • _ ... a ~ • - ' : • ~ a _ I ~ ( , ~. 

Alternative 8, which was described in" the dr~ft EIR, is the 
environmentally prefer~ed rout~'~) The' eil\rironment~iiY·. superior 
project among the applicant's proje~t and th~ proj~~t alternatives 
is identified, and \.there possihle,'the resp'e6tive;'p~b)~cts; are 

- . - . ~ , -'.' ,. 

ranked in order-from most to least environmentally desirable. 
The en,iironmei\tal impacts of th~ Expf:ths-i~t{ p~6ject should . '"" 

be considered under two circumstances: (1) development of the 
Expansion proj'ectwlth no initigatioh be:sides thAt"cbntiline'd in the 
PEA, and (2) deve1op~ent s~ject to -the full' ~et 'of mitigation 
measures identified in the final EIR. Due to the iob~tionr nature, 
and scale of the proposed pipeline project, the Expansion Project 
as proposed in the applicant's PEA would result in.substantial 

. -" . .,' 

environmental inpacts in virtually ev~ry relevant- category: 
geology, soils, vegetation, wildlife, fisheries/-ail:qUa1ity, 
noise, public safety, cultural and archaeological resources, visual 
resources, hydrology and water quality, socio~coriomics, depletion 
of large quantities of non-renewable resources, cumulative impacts, 
growth inducement, al'l<i- emissions of greenhouse .qas~s. 

Even with the stringent mitigation recommendations that 
are contained in th~finalEIR-,the'-app~icant's: proj~ct would have 

, . . - - . 
a significant adverse impact on the environment~ . While the 
mitigation measures that are being imposed in this decision redUce 
many of these impacts to a level deemed to be less than 

- 144 -. 



A.89-04-033 ALJ/ECL/vdl * 

signific~nt, they by no Jnean~ reduce all of Jh~~L~? l~PHhE~t(~,t'\~~' . '{ 
The sJ9n~,f~c~J\rJ ~n~ltigal>l$, ,·im~a~t~, o~~h~. t>~9)~~~ ,;.n,o~~d.e the 

f~~}~¥JXl9}:: o"lU t;"'~";"'>J i ;1/ , ,~:,< ~"'<';"'" te- :{u,:", f"'-!:."~"Y\~", .!,fli-Y<, 

j~, f: '"J' I,.) ~~~·~~~'r:l~l!lI~i~~ a~~~~~t~:nrcP~bij~i~Y~ i~~"" ~~,,;.! 
,' .. f··areas'to'b~ traversed by substantial';', .. '. t .[di:.·,.~! ')JI) 

"PPrt,i9IlS.,of ,t}:le pipelitle and t:h~. ., ~ ,_ ._ .. 
>.<t, "c6rrespon4in<J threat to health'. andlsalety' .. -, 't~) '.,:'{ [r',:;C. 

': ~ ..:,"" Beca\1S~ of' the risk' of . extended o\ltag:~s,o£ 't c' n,;: i, F '!~' 

;:.,: ·::!~~~Cf~~?ii~\i~~lj~~~~ad~:c~'i ,~.~~:~~n~oG~~~L ;, r J':.':'<, 

i 
~, , 

" ,I 'also,be siqnif cant s6cl.oeconomic .and ni -! ,!' • \::{~~" ".<; 
. ; publj.,o. ~~Cl:lthi risks asso.c~~t~ci ",}t~ J:he,. _ 

-' volcanio and' seismic' risKs' due' to) the' tact" )I~"l{': l' 
that'disruptions in' .en~rg:y. services, can' " ':'\' i;-'-':~ ; .',' I/. 

"., '. t lead to a variety of adverse social, . 
- econ:omlci'h~a1th, and safety imp~ct~f::' :.:, ' ... c.' 

... 2.···' ~pl~~~on. Of, 1?rge quant,~tie~. o(nat~r.al 
gas, a high-quail.ty, non~renewable energy: 

" resource and the potential for encouraging 
. , inefficient and wasteful uses of natural 

~.~ .. .P9tential for signiii.can~ lmpac:tso,n. f9ur, 
. "endangered, threatened,rare,or:other 

., special-status plAht species and their. 
. habitat.. . . 

'-:--:'4. ' Potential' for loss of prime farmland •. 

5. . slgnif'icarit ait qu-iliity impacts 'due to ,. 
carbon monoxide emissions in the South f' 

coast Air Basin. 

. 6., Potential for significant aciverse impacts 
on lands of cultural importance to Native 
American communities. . 

7. Potential for significant growth-inducing 
impacts. 

8 •. Incremental addition of substantial ' 
quantities of 9t~enh6Use 'gases (L~~, 
carbon dioxide and methane), 
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; ~ (. . _~,;,\The above c impacts-.J'etlect:.the -·teveL6f.:signl(icant -j!,rU'''li,,: 

environmental impacts of the :Expansion project only it the:~\;o [.L<' :. !-, 

environmEmt&l mitiqation orders,i" .this decision',are entirely 
successful in achieving ,their '- objeotives.: ;:':PG'E~ s! faithful and 
timely implemen~~~J~n: 0r;~~;~ en~i*~#t;n~~~!'~~~~~¥~,ion orders is 
necessary to achieving the .inimum'level'of·envir~nmental 
disturbance. ~inc,e, \l~-' ~~rinC?~' :9ua~at.t,~~ \'~hll;:,~~qc~~s of mitigation 
measures, the poss"ib~iity~ex~s~s . that' th~ ,a¢tu~i-;~ignificant 
envirofunental'-' ImpA'cts>;"lli j)e<g:te~~et:~hari ~ t::h~!i~'~l{ndicated in the 

. -. J:'.' '.; ~"'~ ,r.~ .. ·'~:~~ •. , 

EIR. ,:":- : -, -' " ,-:: ~,;- ;,-, ,:' \ .:, 
G. ~tive RitviroImentil Iapacts of Alternatives __ 

The'EIR'tank~d,th~ E}(P~rlsi6J\-'prbj~~t ~9ain~t the 
alternative" fnte~state pip~linE!p~ojeQt~: tlle')i)tegrated intrastate 
pipeline project, the'· ~rtergy eiticier\~y/capa~it:y optimization 
project, and _ the combination of th~ en-~iqy e(iie:::lency/capacity 
optimization'alternative withthe'irtt~grated~intrastate pipeline 
al ternat i ve. -,' These. rilnki ngs were bas~d" sol~ly' qn env ironmental 

.. Ito -".'.:. - • '. ! 

~mpacts 1n call~orniai 
Like th~'EXpansion'pr6ject, ,all of the 'interstate 

pipeline project~ WQuld have sUbstantial ~ig~ificant environmental 
impacts in California, both before ,ary~;f~~t~{ the imposition of 
mitigation measures. overall,however/th~se ait~rnative projects 
would haVe less seriO\is-envirorimeritai~1.in~act:s,'bOth without and 
with mitigation, than the Applicant's·project. The integrated 
intrastate alternative, in turn, woul4have'liir i~ss'serious 
environmental impacts than any of the interstate projects. The 
energy efficiency/capacity optimization alter~ative would have 
virtually no signiticant'adver~e environmemtal il1pacts, and as 
such, is the environmentally superior proJect alternative. 

The EIR delineates twoditler~nt'setsot environmental 
rankings of the appiic-ant's project -ailCl'~~e Various project 
alternatives: one for the near~term pro)~ct objective, and another 
for the longer-term objective. These conclusions, which are valid 
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whether each (projeot"1 1s f subjeot;·;to'llitigation. measures ot;'not, are 
as follows t [1} -.;, '\ r fi:' " ',.,.,'J ;. ...., <1 

\'i-:l~:li Near~Teria:PrOject Objective,', .. '. 
f':iC. 11':ia4 :'~'The"'ener9Y' effioi$J\oy/systea', \ ..• :' 
'f : '''''',,) . ;:<?p~i~iza~~(m(~E/SO),.a~~eqlati~~,is .. 
. ..' ., 'cleArly th~' 'enVironmentally . sUperi6l:' 

U "~Yo 'projeot::alteX1\ative~; as it·avoids,.· " ~ "~; .. -;, 
•
• , .. ,' ,.'j-~. '" "essenti~~ly al:-~ qf.~h~iPlp~c,1fs. ;(,_ '.'." ( . ., ..... ;,. 

. .';; --associated with the' construction' and -' C ' •• 

i~' '.~:' . r£I~'·operation 6£ major, pipeline: systems; ':" -o·! t. ' .~-,.;- -'. 

. ..:,: : "an~ by i~s .natr~re .1D~k~s efficient, use, 
'ofenerqy' an4 'avoids substantial . ,,' .:·· .. r "' •• ,~, 
depletions of non-renewable resources. 

b'" "\'T~~':ini~qrated ;illtrAst~i~ alte~il~i:iV~; Ii 

; : is secoJ\d only to the BE/SO 6ptiofh: .. 
I.~qwever, the aVailability of ~nt~~~tate 
'. supplies is in question beyond 1995," 

c. 

. which suggests that another alternative 
. .,~ay be nee4ed by then.. coupl ing the. 

"integrated intrastate alternatiVe with 
the EE/SO alterrtative would be the 
optimal solution to near-term need • 

. This "option would essentially result in 
the same level ot environmental impacts 
asthe.integratedintrastate option by . 

. itselt~' and in terms ofsatisfyiJlg the 
·:proj~ct:6bje6tive, would be 
consid~rably.superio~ to either 
aiternative by itself. Combining the' 
two.would also·provide adciiti~nal time 
to do a comprehensive study of the 
EE/s6 option. . . 

The Kern River project would result in 
significantly greater impacts than any 
of the above options, but would be 
sig~iticantly preferable to th~ 
remaining alternatives, including 
PGT/PG&E. 

d. Th~ PGT/PG&E projectwbuld result in 
the greatest level of significant 
environmEmta~ imp'~cts of. any of ~he 
al terJ1atives considered in' this tiRo 
GiVen the ciear environmental 
sup~riority of the comblned EE/SO and . 
Integrated Intrastate options, it would 
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Y('-l'.."CI-J be' 'prefetable'i)~ttotl\' 'an 'envfronmental 
-- l·;_"-,,persp·e¢tive;-'~to'defel'" -a" deoision on the 

,. PGTJPG&E <fp}>licatior\"betote the' CPuc, 
-~ L::~ -j ahd:to' ininediately · undertake studies of 

:,' " :-' j- : :l~the' EEl so ,a-rid: Integrated, Intra'state 
, alternatives, 1ri order to mor_e'" -

~ :'l" 'carefully :~valUate, their.' 'colreotive 
'ability;tosatisiy near-tera gas 
demand. --,: ~ 

;i: ;~;~ If, for some reason,the Integrated .,i 
',!LT ;'F:lntrastatealternative was :found to be 

infeasible;', the t cpuc'could ;-always 
reconsider th~'PGTJPG&E:appl~cation. 

~ ,Tnisdef'erral-period ,would 'also be 
useful in that the likelihoOd of any of 
the other interstate pipeline 

" 'alternatives being bUilt should become 
" clearer6ver time.. ,If in fact one or 
. more-of them is being built or on the 
verge -of heh\g bUilt,' then whether or 
not,the Integrated Intrastate ' ~
alternative was foundto'be f~asible, 
the'CPUC-would be-evaluating,the 

',;:',; PGT/PG&E project in terms of ' its 
, '" appropriateness' in meeting Project 

: >,i_ ,'Objective #2, i.e., the'lonq..,.term 
" 'rather than -the' near-term need I 

~ .. . .. - . - . .' ~ 

2. " -LoDger. T~rm PrOject objective 
Thi~ conclusions with ~espe'ct' ,to -th~ environmentally 

preferred actions the CPUC could take in order to meet the longer
term objecti,j~ 'are'.'general1Y consistent with those above for the 
short-term objective, except that the Integrated Intrastate 
alternative is_not'assumed to becapabie of contributing toward 
meeting the longer-tern objective. The conclusions are: 

a. The EE/SO alternative ii cl~arly the 
,': , '- ; ",' _ ,environmentally superiot pI:oject. ' 

. alternative,' as 'it avoids' esseritialty" 
-,all of theimpaots assooiated with "the 
~onst~ction,and op~ration of _~ajoro 
pipeline systems, and by its nablre' 
makes efficient -use of energy and ~,' --i. 

avoids substantial depletiQr'lS Qfnon~ _ 
renewable resources. Because this " 
alternative should be capable of 
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j. ;, . ;--L)" ~':" •• ~ ..• - .. 

t}- tl~ providing . siqnifi~antly.grea~etl enerqy 
."':'- I,:) ,andcapaoi~y savil\gsover .the. "l~nger

,-)!;:;~" term :than .overthe shorter .ten, a 
'j .~,- ,>~ ;, stronger" ar<jUmLe'nt cah be made· for this 

~-.f calternative(or .llleating . the longer-term 
objective than tor ,the short-term 

',':' objectivet'o .when one 'does not consider 
cQmbining·it with the Inteqrated 
Intrastate alternative. 

b. (·The ,-Kern River· project would result in 
.' " 'significantly,qreater inpacts than the 

:c",EE/SO :option, but would be . ", 
. ,. : [ signi,flcantly preferable to. the 

. t.' remaining· alterna.tives, ·including 
.' \'.> PGT/PG&E,·;.· 

04' ~ Th~~'PGTIPG&E project would result in 
". . ... the greatest level of significant 

... environmental impacts of any of the 
alternatives considered in this EIR. 
Given the clear environmental 

. . superiority of the EE/SO option, it 
would be preferable, from an 
environmental perspective, to at least 

,.defer ',the PGT/PG&E application before 
the ;cpuc,·,.and .to . immediately undertake 
an:irt-depth study of the BE/SO option, 
building on the analysis contained in 
Chapter,S and Appendix 5 of the Draft. 

~ EIR, .and on. ongoing work at the CPUC 
: and elsewhere. 

This ~p~oach ha~ theadd~d advantage . 
that if" at some futur~ point it was 
determined that the EE/SO option could 
not provide the requisite energy . 
services and capacity, the CPUC could 
always reconsider the PGT/PG&E 
application. 

<.- . 

. r . 

B. Adoption of KitlgAtion K~sures as condition of certification 
Th~·fi~ai· EIR contains a tabular summary of significant 

impacts and mitigation ni~asures for the Expansion Project in 
California (Table 2-5). Thl~ table lists the resource, level of 
impact assuming that the rec ~ended mitigation is successful, and 
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e 
th~ ,:JlIlP~~t.~, :,wl\t~h.,~r~. ,~i.g~iJicant :~_nd ~a~9i.d~;bl;~,.e:y'~n:,~,~th 
mitigation ,~~.~sWte~ .• 'c.'· ',-i : ~-,,~,j.i{ '.'.1 '.": ,:,-~L"~"_ ;::'·'::T.tf.t-;'\~I f-.::, 

'.' ::' , Th~,.:idel)~it,ied.'~e~o~rc:e~ .~~.~ ,~o~.e, :Whi~~.=a:r~ __ ,~e.<Ni,~~d",~().;. 
be consi4e~~q. py,.;CE,QA. \~~lJf<?rni~~.s ~~v!r~,~e~~~tqu~~Jty··"q~:;"f :: ,'. 
requir~~,t~~ ,.l,ea.d,a,gency. ~o c,ertlt~" '~£ter .. c<?~p~~t~?~ qf, ~1!~ Jr':" ;;'Y'. 

appropriate environmental study, tba_~the proposedd~v.e~op~ent .",,~ _ y 

eit~er: ~il~ '<?r' ,~il.1not ha~e 'any s~'g~ifi:ca~t '.~e~a~~y'ej;~~,~?~,,~~:.t~~(') 
environmen~. If: t;he; project Js found. t~ . .'~~v,e .~s~9'n~?~<r~l\~, :c'; - (' f ,:, 

neg~~ive .impa,ct; thEmti.le ~ead ,ag~n~y \~~y ~i.the~,de~yaPllr?~al or, 
ad~pt: ~ -s~atement otoverr~ding consider~tions _~nd ,_apl>rove~,th:e - " " 
proj ect. .., ", _ .', ',. . _'., '0 ., 

Based on an ~~alysis o~ the poten~ial-im~ac~s Qt,the, 
prc;>posed project and potential reroutes as describ~d iJLthe draft. 

" • ~ + ' ~ , •• ,... •• • • - • • ~ ".. > 

and final EIR, including cultural reso~rce and spec~~l~status . 
species surveys of the entire proposed Expansion .route~ 
consul tation with. resource spec;:ialists,_ .. an~ research, in, technical 
journals,- the EIR consultants have concluded.that the.qreat 
m~jority olthe proj~ct's impacts. on resou~ces -can be reduced to ~:: 
less-than.signif~cant level. However, this result can be achieved 
only it the consultant's propose~ mitig~tion measures are adc;>pt~d 
as a condit~on of issuance of,the ~PCN. 

The mitigation measures imposed on-the Expansion project 
• '. >.. " - ' .. - .. 

are attached as Appendix B to this decision. since thE!: Expansi~n,_ 
ProJect will involve excavation and other ground <iisturbance.over. 
its entire length of 415_miles, the implementation of the erosion 
control and restoration plan is necessary to mitigate soil erosion, 
soil compaction, loss of topsoil, and degradation of water quality. 
Impacts on hydrology and water quality are mitigated by 
construction during the dry season"compliance with state,and 
federal agency regulations, and implementation of stream cr~ssing 
and hydrostatic testing mitigation plans. 
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,': 'Tile c:ross 6t pi'~ntt-c6'm1:h\inltf~s' ~aricl~llabit'~tf'f6r"'lh're'at'er\ed rr:r 
and endangered species is to, "be mi tic'jated by recontou'ring,;"':- >: :, i ' t" 

condu6€ {rig: precotlst'ni6tlon 's'urley's ~" c rev~getat16ri ;-at'~.1 the'i" a 3 t i or 
4: 1 repr'ciitri~r\t tratio~: aV6idinq tli6'resotirc~, tr~",spla:ntirig;' 'and' «,i 

aCqUisiti.6ri of th~ :'plant : 'commUnity -for"-1<:)Jlg"-t~rm; pr~sE!'ivAtioii:' '! [;1'" ~ 

Impacts;'to"w.tfdl1tt!'wlll"'be m'iti'ga'ted "by -'av6idarice"of'habi€at"1'J' ' ; F' 

dur'lnCj'bteedit\ganci'reilriri9~eriod:aJ\d" ·crl'tlcAl 'p~i:iOds;":whicll.i;' 
shall be dEiflr\ed:by'thest~te'~pa'rtmerlt';of;Fish'a:nd'damett<~;"; ':',':" 
conduct:tilg 'pillic6'nstniction sui-v~'y's ~'~ And. 'avoidance (of construction'-":' i ~ 
in the'habititt~' :'Flsheries 'Ate: t6-'be prot~dtedcby'implementation'of" 
FERC ·stream and Wetland construction and Mitigation Procedures;"" q; 

boring'undet: the Fall 'River, 'andlimita.tion'of constritctibI1 to 
certaiii: months ~ • surVeys: and t6xicsedim~nt ,disposAl' plans 'will be'-
developed 'with named agencies. 

Impacts on air quAlity along the route will be controlled 
by suppressing 'dust' and proper maintena'nceot' construction' 
equipment find' inst:ai lilt ioilof best -Available control technology" for 
NOx. '- We -nrite here' that PG&E should be' required to tetrof1.t all of 
thecomptessionunlts'on tlie existiiiqsystem that wiil b~'used 
dir~ctJ.:~r or' indirectiy to' move Expansion Project ,- gas with' 
reasonable available control t~clinolOgy(RACT)or:best aviliiabie 
retrofit control technology (BARCT) , as avaiiAble, as defined by 
clearialiAgency quidelines and implemented by the local ~ir' 
pollution control district in which tlie sp~citic 'compress6r unit is" 
located,for NOx. This shall bi!. done at the eXpense of th~ " 
Expansion ProJect, not existing ratepayers. This upgrade is 
required b~cause PG&E will be replacing or modifying parts of th~ 
compressor units to' accommodat~ the' expilrlcied: facilities.·· since' 
these mOdifications wilt f~ciiitate the operation of the new gas-" 
fired DeleVan c()mpr~ssot and the' new Sientwo.od compressor i· the -
modifications are contributing to cumulative impacts on air' 
quality. Their effect on air quality should be minimized by the 
use of BARCT or RACT. 
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I":',' .: ·"'i;n~hc.tis Yi-~{ri~'b~hst~ct16k ri61.~f!i-Ui)1f 'bJ"bHtI9at:~d \)yi J(\~':I.:",! 

1 im! r{i{cf idO'rtstiJu6t)oH, to"dayt'ittJ' 'i{o\irfii'-ahd' ;bY' 'ri<>tif}/ihtJ Ptfopr~f 'til (I l' ~, 
advanc~J of'bia;~~iJ{(J~ ~ 'Tz.an~i>6k-t~tiok\;at\(r p\lhi;i6" s6fetY iuptlcts \fIll)" 
be partially mitigated by 'obsk~r\tin(f'~p'artin'el{tt\o'f' 'trah~poWati~rlll' !"; 
arid It~u~6' ieq-\{i.~t'ion·~". ~c • ,; ,', :<. !u'·.' :" .. ' :;,'J (.~:, '!': ",; 

,: ., :":" \1{s\i~l;;~~~bu}ce Hnpacts~ '\.ifll i be 'lniti9~t;;dby';;' ,Ii,' ~') ,C":, ~ .. 

imple~~r{~ati'on"-6f' 'the' :e'rosloh' <=o'n'tt6J: pliu\arid ""ih1

irliitiHhiti6h icff-'~ - ~~Jj:, 
clearing':~~d iai-e~~: aff'edted"by :~tr~aIia: crosslrigs.( imlS~ot's' io 1:,: '; '~:'.;' 
prehistori(rarid'Hi~tbX'1catchE{ch69fca-l "r~so\itd~~} to-sisfi; :bearlricj' ;J;:-:: 

forniarior\S/A~d 'hOistorfc' ipla~~s '~otlld;'blra.j6ide"ci by :t~lo~atirl(.fthEf"'; 
pipeiih~~':~aA'i~liy :mit'i.9ilt~'d tht.l6\l91(-{bi)l~-m~lita~i61{'ot' ',!"dafa'c, ',',' ('~' 
recover} -~t09ram.' ., I,,,' 

. We 't'irid that PG&E m\t's't carry out th~ miti.gation 'itI'-easures" " 
suggested in'th~ final EIR :in order to a110\l the commission to find 
that the Expat\siota's impacts on 't.he erivlroninent ar~ less':'than
signfiicAhtfor the 'aboVe-desctlbedres6utces~; ifPG&E sl'iouid' 
d~t'ein;'in~ 'that 'arlY "ot;the:"inltlgation' meas~res' <£a'ntlot 'be 
succ~'s~'riiiy :imptemented, th'e cortunisslon 'woUld 'ha'.te 'toreevalua6~" 
the ext~nt' of 'th'e'Expansiori pr't.;ject'~ ~i'griifi6ant.' envlt6nniental 
impacts~' ,j 'We eXpress' thi.s' c6nc~rl\ es;peciallywhe'n"the' inltigAtion 
consist~'ofreali9nirtq the' 'pipeiirul~~' sinc~ thi~ may' not flbiays 'bE! '. 
fea~i~i'. ' 

However, the envirorun~ntal" study has' identified sev6ral 
resources occurring along the pipeline' route ~hich wiil sustain" 
unavoidable significant impacts, even if ali of th~>~toposed 
mitigation i~ f~asibl~ and suc~e~siuilYimplem~~t~d~ The impacted 
resources irtciude 30.8acX'es of v~i-nal p601s"which~the 'Expansl.or\ 
would destroy, and on~ spe6iaistatu~ plant'spedies potentially 
affected. As lIiuchas 20 Acres of primefciJ:'m1aild'may be'lost and 
there would be unaV6idabiil donf1icts with coiuity' Hind use' plans 
associated'with the:Brent~6bd' compres~orstationiiri contra costa: 
county. Hazards in the immediate vicinity of the pipeline plus the 
loss of natural gas to downstream users may result from the 
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potentlf~ J~~ L~r~u~~,?i~t:,\p:'l?~nR~l 'fh~~~):~1:.., .f~~Y~~}Pl~ J~1;~?';l;ted over 
400 i~ill~~i,-of! ~C?~l?~~~!sf.'!~; ~~:)J~el~·}~!,d, :~~, ,r.~~~~: ~~J i~p~}~~~!~?,~~~p:l_o( .. i r. 
zones. __ Tqere is no lDitlga.tion tor ,the potential disturbance 'of 

. -'.', ~-}- •. : -, '!,.- -, ~. ____ ): ___ ~ •• __ ~ J ::~~ iI'.: . . }i:.· :..·.-_~~-;1t: _ .!::,_:~{. ~ ._~~' ~ ... "" ,_!~'I~':: 

human, ~urial. si~es a.l~nCJ ,the ,rp\,\te, .ei~e~,. ,; ; _ :.,,' r ,,'.. __ __, 
~. - ~ ••. - .'. 'i-'- .... \.~_ .... J 1 •• 1.! '.L __ ,,-_,_. \"_' }_ .. _~.r"~I_." .:'.' '\ 1,:~,."" It-~LI '. ,_~ 

We are also concerned with the cumulative impacts of this 
.(~J\()r.j:/)J·fl; -l'.t. -.. ),_i"'-",J .~-;~:-.... 

expansion. The.~e ;.~~~,s are ~~~ y~_~~e:t(6~~~)~~;u~~~?n; lroject, 
but wou.l9. b~ qaused by .e~ch .ot, the pipei.ln.~, al.terr-clt.ives., ~.ir-ce, ' 

• '. :L • ~ - -' ~ __ , •• ' " • • , 1· __ ;... _ {). I _ .'~' i. ;.1:-. . _ • ~, ~.:) _~ { .~ ~! .. } .~. ~-. _' S l ~ ~"'"1'~' _.: 

755 MKcf/d of natural qas will be .trapsp9rtedand, bUrne,d,. the . 
- "'-"'~ ..... ,.. :.' .~., .... ~,!.. ~'l t l',-"'_'~~~) t~{:"'--':' i~l'-) l.1r·~ .. ','j:, 

Expansion ,directly tacil i:ta.t~s .~he dep,letion ofna,t,ur~l gas .'. 
~_.l~ ~.' ..... ' ... r __ , ,:_ l~ \' •. : ,' .. ; c.l·_\-~'_t-_':":1.: ,~:- ;!' ;1....~; '~~1 l -1;"< -It-f~. ;;.."" ... :::~-, •. .., 

reserves •. using simple arithmetic," .deliverie~ 'of 755 MMctid'o"~r ' " 
--.' .:..,i ," ," > \,:, _ • ;,-t,', ~._} fri': .. '-!!~';tf '~:' .• ;~ "-'i-il ,!':t· ,.·: ...... .".c~j·\. ~('-i 

30 years .",ould resul~ il) ~he dep.letion ot ov~reigltt .t,rillion c.ubic 
feet ot 'rtatural gas' ~~'~'erv~s. The~~~ ~f ~ri~rgy, h~' its'v~~' . " " .. ; 

natQ,re, has the potential to induce growth, a significant negative 
imI?~ct under CEQA. Also, aith~ughthe efforts of' regulato'ry 
agencies concerned with the permitting ~f combusti..on sit~s are 
intended to minimize the p:rOduc't'iort 'o~ e~issi6ns, t~e 9~~~n;ttouse 
gases pr~uced as a by-prQduct6f bu'~,ing 'an addi,t~o.tlai 75S'MMcf cit 
natural gas per day will.·hav~ a ~umuia:t:i~e impact' ~~;:'air~~iity 
and th~ cl lmate. At ~fu.l i .capaci ty, ,tlte EXpansio~ Proj ect' would 

• • _ iii.. ", -, • .• ~ _' _... ',.l.. _.. .' ... -' _' ~-- ". 

result ~n _ .eml.ssl.ons o.f 4~5 '1llill~on to~~, ,of car~on ~l.,o}n.de and 
almost 590, OOQ tons ot methane over.it 3q-year pe):,iaq. The EIR . 
ide~tifies 5 tons of co per day that Wl1i be emitted by el\d qsers 
of Expansion Project gas. However, cons~ption Qf Expansion'gas 
would enable users such as Edison and S'r.IG&E '. which bur~oii to 
generate el~ctricity to reduce thEdr co ~i~si~ns :trom burni~g ~il. 
MoreOVer, the d~live~ ot this ga~ will most likely'~equire the '. ' 
development of additiona~distribution facilities. These 
activities may not be within the jurisdiction of thl.~ C9mmission, 
and it is impossible ~o artticipat~ what .facilities wili'b~ ne~ded. 
Nonetheless, it,ls foreseeable that the developmept of those 

. .' , -

delivery systems will have a cumulative impact on the environment. 
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In the context of!ctimUlative ,impaots;l it"should'also be . J 

noted that tile"EXpansion' project"could, '.thro~gh·~t\iture' enhancements 
in 'compression'and 'looping,l.substantially. increase th,e amount pf.'>,,:. 
qas that the 'system coulct.transport.' ~ such aninoreas~<'Wou)d: a,dd >, .{ 
appreoiably to' the potential· tor qrovth· inducement, depletipn .of ' r i} 

natural~'qasil requirements' for hew 'distribution faoilities,.i,and,.-' ~l':,',f' 
emissions: of gases suspected' of contributirtC1 to the cbange in' (:;'~ ,', -: 
climafe.· . .":· .. c.,::: 'L. ' .• ,',: 1, ": ",." • ,. • ~ • { J' , . 

". ,The 'applicant's project· would 'als~ have-nUmerous "'1 .,', ;,,' '. - ~ .. t· '": . 

environmental impacts that do not rise to the level of Msignificant 
neqative :impactsM but which' constitute ,a detrimentt6 the" 
environment •. ; 'GOOd sense, ,the professional jUdgmentol the EIR 
consultant, and our concern that the incremental consumption of 
energy resources should have minimal impact on the environment 
compel us to inolUde these measures in a separate section of 
Appendix B •.. 

, These'unaV6idable negative impacts demonstrate how 
crucial it is for the Applicant to carry out the required 
mitigation, ' A ,mitigation monitoring program is attached as 
Append.ix·c to. this decision.' The Applicant is expected to comply 
with:the mitigation monitoring program in a.timely fashion. The 
Envirofuilental and Resource Advisory section of the CACO will be 
finalizing the MMitiqation Monitoring, compliance; and Reporting 
Plan for the PGT/PG&E Natural Gas pipeline Project in California",. c 

(Mitiqation Plan). When the KitigationPlan has been conformed 
with this decision and forward~ to the Applicant by the 

Environmental section, the Applicant will be reqUired to comply 
with the Mitigation plan as well. Any qUestions' concerning the 
interpretation of the program shall be referred to the 
Environmental and Resources Advisory section of the CACO. 
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I. state-.ent- of, Ove'rridi.l'lq considerations (,jX"L',c',':-';!; ill 

c, ~ Ii' '<, ',The' lead a'gel\oy nay approve tl\.e proposed ~evelopment even;l 
though, as mitigated," it"pos.e's siqrtificant .. negative ,impacts -if~ the ,f' 
lead 'agency adopts a' statement of overriding 'considera~ions.' In ' ',' 
this 'case,' th'e, Commission : finds that as conditioned,' the '.-' ;-'" ), 
development of thePGT/PG&E Expansion'projectlin cal~tornia:should.,: 
be approved!in order to faoilitate the development of gas~on-gas 
competition and to bring the resUltant benefits ot diversity ,0£'-' :. ___ 

supply, reliability of supply/and low~r gas prices t9r california 
consUmers.. '~" :,:'., > : "i ,',;, ":,:., 

Certification 'of 'the Expansion Project; ascoliditiolied" -:: 
places the decision of whether to proceed with' the project on the \':'" 
Appl.icant. The commission approves the issuance of a certificate 
ot public conVenience and necessity for the construction of the 
Expansion project, subject to PG&E'S"OWll decision that market 
conditions have created a demand for the Expansion project, ,We 
believe that the analysis of need ,in the final,EIR is a valuable 
framework for assessing whether the, pipeline" will serve demand, 
anticipated to arise in the'shQrt term or over the long term. ,The 
final'EIR also aptly characterizes the alternatives, and hence, the 
competition the Expansion Project will face when it is developed, 
If the Applica'lit determines in the face of competition from DSM and 
other pipelines that there is in tact a market ~nddemand. for-its 
transportation capacity, it will constrUct the pipeline. 

The granting of a certificate of public convenience and 
necessity at this tim$ is needed to enable the Applicant to react 
to the market forces that will bring the beI'lefitsof gas-on-gas 
competition to the California consumers. If there is no demand, 
then the price of gas and other terms of natural gas service must 
be adjusted to the point where consumers demand. it. At that time, 
the need for the Expansion Project will materialize, and the 
Applicant must be allowed to take advantage of market timing in 
order to allow shippers to secure the supply to meet that demand. 
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e 
we find th~tJth~ Expan§ionlprojec€lslneed~t6r fl6~i!:)ilit9rto 
resporid c to'~maz"k'et~; coi\dlti6ns~and':ine"defiirat>ilitY '6f!'9ivlil9'~"'! t ',£ '~rl ~r 

consum~~s the t choic~::'of' many:: interstate~pi~t!lii\es constitlit~~ ",,{, !';1 ,. 

overrldihij', consid~rati6ns':jllstifyiilcJ'tiie~'certificatioiF6f~the\'''' f.! \:\ 
Expai1t'sion': Pr6jedt EIR 'despite' the:-~xisteilce (of {un<ivoidilbiEH" ,,,' . ':)'0 i 

siqnifibAnt-' il~gative': impact~·,'on· th6' ·eIivit6nmentt· ~', . l~:" 1c, ,'i ~,: 'n~;j, 

J. ;'Appro~i tlf 1RxPansi6n·Pi-oject' ,r'··i.n:·~ ~:( ~1.,:.i~·1~ -: ";(.' 

After consideratioil ofA1ternatives,·,. cJ" .. :".' .i,: .'," ••.• ,';";' 

; ,,::, : . ChApte~ i::6f--the f fiilal f EIR:identifies .'tli~ envit6nmentally 
preterr'ed':cours~s of 'actHul"-available to Ith.e'C(riIimission: with ~ !·~t·; ': ';<.: 

respect(to',the')Expansibll' Project. Thi~"analysis'ls-doncerned"~ithY' 

the Exparisi6n's 'role"l.n" fulfiiling sh6rt·tern '(ri6W through:'199S) ' .... : 
and ion(id:~rm' (i996·through 2(05) forecaste(f demand for 'natural 
gas. 

The Joint Kern River-M(')jave~ Wycal i,·' aild wyCal:II 
projects'have r~ceived bptionalexpedited'ceitificate§'ftom 
FERC. ' . 

the 

The' Mojave;' Kern Riv~h' J 'and· WyCal'! "projects have not '!. 
received 'right..;.of-way· 'permits from the'California: State Umds' "; .. 
commission. A orilft'amended EIR' is in preparation by the state i 

Landscomnission to evaluate the environmental impacts 'of the Joint 
Kern River";'MOjave and Wycal II projects in·CalifOrnia. 'The· 
applicationsof.the Kern River and. Altamont'projects for 
certificates of public convenience and' necessity have not been" 
approved. by the FERC. 

After comparing the siqnificant and lin~voidable impacts " . 
that the Expansion Project and ea:ch of the identiti~d 'alternativ~s' 
would . hav~' on the 'environment in California,' we find' that ollly the, 
integrated intrastate pr6ject would avoid. ~ny sUbstantial 
significant impacts on the environment. Although this is clearly 
the environmentally best alternative, the EIR also points out that 
this alternative could only meet the short term demand for 
incremental gas supplies. 
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(",Tq~ (p~P~J.JJ)~ <\~~e:r~Cl~iye~ ~f~ f~i~t~~.-.~~t~ l~~:o?:~~r ,QJn ::-,~; 
their incp~~!?~(lg:J.ml?aqt ;90 ,tliei,el)y!r9n~el\~I.j ,;~4!;I;"" _Rly~rrH~jay.~,.:~., 1 

and WyCaj. ,:~l~~Q~nt }{en'l~~v~r-~9j~ve; .. an~,J)<'~T/J>G&EL:,;Sin~ •. ~elj,' ;iC' 

Altamont prc)j~Qt : could ·1lq.t, .op~ra~~ ~I')tili,~he ',Kern Rive,r;.pr?jep~t ','-":'-' 
beco:nes op~rC:lti9n~)., i,it ·is no~ a>,fac~or in meeting th~.>(~~s,~,) 7Q,Q.-qx ~ 

increment of qas dem~nd, ,~It '~~ouid b~ )v~ew~d as:~~:a~t~rra~~Jy~j~O ;' 
the PG&E Expansion Project if the Expat;lsiQtl, ,is, 4e~e~re4 ,~n~_,,,~?¥ld ,1. 

thus serve the long-term demand"'f6t 'i\abH'ai"<Jas~ "",hi,-l""} I",; 1,\ 

',:' i "I,'f.The <P.GT/PG&E, p~oj~ct:.-,wQuld r~s~lt,.-inJ~he 9re~t~st level 
of si9nitican~ environmen~al-:~mpac1:s iofanY, of:tl)e aite_rnat~,,~s ;.:.- -,:, 
cons~dere~cin"thedratt.,_aIi~ -fina~ EI~, 'L It;wquld .b~.pre~era»le,.,-: 
trom;ar'lenyironment,al,perspect,ive"tode~er·a .. decision\pn;t)),e:" 
PGT/PG&E:a.pplicatiqn and undertake studies to more carefully 
evaluate the ability to satisfy the project objective through 
energy efticiencyand the integrated'intrastate projectt~ 

'If;theinte9r~tedir'l~ras~ate projeqt were found to, be 
infeasibie, the commission could reconsider the PGT/PG&E 
appliq~tion~. ~f _o~~ of the othez: pipeline"alternatives was soon to 
be builti.then the PG';i'/PG&E Expansion Project.woUldbe evaluated, 
for its. appropriateness in meeting, longer ,t~rm need., 

, ; ,Thus; the ~IR cqnol,udes, that in the short runt that lEi, • 
the period witl)in which PG~E proposes to commenceoperat,ion ,of:the 
Expansion Project, a.combination of ener<JY,e(ticiencymea~ures and 
improvements to the existing natural gas system in california has, 
the potential to eliminate the need for the Expansion Project" 
Improved energy efficiency would constitute the most 
environmentally desirable alternative in the long run, because the 
short-te~ satisfaction of demand by optimizing system ~fficiency 
would allow more time to implement demand side management. 
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e 
-.~.'\ (: .. ,~ .tc;w~~~i~x·we~'d~ h'ttr '~di;;p_t~' th'~'~E{¥i~~~Wtk~ 'ttJ{ ~itl~i\~tlv~{;~jnd 

to the _EiIiarts!i¢n'!Pt~j'~~d~J b~dAu~:Ei' ~~t :~bld1~~s .jltll H{~) b~yrf6rnl1c,; -,' 
Ener<w':domktis~i~k :tettd' ~~Y~h6\/thi~i': imprbvem~iilt'~)bflh~t: lii~9;"16Jd~( " 
could '-~niy:'-bk; a~i;i~V(ld>;b~ lre~oti~c~~' thAt cai-~I u~'d6mmit~edi at thi~.r j -

.:."~-':~~ ~ ~~-' , I ';,:'::_-~ .. f. '~.' •..• 1: .~~- ~.!~ : -~, ....: ~\.::.- ~ '!:, ..,-. l'" .. ::~:_~ 
t1me. 

f~·:tr-1_.~:'~!i:'; _,)H\...l.~-:iI~." ~,":.:.','j>' •.. } .... '_~_'.~~~>~ ~?~f: ~'_r -'L, .' L~ Although gas demand may be met by saVings in'the short' ,I ' 

~n;,- tlie''i~c~id ;pr~~'eritl'Y' b~fdfe- \l~: indlca~es 'tha{ '¥ddlt'ibtiil1' J ; 1 ~, ; - ~-, 
sUPPl {~~' \~~ i'l i ~e -ri~~aed\:cj'· se~e' 'cafi forhi~~dema\1d;' ihc liltt ·lontj .. lull i. ,', 
The ;ca'i.JfiJinik ~~~k~t; i~) b(;~r<seif\led {.,h~n;~oh~UiIi~ti;: cllh ~dcess t': ~:,'" 
diffei~ri\('~UPplY"t~g'io}{k at: "dif'fet~nt'lran~p~rtilt:l~ri~'~kt~~~,:; The;' ;; , 
resultant compe~itloh :~~C;'Uld;'~rt~bie iias' us~~~;" \:0 !6b~ilihi ~<J~s' ~t.' 'J: 

l~wiip~ides' than if 'dompetin~(trah~porta'tion' pipelines' did not'" ~ 
. ' ' 

exist. 
W~cann6t z;ej~ct"the 'PG&E Expah~ion Pfoject today -in 

ia~~i'of the'more environmentally attractive pipeline pt'op<>sa1s~ 
We have :~ohcl tided' that 'Cal i lorn la' need~ ilibremeJltal" intet'state 
supplies of 'gas. sele,ctIoh 'of C;'rie' ~nVirortnientallY preferable 
altermltlv~"to -the J>GT/PG&-&'E'Xp'a:ri'sion' pr6j'ecf WOUld' not' be 
con~f~b~nt with',th~ C6mmlss1oAi s d·~clared n\arket-bas~d appi<>ach"to 
the pro\"isionof'{ncr~~erttal-gaf; capac'ity' in 'c<il'itorrU'a. 
Competi tionc~tild not "e~i~t 'if the commission w~r'e' to . reject the' ' , 
Expansion because it hadidenti'fied it. diiietent pip~l:ineas the 
least environmentally destructive project. In addition to offering 
California's incremental ul;'e'fs the henef!ts of competitive prices, 
security of supply, and diversity of supply that competition 
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bet~,'$p,i ,t~}.~.rf~a!~~ ~Jp~;~,~;~~s~"~g,,,}dJ,fJ?ryi?~r (~~~".~~~n.~t?Jl! projeot 
offe:r~ ,opera~io,n~l. a~~, ecoJ\C):I!l.io ,effloJ~l'\cy" tJla,t ,11~ne o,f ,the" " 

~ ~ .:, 1 ~ 1 ~. ,. . ~ ... " _ . _; _ : . J,' ~ .; 1. t./. I -. ! , : '-) . ") .c _ t.l' (~ • i). • '- '. • l , . 't.. ~: . I ., i , ... ',..., .... ' - ~ '" ~: 

al ~~:t;nati yes . C,~n proyJde .. ", 1'h~ ~Xp~t\s ion- W6U~c\ mal<~ 'ii,s t! , ~f ~ '1 3~ .. , , 
- .. . ~.- i ~ -.. . _. ~ ~}!,' • ~ .. , ~ '- - "-_, ~ • > - .' l:..., : ~:..... i ~ . ' ". ,~ i- ~ _ ~): _.~ ',.i," t f :.:- ~ ,""). ;.. . \' \ ..... t • 

miles( c;>f eXi,st.it'tg PG&E, pipe ai\d assooiated facilities that are,'.' " 
<.·1.' ;;:r t_ .... ! •• ;.:_'.~~) .. ,~.!., ~-·:_~l.IJ.~~_:···_" V'l.: ~·.-·\·: ... ~ll·:l";· :-"~ \/.!~\.; ~~~(.' .. :' 

currently underutilized. The looped design" would enable E'xpansion 

shipp~r~ t(); uS;~ e~is~~ng ,faci~iti~s; l(it;h()ut i~currAng,.; < , • " 
, .. - • . ." ~ . ~ ~ '. ~ - l ;:. \. ,~I . l ~ .. " J. • ~ ~ ~;; ~ • .l..~ "-. :, .' '. I;. 

administrative ,and generalan~ ownerspip and ~aint~nance costs that 
. , . >:!_ 1 .1 • • . - " ".~ _ j ." i'.;, ~ '. i ::- •. ~,~ l 1. - .• l ..... : .;~': ,: - ~ :'·f 1,; J J .~ . 'f ,~ ...... ~.: ;' ~ ~ -.. ~ ; '. " ~ 

are, not specifically attributabl~ ,to"tlle E,xPan,sion.· The, savings 
.. ~ , ; , ~ ~ ';. ... _ -. _ . : ,. :': _~ ;. .',").~ . _. ;:!.~ ~.: \ 1 ':) ". ~.? _. .~ _': ~ : _'.; "'-.: :-; j ' ... - l! _ ~ i. t :" • 

would ,result ~li lo..,er, transp()l;-~ati.on" _co~ts, to, Expan,sion shippers' , 
~ ' •• .I. ...... ',., -.~~.'i..' ••• ~ ~.l·.,:" ...... '" -= __ ... ·.·~:l>··_·.!!.'!:....l~~!t.; . .l 

thanw,i th~~~ t~~ ~oope~de~ign. Morep;~~r", ~h~, E~a~sio~ woUl~ ,." 
confer an esti,nated $13.,7 '~i:lliolt an"tluai r~d~cti6n in ' : ',' 

.' . 1,,:' .1-. •... ~. .- _~ ":" ~:'; t;!; ;-'.r::' )"iC.';'~' (.~' ... .",:.~ .J~~r.·f = 

transportation cO,sts to eXisting ratepayer,s, increased' rEHiabillty 
of deliv~ries, '~md greater flexibility in inte~chartgirtg ga~ , 
suppl~es., ,These beneli ts to existing ratepayers are possible 'only' 
because of the Expansion's looped desiqn,and ,~ould not be realized . . . .' . - - . . 

if an alterna~ive pipeiine were selected ,~o'serve; california'~ 
incremefit~l: demand. We i;eiiev~ that the ,~e,net'it:s to' existi~g 
ratepayers and ~heeconomies of SG~le."ava~lable to increni~~tal 
Expansion" shippers are operational and ecortomic consequences unique 
to theExpa~sion. No alternative can 'feas'i~ly prqvidethese 
benefits. Th,ere'fore, we find. th'at the envirqnmert:tallY preferred 

• ~ > ; 

alternatives are infeasible for purPoses of CEQA. 

, . 
VI. cOnc1usion 

After full consideration of the Applic~tion and the 
positions of all the parties, we conolude that the Expansion 
Project will serve the public convenience and necessity, if 
modified to conform with our conditions. 

There are several elements of the Application that would 
be premature to approve in this decision. PG&E has not introduced 
SUfficient evidence on the actual operating, as opposed to the 
design, capacity of the Expansion Project to enable us to evaluate 
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the potential; for,_ ·recovery) ,of, revenues_,-in: eXcess) Off the} revenue \ -Jr, ~ , 
requirement \-':'Thu~,'! to; approve: PG&:E' slpr9Posal, ,that~ i\lJ.'_ rev~J\\\e9:'~ t 

from interruptible transportation be retalne~: bY·.~hat:ellol~ers- ,""o\lld 
be irresponsible. at,.t~is p()in~.·,:Tne, ~xpansion pr()j~9t is a utility 
undertaking, enjoying: the right. ot· enlintmt; dOlnain:an~: the economi~s 
of scale o~ the existing utility: facilities.: ; TheLadvant,~geot a~ 30 
yeat":.depreoiation' period also., stems trOil th~ protecti9{\-that, the.; ! 

Expansion. project enjoys a,s ,~n .undertaking, ot,.a, jurisdictienal. L"'( ~ 

public utility. PG&E's own subscription to 100 MMpt/d.·pt~ fit::m: ':,-.: 
transportation capacity helps to mit~gate .th~.risk,pf,u~der
participation' by shippers,: since itssubscriptien·ha~:helpect to;ll; 
lower the transportation rate by $0.11. ,r Taken together,' these· 
attributes cenfer a benefit on ,the Expansion project nade possible 
only· by PGGE's obiigation to serve,ratepayers. The ratepayers 
accordingly haVe an equitable c~aim to the margin that may be 
represented by -reVenues from interruptible transportation- service~' 

Ratepayer .interests deserve our heighten~d consideration here " 
because PG&E. has not stated that it would permanently refrain from 
seeking to collect any costs of the Expansion project from its 
existing ratepayers. 

The margin' from interruptible transportation service : 
cannot be determined at this time not only due to lack of evidence 
of 'operating capacity1which' admittedlYJ will vary from day to day_ 
depending en operating conditions, but also because the firm 
transportation agreements with shippers haVe not yet been 
finalized. The 93% allocation of costs to firm transportation 
rates contained in the pro forna tariff is''-like the rates ",' 
themselves, a nrough draft.H PG&E.,intends to file actual tariffs 
for transportatien in the Expansion's first general rate case. 
since the allocation has not been settled1the commission has no : 
idea how much of the Expansion's cost 'of service will be recovered 
in fiim transportation rates or,how much would remain t9 be 
recovered in interruptible rates. If PG&E successfully negotiates 
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rates! t() r rec()v~rl'iO()\~"or) nore, ofl'its( cost: of:servic~' in, 'fim;,> j -"i j 

transp6t'tatioif~' rAt~s, ( ratepayer's:should l not, be' preoludedi,from: r ;'i'C-'" 

benefitin<i from- the' txpansiorr~ ,~, \ ;1:' ~ '.,; \' ')' 'l;~·' : l :, (~.t';i ! 1': 1;\ i ' '~ 

'~" f i rj;; : It app~ars that: as proposed~'l t.he Expansion' Projeot: 1 i.t 

mihitnizes ri~ks; tot its ,'sponsors' through"its' full'..:.fixed variabie i Of' 

rate design; and" the i allocation of 93%' of its 'reVenue'reqUirement to 
firm'; trahsportati()ly~': ,The' minimi.zation of risk makes' th'e' ExpanSion' 
project: a~ suftable' enterpri'se· fot ·ratepayerfr,.' 'and a desirable' one: ' 
for shareholde'rs~",':" ',f: "<, ,:'"",',:; ,','; "j '" '." " ) 

: 'BY} reject'ing' PG&E'S" 'proposition that 'all inte'rruptible,; , 
transportation revenues' be' assigh'ed to" shareholders/i we' 'ate: ~,,;>, 
reserving~ for future consideratioh the assignment of margin" 
contk-ibution froTh'the Expansion between shareholders and 
ratepayers~ 'At this tine, we adopt PG&E'S proposition that its 
shareholders and the Expansion shippers shoUld bear the risk 'of 
underrecovery of the revenUe ~eqUirenent. The analysis 'of the 
financial 1 risk of· the project to the project sponsors and' 
allocation' of that risk to 'either shareholders or ratepayers will 
be undertaken in' the Expansion' project's first general Tate case. 

We note that PG&E has proposed temporary capacity 
brokering in-its application for'approval of the out-of-state 
portion' of the Expansion at the FERC.' We will explicitly reqUire 
PG&E to include tenporary capacity brokering as a term'of its firm 
transportation contracts for intrastate service. 

PG&E's proposal to assign the costs of future facilities 
additions to' either the existing system or the Expansion project to 
the extent the costs nay be'assiqned, and if not directly 
assiqnabl'e,: pro-rata based on· throughput, is 'reasonable. We 
require this allocation to apply t.o any upgrades of ' portions of 
the existing system that are used by the Expansion to avoid hew.,· 
construction. This will ameliorate 'any concern.that existing 
ratepayers may be forced to perpetually subsidize the Expansion 

Project. 
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jOfilJAs not~~' abovef,we doubt, that, PG'I;'Sl,-SubpQ~ipt~9Jl:.tO.J.~O,.) 
MMcf/d, 6f firm! capaoity,on'the· Expan,sion lis: nee~e<l J;o tQ),till:any!,~, .. 

of the" \lttl~ty.i obligations' asredetinedby, our\;~uccessh'e 946 ' .. '; ;'''_': 
industrY: restructuring orders, " since we have: reserv_ed. our ana).ys~s; 

of the financial risk of the Expansion .for-the fir~t· gene~al'J"ate_ '" 
case~ ,it i~1 necessary ~or us t9,detennine the reas~mablElness of 

PG&E,'s $ubs'oription at the' same time.;" ,We wi~l.requ~~e. ,P(;&,J;;: .t9 l ,:.fl; ~ 

demonstrate; in the' Expansion Project's .first. gene,ral r.~te: <-:a~~ r ;",.{ '. 

either .thatl it~ has a\oiarded~hatl()() MMcf/d ,.ilic:r;~Illel\t Q~; .capaci,tyto. 

other shippers in' anon~discriininatorymal1ner: Qr, .tl)at;.it.: n.eeds i~h¢,.; 

capacitY~"';If. PG&E does 'not p,emo!lstrate ,the rea$.onablEm.ess o~.·it~::.:" 
disposition"ofi·that· 100 MMcf/d ot:cap~city,'at th~t·time.--[ it will -,' 

jeopardiz'e any finding that its proposed rat~s and charges for th~' 

Expahsion~ Project are reasonable. "The reasonableness of- Expansion 
rates must. )::ie' established pursuant to § 451. of the '.PU Code,-, 

regardless:of the outcome of the risk analysis) to be undertaken in· 
the first general, rate case.' '; ;:. 

Finally, today'sapproval. of· a CPCN for the Expansion is. 
a qualified one ~!-, First of· all t we do not . determine .the reasonable 

rates arid char-gesfor Expansion service. ,The pro-forma tariff: 

introduc,ed: in 'PG&E's testinony isincieed'arough draft" ,The actual 
rates and terms and conditions of serviceare·to be negotiated 
between PG&E'and individual shippers. We expect that the9¢' 
agreements wi,ll'pe'in place and available for our review. in the 
Expansion's first qeneral rate case. 

Mo.st" importantly, by issuing the certi.ficate of· public: 
conveniE!llCe 'and necessity, we find that PG&E must be afforded the 

opporttlnity to'exercise'itsown jUdgment that the.Expans~on Project 

best 'meetsthe'demands of -its market. segment. We stated in the 011 

d~cision (D~90~02:"016) that rather ·than- select·.,th~ one inte:rstat~ 
pi.pelinethat'best serves the public's interest we would "let the 

marketdedide." consistent with that finding, we do not fin4.today 

that 'the public' convenience and necessity require the construction 
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ofJ'\:he' Expansiora) projectLin; all i eventS} .,:. conversely.} we cannot 
conblUdE{ 'that' the iExpansion .Project':is': not! ne~ded, t.O) serVe the)\ 1: ,:.:'.: 

publ ic becaUs~e' We' 'cahnot' find that' 'any other I interstate! pipelin~1 ) () 
will<' heconie"'operational:;'ihl time to' 'serve' California's' identified '1.:1! 

need' ,for i incr'einenta'll suili>l ie's. ,,', : -,': : >:' '"", '.: i if,. i:' );'(; . E'~ ·:,:Ltlo 

:;: :' This' 'conclusion is also' supported by ~he· finding's in ~he:) 
final 'ErR',,' 'which 'We' adopt' today," that· whether the>Exp~ilsion' project~ 
should blf bui.lt 'tUrns',orl'wbat incre'mentof need':it',is ,expected"to,"'!) 
s'erve} :a:1'ld 'the' alternatives that 'ar'e competing, to meet~ that' ileed~ t 1.) 

Wh'ether the E>qiansion project 'should be built, to meet dem?lI\d.;,: ""':~J(l 

expe'cited to materialize in' 1995 or-postponed to 'address heed~Ji:',c :r.-:' 

fore'caste'd by th'e ·year2005 'depends on 'many' factors' which the'- '~"; '~j, 

c6innlissioil is 'not 'il'i a' position ,to assess. . Those fact()rs includ~ ,~: 
the 'effectiVeness, otcommitted OSM measures, the efficiency, with : ,,' 
which existing system 'capacity is Used" the level'of shipper 
c6mmitment t.o: each:'interstate pipeline, the financial' and ",:;.. "'\', 
regulatory viability of each pipeline, and the dates that any 6f, 

the competing pipelirtes will begin'ope,ration" 
, As a condition of its, accepta'nce of the CPCN,' PG&Eis " 

requitecito evaluate the need for the Expansion project aS'it 
exists oil :the -date it~determines to pz:oceed with 'the development.',: ~ 

In order to' begin collecting rates on the date of, commercial' ,,',' 
operation, . the Expansion project m\lst be ""used and usefUl.", :PG&E .~: 
must 'demonstrate that sufficient demand forPG&E's proposed,service 
will exist at the time Expansion is scheduled. to COIlllUence ., 
operationsj'based 6nthe facts known or which reasonably should 
havebeen'known'to PG&E at the time of its decision to build. 

A need for some of the Expansion's capaoity has been 
established" in this' proceeding. We need not find that, all ,of the 
capac:ity'is currently 'needed before issuing:a CPCN because there 'is 
evidence that. demand'for capacity, is likely to arise ,in the future. 
PG&E sh6uidbe ailoWed to exercise its business judgment that ,the 
PiecedentAgreements dO embody future demand'for the EXpansiQn'~ 
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serv ic6 i voTl} ~s flex ibi). i ty) is': ~pproPT iate I h~r~ ~ be~~~s~! 4eveloplIlent 
of the-Expansion" Project ,will. be: at, PG&Efs sharehold.~r$/)tisk~ :~ tl;; 

We!!in~ that)issuance'o~;~he'9PCN iSlnecessary t~,.n~ble~ 
PG&E~ tOe r~sp6nd: to ,consUmer :d.emand i for trallspO!tatiQJ\, Qve,r. it~r pi. ':" 

pipeline. The market structure which we' have', prolIlote~: coy-ld. :nQt·/,~ ': 
operate~unless,~6nsumers were'given,a choice, of'pipel~pe~ service. 
The Expansion :project,· as' conditioned,·: wo~lc;l be an. opviQl,ls).y .. ; ;"'~'!" 
beneficia~, choic~ for incremental; users; be~ause, it, in.cQrp~:rat$s::,,~:) 
economies'.ofi scale: and.:offers.-a. tariff structure'wpic,h; ~"~ou,rages, ~ 

gas to: gas competititmr:,·Thefpublic, wouJ-d: l;>e; perman~ntly d.en~e~,'" . 
these benefits unless the Expansion project. were c.ertifi~ate,d,~; :'l, : 

with 'our, granting' of the CPCN;,thepublic candeternine,~hether it 
wants the· service offered by PG&E.' Thus, we find that~the presen~: 
and futUre public convenience and. necessity require the ,issuan~e,' of 
the'CPCN-for the Expansion project today, 
Findings of Fact 

1. On April'14,' 1989, PG&E filed its application, for a 
certificate'of.public convenience and necessity (CPCN) to expand 
its existing natural gas pipeline from the california-Oregon bord~r 
to Kern River station in san Joaquin county,. California., 

2. " The expanded facilities (Expansion) would accommodate 
PG&E's receipt at· Malin, Oregon of Canadian natural <Jas to b~:,' , 

delivered by Pacific Gas Transmission company (PGT), PG&E's wholly 
owned, subsidiary", for transportation by PGSE to Kern River station. 

3. On October 3, 1989, PG&E filed a nSupplement to 
Application (A.) 89-04-033 for a Certificate of Public convenience 
and Nec~ssity" whereby PG&E increased the capacity of the Expansion 
from 600 MMcf/d to 755 MMcf/d. 

4 ~ ,. On NoVember 30; 1989, PG&E filed an "Amendment to the 
Applic~tionn consisting of Precedent Agreements that had been 
executed since the June 15, 1989 filing and reflect a tq~al 
subscription of its amended pipeline capacity, 755 HMcf/d of firm 
transportation. 
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;[[')'~'!5i )'.'ThH;"' Ap})licati6n" lSf intended, to'\' 6bttdtf'th~ appioval':-of ,:,,~ 
this c6mtnissi6f(' f()r·~ th~"certrficati6n and'constru6ti6i'r of·,the',! f t./ 

california 'segment 'of·;tt laI'ger·ipipeline expans16n project 
originatlng: in'~Kin9s9atej~' British" columbia' and tennihating ;at 'Kern [ 
River:;station'; ,~. iT, cal ifOrnia:, :;:;' .. :, : '. ~'!;. ~ , , 1: !, : [,! 

.'~'); '" 6 ~'. PGT~; PG&E' S'; interstate, pipel ine subsidiary,: had 1 filed -: an' 
applicatioif'bn'JanuarY23j'198'9 for' a"certificate: of:public'~'" ,,:':i' 

convenience' a'nd' necessity at· the' Fed~ral' Energy'Regulatory-,' _: ; ',.j i 

cOihlnission1 (FERc), :to' a\lthbrize~ its; development: of 'the, interstate' .':' 
port'ion fbf th~' pipeline" project,' ahd' that· application. is still' t:· 

pendin~f;before; the FERC. '~ .. '" , " . ,;P "~,:: .-

.) 1. '··,oli····; The' CPUC' determined: that' 6ne'environmental' document· thAt·; 

wbuld'satisfy'the 'requirements of both Federal and california 
environmental reView laws should be' prepared, 

8. The Commission issued 0.89-12-049 confirming that~itwas' 
not required to issue a decision on the application' for CPCN within 
a year of the date PG&E last amended the' Application,. 

9~' Hearings on the'hon~environmental aspects,of the 
ap'plication' Were" conducted- between l-lay 21 and June' 8 ,. 1990~ 

10. The Draft EIR waS circulated on June 29, 1990 • 
. il~ - On August '21,' 1990,: the cotuaissionconvened a public 

partioipation'hearing in Antioch to receive oral'comments from'the~ 
public on'\:he Draft EIR. --. 

12. Evidentiary hearing on environmental issues was held on 
August 13 through 17 in San Francisco. 

13.' The record of this proceeding includes a letter agre'enent 
betweerl" Bon\.lsGas producers, inc. (Bonus) and PGT dated July 27, 
1990 (Letter Agreement). 

14 ~., The Lette't Agreement does not obligate PG&E, the entity 
whose'intrastate'proposal is 'subject to our review, to do anything. 
in California as a result of the parties' agreement, and any· future 
expansion or action reqUired by the Letter Agreement will hot 
foreseeably occur on the california portion of the pipeline. 
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i'15,v~; Ruling' on [Altamont! S iKotion that,:the COlDlDission with~r:aw_",", 

its statement in support of the PGT,applicatioll.atvl,offer of-Ii,,':,':, 

settlement':,at. the- FERC ~6n(,thebasis th~t the:stat~ment was . ',' l 

prejudicial r to part:ies ' in> 1(his proceedin~ was' properly d.eferred,:, ," 
while the!rec6rd· was: being 'compiled ,in this:, case, i ",,( '>, ii,', 

16. The Expansion.consi~ts~of a pipeline sys~emthat\\si- ,
parallel- to, ,and: interconnected with, 'PG&E' s_existing pipeline 
facilities (ron ~alin, to Kerr'! River-station. :"" ~!,>i Ii' {' ,;, .•. ' '_';i~ 

17,; As currently proposed, the' Expansion' Project~. con~ists, ot ' 
2~5 :miles 'of 4211 dianieter;pipeline from the Oregon-:-California'.· , .. _ 
border to ·the Brentwood Compressor stat;.ion in'_ contra costa County., 
This segment· would run parallel and adjacent to PGtrE'sexisting 
Line, 400 .:-1 A new -12,400 horsepower gas-fired turbit:\e-driven. : _ 
compressor will be installed at Delevan Compressor -station. ' -:; : 
Thirteen thousand five hundred horsepower of new compression vill 
beiinstalled at Brentwood Compressor station, This wIll create 
pressure to transport the gas through 120. miles _of. 36" diameter .. 
pipe from Brentwood Compressor station to panoche Meter station.· 
This segment would be located parallel and adjacent to PG&E's 
existing Line 2. PG&E does not propose any construction or 
modification of its existing facilities for the final 113 miles of 
the Expansion Project between Panoche Meter station and Kern River 
station. One hundred thirteen miles of dual 34" pipe that is. part 
of PGtrE'sexisting Lines 300 A and B betweenpanoche Meter station· 
and Kern River station and 17 miles of PG&E's 36".diameter existing 
Line 400 near Delevan will be used by the Expansion. A portion of 
the capacity of Line 2 will also be used for Expansion·servicei As 
part of the, Expansion,-PG&E also will modify compressors and/or 
piping at'five existing compressor stations and modify three 
eXisting meter stations. 

18. ' .. Expansion gas would displace deliveries of _ gas currently 
received by PG&E at the southern portion of its system, so that the 
gas received from southwest sources will flow to the Expansion 
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shippe'ts,,' 1 ro&E {statesl~that:'J\o' additionalc faoilitie$. are '-needed 
d0\o1nstr~am--'Of'iKebl'Riv~tstation'c~'1 :'d',~ {,) JHH!'l'/<' fI: .~11'1 -.~,::",j" ,~jl 

19. :In early 11989 "it appeared.. that utility 'subsoriptions I .l oJ-:;'> 

would'reqiHre':6nly 350MMof/d' of 'capaoitY.d:PG&E/PGT theo:coriducted, 
an "open season" bidding' pt6cedure: to market: the t'emaining' l i: ',. i , . .' 

capaoitY,-:from April 26~throu9h May'2,'1989"')(-',I'-;~-:: ':!, .,~.{ 

2()j: 'PG&E'd~terninecl ; it : would. -allocate firm ,transportation : on:! 
the Expansion by an "open . season" bid process. : cCapaoity on ·the' '~.',: 
Expansi6fi'was'awarded,in relatiori'totthe pres~nt,value of the' 
reservation-tee' ;f6r, the t~im requestedi< with ,:the: ina~imuii bidbein<j'~ 
a -100% reservation and a 30.i..year term. " The open'season 'procedure,' .: 
also"caliedf6rthe timely e)or~cutioni of a"precedent' Agreement. " 

21.;' Edison, SDG&E, and the cities of· LOng ,Beach, Burbank,'" 
Glendale;,and Pasadefia'e~ecuted Precedent Agreements for a combined 
capacity of 330 NMcf/d.' 'r::' 

22~' The'Precedent Agreement between prospective shipper and 
PG&Erequired (a) exclusive commitment to the Expansion for the 
volumes selected1 (b),specific,supp6rt for.the Expansion before' 
regulatory'agencies; and (c) the procurement of adequate gas 
supplies and'necessary regulatory approvals. 

'2jL: Prec~derit Agreern~ntsw~tQ execut6d initiAlly with 
sUccessful ',bidders 'in' April of 1989" 

,24. Under the 'Precedent Agreements, 'shippers are relieved of 
their obliqations to execute firm transportation agreements' if , 
satisfactory regulatory' apprOVals are not obtained, or,if they-fail 
to secure a gas supply. Once the two c6nditions have been 
satisfied, the parties are obligated to use the~r best efforts to 
finalize firm transportation agreements within 120 days. 

25. The'Precedent Agreements specified that transportation 
over the Expansion Project would be on a "firm" basis., 

26,Ouring the'months of July and August in 1988; the 
Expansi6n ProjQct was reVised by replacing the original 36" pipe 
with 42- pipe. This produced an additional 155 MMcf/d of oapacity, 
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whicl!cwilL·accol!l1iodate the~californiai shippersf~'l)ee4 for! finn~ 
transportatiQn'~ Ol)c'ai year~round': basis. ,,:; pernit ..,trailspottaticm by. 'an i i 

aciditi6nalshipper i cplus, eJiable( PG&~: to, tr-ansP9rt ,an increlllental"c "'1 

100·HM¢f/d!for'~itselt.Ltf"'~;" ';c.' ~ .. \",~ Ii"} :;,~.I> <iit l:!Lr::;, f'~',::{·} 

0' 27. ;,Th~'1~de~ign ,capaQity". of th(fEXpansi9n-' prQject isY7!?~., it' 

MMcf/d, but {the' max~mum capaci ~y[ o.f<' the. pipeline ,·is ,87.1, 5t KMcf/d·, a~ 
Kern River station during peak day condi.tions whi.ch may t occur], , :' l!! 

during -(the, winter, months" of October through'March.,,:The actual 
daily .. capacity. ~ on the ~xpansion' dependst on', at range 1 of j operating~,~ ,'. ,,' 
c(mditi()ns_.that:occur;over-,the;co~rse ,ofr the:yeard ',.' , 1;- ;''-! :',: . 

lit; 28. : ~Alth()ugh, 755;MMc;f/d ()t, finn ¢apa_ci~y~has' been, allocated~ :', 
to shippers that have exeputed,precedent agreements, PG&EproP9ses: 
to'proVide transportation,in excess of 755,MMcf/d, either firm or 
interruptible; up to: a' maximum throughput of· 877 MMcf/d., depending" 
on actual operating conditions' at the time., :' "ii' 

29. Ttte single point·otdelivery·for gas transported,overlth~ 
Expansion is Kern River station. Shippers or end users:would,then 
purchase'transportation service by the local distr~bution company 
at rates tariffed by.the'commission for delivery to their burner· 
tip. ;,. 

30.-'PG&E estimates'the fourth qUarter 1988 capital cost of_ 
the Expansion' to be $544&8 million,iwhich,ise>cpected to increase 
to $696 million by the year 1994, when the Expansion will be,. 
completed. ' i , ' 

31.' The commission has prepared an Environmental Impact, 
Report as'partof its duties as a lead agency Under,the californ~a 
Environinental'QualityAct (Public Resources Code section 21000, 

et'seq, ,nCEQA·). The Commission recognizes that the impacts on th~ 
environment of the Expansion'should be avoided and, where 
unavoidable, mitigated, and this requirement will add $40 million:' 
to the estimated cost of the Expansion. 
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32', (1 PG&E proposes:tQ! 1rlitiali.yr finance thetExpansionJProjecti'.~· 
througll a' c6inbination 1 ofr,70"perc~nttdebt) ($381 ;'388 r,'700) f and, 3Q ,~f1 t-,"i J 

percent:'conunoil equity i ($16l ,452j 300)°1 (, iThis"capital<ratio :",ill_'»er'i, 
changed during the first ten years of operations:to t a'lcapital~'rati6 
of approximately: 55; p~rcent~debt and' 45cpercent~'~quitYi! but, s6rne 
portion"'6f,' th'e: debt - and' common' etJUity ~ may be replaced 'wi th 1 ,{, \ 1:~ .'~ 

. f' 'Ad" t'A k "',. ,',,. . " ,:'., pre erro: 'S yc .:,.' :" '., ':.i !" ", 

j3'~ 'j,' PG&t'rnay: revise 'the frate-: of return 'on~ commoni equity~and ,;, 
capi tai j structure' in' order,' to', accohunodate ,any substantial " c;hange (in 
risk profile of the'Expansion Project'thatmay~result~from.the;cost 
allocation', and- ratei design: that' emerge', from.':the\'negotiations 'with 
shipper~por' a§ a o result, of thts proce'edingi" "".; .~.,: .' .. ;; ,:,~ " 

" 34:~' PG&E's e'stiniatedcost of'the Expansioir,Project iSfbas~d:1-' 
on' a- 14%"ret.'u'rn -'on equity and: a' lOt: cost -of debt. '-!These ifigures1. ~ i 

are used. for the purpose of establishing' a cost cap 'but :not<cfor the 
pUrpose'of'computing the allowance: for funds used during 
constrUction~ .. , , , ..' , ,,:',i C'. 

-, ,': 35. The Expansion will not adversely affect PG&E's' cost of 

capital or· ability to' raise additional capital.',' ; 
36. Based on capital expenditures of $544.8 million, and . 

assuming.' a 1u 2%- rate- of return,'- the' annual' cost' of'· service of the 
Expansion' is $101.1 million'in the first year,-and PG&E shows, that 
the cost; of service 'Woulddeoline anhuallYl: 

37. The Applicant believes that 30-year straight-line- . 

depreciation should be used because this depreciation method 
approxiinates the decline in economic value of the property, 

- 38~:'- PG&E presented a rate design for the. reVenUe requirement 
for Year 1 based on the $101.1 million first year cost' of service, 
The proposed ,rate structure parallels the PGT rate design for the', 
interstate' 'portion' of the Expansion Project. '. i Y,-i . 

39. PG&E subnitted a pro forma tariff in the form of a FERC 
tariff and its calculation of illustrative rates for the pro forma 
rate schedule. PG&E is currently negotiating with its Expansion 
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,~J;~l~Q,t ::,~~ h)p.e~s ; ,~,~ t tQ :ltl)e \ li"~ t~~ l at\~ t.~,m~ i.o( <~etV.t~~. ; {o,r t:lt~ 
prop()~.~41 ~l;,<1"sPQ,rta~~Qn 1.~~JYt<;:!~,.; ".pq~~,~Jr:\t,~n(l~:.t:Q :a~ju~J: ttts, p,\,() 1", 

forma tariff based on t~~, Q\!t:.<;:Q~e.,.of;.ne9Qt~.~.~lQl),~. 0.1 'CL.(';\i. -"I . :.:J 

If, E:;,4Q., ,.P<.;&,E: PJ;opos,e~ .al),,~>.Cp,~n~,iC?n'.~J;Qj~ct,.,~{l~;J:~,a~.~ ,s.ep~rate 

f~c?T!l ;"?G&,~ ~s .. o~he~. r~9ui~tech\-,\t~ \ ~ ty. );>usiIle.s~~s.; r'. ~ l <J~n~r.;k.l :ra~~ I,' ;-. 
! c~a,9.e .appl i,c~tiorawo~ld( ,be :filed in: ~bQ~t two ,y~~r:s ,(J;Ol!l t~~i~ d~t¢/: 
a (t.er. ' C;Q,nst,.ruqtton ,.has i b~en' cQmpleted) ~'1d: abo\lt, ,s i.~ i ,-n~nt.h,s. p:riot; ,. 

t<? L~P'~en.¥~1I!e,nt of,9P~r.;lt~ont ,:T.lli~, xat~. ,c;:ase, ,woul<l."e~~.ab~i~h t;h~ t' 
r~a9p.n~~le ~ c~st: . of. l the .~xp~n~ioJ) ~roj ~c\:: an~ . ~e~~r~~lle . ,actua~, , ,r~tes 

fOJ;"t~a,n.sp?r.t.atioQ,onithe"Exp.~n~i9:n." f'.ii;~"L.,,; .:;., .,,',' :',f' dE ,:,"'q(',' 

41. Under PG&E's proposal, costs o( ~,the, E~pal1~io.~ .. pr9ject;. ;:' . 
will be recova,~ed only: f.ro~ -tl1~ ,Expansio,,',~ cus,t~~er:~ ~l1d ~xpansion 
sponsor~. " .N,one of tile; cost~of the ,Expal1sion ~illl~be ~ all,c;>ci;lt~<;l~ ,to. 
PG&E's existing customers, e){c~pt,to the extent,.t~at·,PG&E"it~elf;is 
a custom.er of the Expans$..on ~roj~ct, None of ·th~. ,C,osts of .o"!ning 
or op~rating t:he existill9 PG&Etran~mission .faqili.tieswo.~l,d ,be 
allocat~d, to the· Expans~on .un4e:r-, PG&,E/s :ninc~ernental cost"" : 
metpodolQ9Y·, ;' , . 1 ; . , 

,:'.' '~, 4.~., . ,PG~E prop()se~ ',~hat: all revenue~ from interruptible 
transportation shall accrue to it~ sh~reholders. 

~ 43. ,The cost;s 9f.E~p~nsion plal)tandequipJ;!l.en.t,wil1 be 
. . 

recorded in sepa~ateExp?lDSion. acc;ount~, .:. 

44. Costs for futUre replacement of facilities and operating 
expenses specificallyassooiated,with,the,Expansion_wil~ b~ 

segregated., Those costs are:to be included.in·future Expansion 
rate ~ases on,a forec~stbasis. 

45. Operational savings of appro>:il1lately $13.7 millio~ " , . 
resulti,ng froE .reduced compressor fuel cQnsumption at compressor 

stations along the Kingsgate to Kern Riyer route will r~duce ;, 
PGT/PG&E's ~xisting rev~nue ,requirement6 '. : 

46. :TheExpan~i~)J) Project witl provide inorease~, system, . 
reliability and· flexibility in supply procurement ,f9rPG&E's 
existing ratepayers due to its looped design~ " . 
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47",t --PG&E ~and 'PGTC!ntend t'()Cj6intl"y '''6stabl ish :-a'~siii9're ,4pr6je'c:£t 
6rgcWdza~i6'n I i6 Pdire6t,- tlie ; eri€fre Expd:nsion cftom 'th€-ca,ya'd{an"~.-: (\1'1 

U.s. boundary to ·the ipartoche Heter' Station ~!t j~,) i"",;' i ':. r, ,c; ,', <) r 
""'''8 {q:PG&E :'r'eqU§sts : 'a,': wit iver Ipursuant::'t6' Sebti6'nXV' 'of General 

ordet : 96.IA '(GO t96-A) ,'of Se6ti6ns' ~ji i :IX~ '~and l)!P'-whicil'w6\il'd>"e'nabl'e 
PG&E ito ;r'ile",its- Exptinsi'on ,project taifff~-hi!'th'e'· tariff "ioi'l1l'at "U'sed 

at ;'the' FERCf and :would"d~piiv~ ,th~' CPUC"of'{itsffauthoiitY:;\itider'-GO"~ 
96':"1\ t'6 ~amerid .'tii'e; te'rms 'a'nd "conditlons,'6t,+a, "contract~bebi'een PG&S ~ 

'and 'an; Expansidn'Pi6ject 'cust'6irier doting' the" termt'of' the "d6'ntiact r 

when, in the Commission's judgmenti the )am~ridment~is"requii'ed 'to'·-~ 
serve~the'pubii6;~inter~st;' ,'.: ~"':',' ,',. .;; 

.. ,"49.; (PGTJPG&E'has qranted: to Edi'son':aJ\d\'SDG&E'-opti6ns to; 

ac~izietip'to 2'0\ and· 10%;' respecti"ely/equity Qwnersllip ·in,the' , 
lUrlgsgateto Ke'rrl RiVer 'Station 'project. ' ' '~r,' ' • 

- ',' 50.' PG&E ,has :not tencleredthe option' agreemeiit's ~foi '. ,'- :" 

commi'ssi6il-approval, preferrIng that the C6rlunistdon;'ieviEiw' the' 

• e 

utilities' exercise of their \opt.fori§~ .. if, that 'should 'occur. " e 
51. On August 30, 1989, PG&E executed a Precedent "Agte~ment 

obligating 'itself, tosubscribe'to 100 MMcf/dof 'fim,'iranspoitation 
capaci.ty on the Expans16npr6jectl 

52,' ro&E's "application 'for 'certification of the Expansion is 
being made at a time of change',in califoinia's natural gas 
industry. ", , ! - .. 

53,: ' PUCode § 1001, which 'lists the criteria by which the 
commission Shall 'deteimiile 'whethet it proposed pipeline will'serve' 
the public convenience and necessity, reflects the role of the 
utility-urider the 'former natural gas industry structure. 

54~ F61l6wingan investigation into the interstate natural 
gas pipeline stlpply'arid capacity 'available to·Califorilia 
(1.88-12-027), we determined that the regulatory, response 'that', 
would provide the most benefitf6r the'california consumer ~ould be 
to let the market decide which of several c6mpetingpipelines would 
be built (D.90-02-016). 
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ptoceecling. 
58. -. The primary aspects ~of -the Expansion proposal· tl\at dem~nd 

e~amina~ion in light of'our express criteria are PG&E's .. 
subscription to 100 MMcf/d o~-firl!i transportation capaoity_on the· 
Expansiorti;the- failure to include any costs of the ~xisting:system 
in'- the' propOsed If incremental' rate design; ~ PG&E' ~: propos~l _ to ~ 
allocate revenues from interruptible transportation to its 

~ 

shareholders, 'and-the Expansion's potential impact Qn competition 
due tel' its single- delivery point, -

59, In D.90';"02-016'we found that there-is a near-terIn'need 
tor_900 HMcf/d and a-long-term need for b6-to2,1 Bcfld of- "." 
additional natural gas pipeline capacity in califorpia.- , , 

60.-' PG&E, DRA, Edison, and SDG&E all introduced -unch9-llenged 
evidence:based on the-1989 California Gas Report (CGR) that shows. 
that the potential of committed DSM resources to reduce demand by 

,the:year:- 1995 is -limited to a reduction in gas consumption. of only 
27 MMcf/d by UEG usage and a reduction in gas sales by only9~O 
MMcf/d by SoCaIGa.s. 
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bf [";-611',' WE{ltihd' ,that :a' need'exlsts' for an' increlUental·.l755. MMof/d 
of f itin' 'o'atural; <;as' transportation 9ap~oity"wl\i9h:1 the. E~pansion ,'I r .. , 
project.; :i6" Pt"opos'ed to prov ide',) \,}, f i if,: i r :"i ,""!' i ':-:. it[ ,~'!i r\'.: A (,:' r·~! ( 

'? ,', ~, :) '6~- ~-"( Edison' s- annual'requirernents ,for elect rio. gener~tion have 

J\6t~·falleh 'below ·the J)'atuial· gas 'equiv~lent .of, 300 HMcf/d.\ii: ,,' .... -.' 
Edison"s' 'sUhscription' to 200 MMcf/d 'of Expansion;cap,\oity \oIill··- lb 
alleviate' 'Edis6n'sdependence on' interruptible, pipeiine capacity.-· .. 
The intetlr\fptible : nature of Edison's 'supply has resUlted in .. the ."'.'l! 
curtailmenb 6f ·"(jas 'service in !'11 out of ',the 16. months ending ,.with 
April 1990 at the -direct· cost· of $42 tiillJo.n to Edison',s ',,' -",- - : .~:. 1 

ratepayers/'·SOO&E's:long.;..termgas strategy relies 6n,'firm, '~;":'ii 

transportation, since in SDG&E's experience, the ~lack of :access,t,o, 
fiitiltransp6rtation: limits access to the br6adestrange of ,gas 
suppl ies· arld imp6ses' Unnecessary costs on ratepayers~' , ' 

63. There is need for sone of the capacity represented by the 
;£xpansi6npi6ject, as "evidenced by the testimony of Edison.and 

SDG&E and the ~subscriptioI'l of these ,two utilities to 300 MHcf/d of 
f inn transportation; service on the Expansion'," 

,~' :-:64 i " -The"·Precedent Agreements evidence theqood faith 
commitrnent6fshippers and PG&E to enter: into a long-terro,firm:gas 

transportation agreement provided that.PG&E obtains regulatory' . 
approval and the shippers acqUire long-tenngas'supplies. " 

65. The Precedent Aqreenents are' reliable indicators' of the. 
market's interest in the Expansion Projectl and the. terms of-the 
agreements provide a reasonable level-of comtnitr.lent by th~ shipper 
at this stage of the project's development • 

. ,: '. 66.' There is evidence that the Expansion Project may be 

needed in the 'future to meet the demand demonstrated by shippers 
that have executed precedent Agreements. " 

61 •. PG&E woUld rely on the Precedent Agreements to sho~,' tQ~t, 
in its btisinessjudgnent, demand for the remainder of EXpans~on 
project capacity will arise in the future. 
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10 68.r 1 "At: tliis( time';, PG&Er has~' not'cbeen!a$sure~t .Qt l:~\'~n\J~ .~'( i':!~ .-,1 ,t 

recovery ",a'rid fits shareholders ,'1as "!the ,projeot i$p(>nSQr, "b~~~ '""q tq~;iJ 
assumed the risk'lthat ,there will, bei~uffiQient,Qe~~nd,~for ,its r!;: { 
C-a'-..\a'o-it·y. '" :jr,iU ;',', i',.':, ", ; ".i' ,"~~" " , t'" - ~t~~·~'~ L:(~~~'~-~-i:-:~-I:"·; .. 0_ .\, 

69. ,The :pipelinc'network; we seek to· pr<?~Qt~"is·nqt; Cl,- ~inCJ).~,): 
i nterstate ~'pipe 1 i ne " suppl ier I". but, an integra ted J:\~t.woJ;'k c<;>J)s ~~ting" 
of LDCs and their suppliers. 

"l! ,i 70~':' 'A:"pr6p6sed', interstate ,plpelin~ ,neet;l\ npt, ,; on i~~ 0,",1),

accessc.lfall:th~ maj6r p~oducin9 are&st-r< .It, is S~fficie(\t~t:ll<;~t)i~s,:, 
intercormeotions and' d6wm;tream', operation~ 1 c,Qntribute to" <iiy~rsity 

of supply'~fo~,;thestate:as,a whole.": "'<" :<',:', "'~' ','.':, : 

71. construction of the Expansion will result in acces~,~~ " : 
new: sUppl les:' of l Cililadian <Jas ,and the' resultant mix. of suppl $..es to 
california"will' promote gas-on-gas' competition,:', " ,'" ~ 

72. The Expansion is economically justified, bec,a~s~ under '. ; . 
PG&E's proposed' rate design methodology,-.: it will· b~ pai4. for- by 
incremental shippers and not existing ratepayers., 

: ,'. 73~ " The Applicant's proposal .to segregate Expansion Project 
costs in separate accounts outside of .PG&E/s.n0rpal plant ac~ounts 
and expense accounts, to establish a separate general ,rate ca.se 
proceeding: to determine th~ reasonable rates for~ the Expans,ion 
projectj'and to hold the Expailsion'project sponsors and ~hipp~!.s 
responsible' for all costs of the Expansion tends ,toinsulat,e .. 
existing ratepayers;froll the financial risk.of the project. 

74. The Expansion has 'allocated capacity in a non
discriminatory manner through the ' open season process. 

75. PG&E has proposed temporary capacity brokering over both 
the 'PGT and PG&E portions of the Expansion. :" 

, 76.; since holding the ri<Jht to fi rm transportati.on capacity 
over several years i would enable' Expansion shipp~rs ',to r.epl~ce 

. pipelines as the' bottl'enecks in the interstatetransportatiQn of 
natural, <Jas,',we will specify as a condition of our approval, that 

PG&E include temporary capacity brokering as a term of its firm 
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transportation contraots s for:service r on1the <;alitornia portion of 
the pipelili6. ,"This'J~ill '-assur~::ther,fullest: use, of capaoity \to'lo:-,'n 

bring coropetinglint~rstatef supplies ito' the:conSUl!ier~' ,: l'f>i ,: (',1' UC",2i" 

77. The Expansion Proj~ctneets the crit~ri6n that a ~ipelip~ 
sh6\\ld lnot. tht'eatef\::bypass 'Of,: local':distribution i c~rtlpanies . ~0 
estcit>lished in' D~~O-O~~()16:;for our' approval'.Qf ,an lint~r~tate j":"'>~<~d (. 

pipeline. . ,!,j" ;'~';i;<' 'r ('''),i) b:lf, ,~',':l11:t,) 

78;':' Tn~ 755· MHcf/d'¢apabity; design ':is[reasonable,~beca\.1se the 
state :\lfl1'~ru~ed t that incremental'· amo1,lnt ot",qCis~ ttansportation,':':lY::"; 
cap€.citY: by')i995' and" shippers~ hav~-;demonstrated'demand: for, ,the j "-;r! f 

capacity through their execution. of',precedent r Aqreernentslfqr'.;1.5 5 :;~~ 

...,-u.. . -' ~. c ~:' i --: - ..,,, .': :. ... "' . i -: ,-. ;-u-u.cf," d,' ~ ',' " " " 

< ':'19'.,' ,The increase: in' pipeline 'size and resul tant 'incre~se .in::"1 
capacity from 600 MMof/d-t.O'755'MMc f /dwclsa'reasonable'response!to 
the seasonality' problen-, ' , . 

'.~ 80'i C The estimated maxinmn cost, of iJnplementing the:',,: ." -~ ~ : 

environEental nitigatioh' required' by' this, decision ~ ~ill be $40 :,":':; ( 
miilion, ~ which is an~ estinate . that should be added to the cost cap 

fbi"the'Expansion'projectreq\iired'under PU'Code § 1005,S ~ ~'. -' - < 

subsection' (a)". ",:, -:~, ;'. ,)' 

tn.-:· It is appropriate to' use a 30-year depreciation ,pe~.iod,. -,! 

becaUse that. is Used by the CPUC, and the FERC to' estimate ttt,e " ": 
useful liVes of gas transmission pipelines, existing PG&E ' :.' !;,'t 

pipelines', notably" Lines 300 arid 400,-- are approxina~elY' 39 y~ars :-:_' 
old, and becaUse it enables' the utility to' provide a monopoly, 
service to the public at areasonable:cost. ' ' 

'82~ The system's "design day' capacity, 'deliVerable the 
entire year, is 755 MMcf/d; this ;is the amount of: firm capac~ty " 

available f6rcontract. Between th'e755 MMcf/d of firm ca.p.aoJty 
and 877.5 MMcf/d of peak capaoity 'lies the-potential .range of 
interruptible capacity of () MMcf/d to 122.5 MMcf/d, ; There, m~y b~ 
substantial transportation capacity during the "shouldermonthsn

" 
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.... hen temperatures !are"belQWf90 'degreesi ~nd lvery.: little' infonnation 
ofi'interruptible cap~oity'was:availablelt~) :},'i' 0""-'1 !,f!',': ":'~li:~!l'~~~:\.[ 

83, PG&E's ·proposal to .financ~ ,the, Expansion" project t'i i.:.: f:-: • 

initially )thr6ugh' 10t:debt ~ and' 30\ equity;is' reasonable. : . f t' 

;84~: Th.;t~partsion'proposes to use-some' l~O'mil~sQf ~~istin9: 
PG&E qas~ pipelin6, eXisting :metering statiO)lS; taps, (artd· other·: r ,'C < 

facilities\which'will 'avoid the cost~ot construoting of~sorq~ 130.<·, 

niles of new pipeline •. Tl)is savings. represents the .\lse .6f-~,";; .~ . 

economies 'of scale and is a- prudent; Use; of sooiety's. re~9ur~~s. 
:'>85,-. PG&E proposes'tha\: the'Expansion be. allocated 0%.'-,,:- .. 

responsibility for common costs because the Expansion!susage, of ",. 

th~'~xistin~ f~riilitY'is inoreDental~and~here is no basis" short 
of a policYbasis t for allocating common costs.' 

86. PG&E's·competitors urqe that· a portion of the cost of· the 
e~isting system be allocated to the Expansion, which would i~crease 
the' t'ransportation rate charged by the Expansion and make it less . 
competitive, but did not provide adequate policy reasons to support 
the allocation of common costs. 

81. No party proposed any basis for the allocation of common 
costs' between the existing system and the Expansion Project. 

88. The proposal to exolud.e the costs of existing PG&E sys~em 
facilities that will be used by the Expansion Project from .the 
Expartsioh project revenue reqUirement is reasonable because 
assigning the benefits of existing economies of scale to the 
incremental user is an efficient allocation of resources. 

89.' Existing ratepayers are not faced with an lroPPQrtunity 
costlr associated with the Expansion's use of existing facilities 
because there is no evidence that those faoilities are needed .to 
serve e~isting ratepayers, and Kern River'.stheory that ratepayers 
would incur an opportunity cost at some future date is too 
speculative to constitute a basis for cost allocation today. 
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-

'\':' f 'I r 90,1iiThei Al16c(!,tlon'~of ~inor~rnEmtal,,,plus",,ratesJ for) t~e , / ;;";": 
Expansion would hay. the ~ff~6t6t discoura~ing~incr~~~ntaltUse:of, 
existing facilities;,and q\egating economies/of f;Cale. \':' I 

91. PG&E' proposes: that' the costs: of' future, facilities' ; " ' _, '(' : 
additibYls should' be'paid for'to the ext~nt :responsibility may be 

assigned'td existing and Expansion' shippers, and the, CO!?t l of,~. ,-: ,0, ' 

additions' that cannot'b~ assigned to one' qroup or ,the" other: should: 
be allocated on basis Of pro rata' throughput." ."" ::; "",: :: ,~l { " 

. 92r::;"The" full';"fixed variablerate;design' is proposed to' :", 
collect 1 <iO " 'of the costs of, {irlll' transportation ; from the monthly 
reservation fee~, ',to ""',".',:1:,,' 

93. Although the' Expansioil' is proposed primarily to provide:-: 
755 lfMcf/d of firm transportation,' it will provide at least 60, -, 

MMct/d of'interruptible transportation as well. The rates for fim 
and interruptible transportation are based on 100% load factor and 
willrecoV'er all of the costs allocated to firm and interruptible' 
transportation service, respectively. 

94. PG&E's proposal to collect 93% of its annual revenUe 
reqUirement in tim transportation demand charges assures us that 
there is littl'e financial risk associated with reVenue recovery so 
longas'the'Expansion is fully subscribed. 

95. Theshipper~s fixed costs 9f service on·the Expansion 
Project provide an incentive to the shipper to maximize throughput 
in order to recover its fixed costs. 

96. The benefits to PG&E's existing customers from the 
Expilllsi6n; the prevention of LDC bypass; and the use of' economi.es 
of scale outweigh the potential effects of rolled-in ratemaking at 
the FERC. 

'97. It is necessary foi us to determine the reasonableness of 
PG&E's subscription at the earliest time. 
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,98.r r ,The subscriptio,n has ,the P9tentiat<-tQ ,a.ffec~ Ltpe .qo~t of 
service to other shippers ,on'ethe Expanqion project Jt:'~&E~~' '~:if~;d 

subscription cannot' be recover:ed ,in ,rates:becaus$, oftha, ,$13)tQ, $2~ 
million:,in, annual· revenues represented by ,th(it subsoripti<m.· " ;"; '\ 

99. We should require PG&E to demonstrate e:lth~r,tha1;., it:ha~: 
awarded its 100 MMcf/d increment Of capaoity ,to; othe.r,~f!hippers in a 
non-discriminatory manner or that it needs the capaci,ty.:.il)~lW ;:' [i 1 

Expansion project's first qeneral :rate case" ,If .. PG~I;:: qqe~·no.t 1:;'.', 

demonstrate reasonableness at, that titne, it jeopardize,s,-,<:>ur ;':~" 
approval of, the rates ana ~harges' for'the Expan!?.ion~r6ject:.,,; . , ' 

" lO,O';:'Inorder ,to grant a certificate fQra proposed ,: 't:,'" "f 

development,' we must determine, among other thingsj the portion of 
the project cost which will be borne by ratepay~rs. 

,101 •.. ~ None of the costs of the E,xpansion Project will be borne 
by ratepayers of the existing PG&E system. 

102. PG&E proposes that the revenues from interruptible 
transportation service accrue directly, to·,PG&E's. shareholders. 
PG&E's share~olders woUld be at risk fo recovering 7% of the 
revenue requirement of the Expansion. This proposal would assign 
interruptible 'revenues in excess of the reVenue requir~ment to 
shareholders as well. It is premature to make that assignment ,at 
this tillie, 

1()3. The lack of evidence as to shipper liability for the, '. ' 
payment of firm transportation rates intended to recover the 
project's revenue requirement, coupled by the·lack of reliable 
evidence of the Project's interruptible capacity, frustrate our 
ability t~ assign the risk Of revenue recovery between shareholder 
and ratepayers in this decision: however, we confirm that theris.k 
that subscriptions to firm capacity may 'not equal or exceed.755 
MMcf/d will be borne by PG&E as the Project's sponsor and the risk 
of revenue recovery will be borne by PG&E's shareholders and 
Expansion 'shippers. 
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j(l :104\ '," No poiiion"of' ·t'he"Expansion"proje'ct~s'costs shall, he 
borne by:r'atepayet<s urttil;·thEf·l'easonableness of those i costs ha's' \.". 
}:>een' detemihedin the EXpa1\sion 'project's first' general- rate case, 
and a fin:ali'allocation ·of 'risK between shareholder and ratepayer: [ . 
ha'sf b'ecen' -nilde' • .i; :, ," "', ': ;': ,'~ il" '1,: :', .". 

,', ,',,: l05. 1 ,JTOday'sappr6Val of aCPCN for the Ex'pansioll is"a:,',\. 
qualifi'ed 'orYe'.:· ,'l'here· is sufficient heed for· issuance ,of, the i f.-.::-" 

certi'ficateJ' nowever, we dO not determine that construction of the' 
Expansi6nw6uld'io'all cases be' reasonable.',. ,:,i, " ,,'," ':~;~" ,';, 

106.: ' By ·issuing the certificate of public convenience 'and· :.~: 
necessity,we find that PG&E must be afforded the opportunity to 
exercise its own judgment that the Expansion'project best meets the 
demands of its narket segment. 

i'07.' No shipper 'on the Expansion project has complained that 
it was being denied the opportunity to compete in PG&E'sservice' 
tert" i tory.' 

los.since PG&t's'existing transportation rate isa postage 
stamp rate, it makes no'difference whether the delivery point 'is at 
the 'southern 'ot northern end of PG&E's ·system. A'shipper,seeking 
to serve a customer iil'PG&E'S service territory would have to pay: 
PG&E's-qas'transpottation rate in either case. 

109. The restriction of deliveries to Kern River station was 
designed to enable the project sponsor to recover the cost of ' 
deliver1't6 that p6int,and given our expressed policy of imposing 
the cost of new facilities designed to serve incremental users on ' 
those users; the Expansion Project properly promulgates rates to 
iec6Verthe cost of service of the full extent of the Expansion's 
physical plant ... 

110.PG&E's participation as a shipper'constitutes-a 
~ubscription to firm cApacity that allows a ,greater vol\iriH~ to' share 
the Expansion's costs, thus lOWering the 'firm transportation rate 
and giving the Expansion a competitive advantage. PG&E's 
participation as a shipper is anticompetitive, since any of the 
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other pipeline! sponsors,'~whose"1nembers~ inbludelgas r producers, [gas 
aggregators~'. o~, interstate 1 pipelines~could' ha.ve~ executed~ a! i't,.):,>!!,; 

contract as a shipper on their proposed. pipeline: t6 maximize' the::< ,: 

):::~'} 111-.-; There Js' no' ne~d' for f additional' capaoity 1 to,serve~ the I., t 
ne'eds1 of J PG&E's' core ratepayers in 1994 t when the' Expansion is ;,:' .··.-i 
expected,to'commence deliveries, ..... 

- , 
i :' 112 ~:t PG&E's responsibility. for procurin~ natural- gas \ supplies-, 

to serve non-core ratepayers has been radically" diminished~ by! ')ri '-'.' 

D.90-09-089,'thedeoision'on'the' commission'sru~emaking,to_change 
the struct-ureof: gas utilities'· procurement-practices, . .,-!t 

-: '113'. i: The ne",- 'level 9f utility service -describ¢d by, D. 90~09~089 
does not obligate: PG&E to acquire firm transportatioJ;l capacity: to : 
serve non-core customers. 

114.-' We did not unbundle the transportation function in order 
to-impose th~ risk of underutilization of capa9ity_back on PG&E's 
ratepay~rs'. -

115. PG&E's share of the first year's annual revenue .. : ~ 

requirement based on- the proportion of PG&E's subscription to total 
project volumes would be roughly $13 million~ El Paso testified 
that the cost: of that subscription is $28 million a year~ 

116.; PG&E's testimony 1n the Pipeline OII and 1n this case. 
that PG&E projects a need for an additional 300 MHcf/d in its 
service territory by the Year-1995 may be well founded; but it does 
not necessarily justify PG&E's own SUbscription for firm capacity. 
That'need should be net by others who hold capacity on the 
Expansion or other pipelines. 

-117. It is likely that the queue of shippers who responded to 
PG&E's open' season bidding process represent-demand for firm 
transportation rights on the Expansion Project-sufficient. to 
subscribe to the 100 MMcfJd currently held by. PG&E. 
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~'i~;)18rF)Therel is ,-.insufficient', evidence { to, showl tllat1 PG&Efsl '(~)d lu 

subscription' to ,100,MM6f/dof tim' tr~n$portation: capao$.ty-, on.' th..e.)}, 
Expaiusion' Project, iS1 rea$onable,': '. q i C":U i~',) '( '~~l i [;; , "c· 'I::·f·'dnt>~' 

119. It is necessary to resolve the'que~tion of'PGfrE's:needv') 
for this" subscription J:\O~ later tha'n', the" Expansion' general rate" case 
because,': due [to: $13': to, $~S million' in itnn\lal· revenues'· represented} ! 
the subscription has the potentiai to affect the,cost·of,service:.to 
other: shippers' on the Expansio~ proj~ct· if PG&E is not 1 authorized 
to hol~: that capaci ty~;· ", " '.' i' ,: . i)'.' ('/.'; ,.', ~·'>'1:0;1' ',';,c 'I, 

• ,. 120.'" Access by Edison' and SOO&E;' to, alternative sources of gas1 
from Canada available through the Expansioh" Project would· "I : -;.~'_i : 

contribute to: supply· diversity; reliability of. supply," and lead to 
gas~t9"'gas'competition that'will benefit the ratepayers'6f these' 
two utilities. -. 
"; 121.' PG&E has raised the possibility that ownership' of. the 

Expahsionpr6ject.nay be shared 'With Edison and'SDG&E pursuant to 
an equity agreement and that its shareholders may ultimately. own
the Expansion project • 

. 122 ... ; PG&E would not cede control of existing system' ,to the : ,i 
equity participants, Edisoif and SDGfrE, under the option agreements~ 

123. Edison and S[)G&E have shown a need for 300'MMaf/dof finn 
transportation service on the Expansion and demonstrated the 
ability to fulfill:their commitments to the Expansion. ' 

124. Given the distinctions between·PG&E's~uti.lity service and 
the Expansion's firm transportation function,' we find that a·new. 
interconnection agreement is necessary a.ndthat PG&E and SoCalGas 
should negotiate a new interconnection agreement. 

125. SoCalGas must exercise its.utility obliqation to serve 
under conditions that we have declared will be shaped by m!lrket '. 
forces, rather than by regulatory determination, . 

126. SoCalGas' incurrence 'of pre-con~truction, construction,· 
and post-construction costs to interconnect Expansion Project 
facilities would be reasonable regardless of actual usage, but the 
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reasonableness" of. such ~ costs t lIlU~t~ l;>e.,xev~~!ll?d ~n~ a"f?9~s,~qUep~,:: [ 
proce~din9~ t rThe',alloc~tion of-"the~e'C::,Q~ts ,f;houl~lbe:m~~~Cjl~:':'l ",'if 

quicklYias'possible.::c ",;' ':';';; j, ';,'t ;~!.:\·:;,_i }tl'n, C, f, ;-" dyX 

127. ,Waiver[of;the:GO 96"'ASec~ior-JJ ,tC)rJfJ::Jo~~t 1t' ;"~,,,-';:i 
reqUirements: will-lessen) the potenti(ll, J9r[ sllipp~r-: p.o,I:1f.~,sioR,as to 
the terms' and, conditions ~ ot Expansion: proj~,c~u s¢.rYi~e.,!;, .. .j ,,'!, r if:-"': ::,": 

" 128~:' PG&E will begin to: negotiate.: the .. ~,~pn~_ o{,.i.t.s,.fiqn, j:: .. " uf. 

transportation agreements with sllipper,s.,aft~r' i~.$ua.n~~~ ot JJl.i_~i-:;JO:! 
decision", but·' 'We cannot ant~cipate th¢. rAtes,a.;nct .t~rms. 9 f { _s~ryJ~T; [ 
of th'ose i agreements be~ausethis depis,ion, a.dopts~ ()nlYi a ProC9,r:I1!a. ~ 

tariff (pr. the'E~pansion' Project.,"i' ','. fc" .' . 'ie: ; '.',] ',' ,',' 

129. Except for the rates and charges, for Firm and 
Interruptible Transportation service,lIhichcannot~e d:eter.mined 
until actual costs of construction, interruptible cap~ci~y, and' 
revenue allocation have been determined in the first general ~ate 
case, the terms and conditions of service propos~d,in the profo~~ 
tariff appear to be reasonable., 

130. The.issues of risk allocation l ownership, an~, margin are 
so intertwined,'yet unresolved, at this time that it would be , 
imprudent to waive our subsequent review of 
transportation agreements which'is provided 
GO 96-A. 

PG&E's firm" 
in s~~tiQnsIX and X of 

, '·131", On June 13 , 1989 f the CPUC and FERC entered, 'int;o a ~<' , :' 

Memorandum of understanding to combine efforts, to pre~ar,~, a joint 

EIR/EHL ". 
'132. subsequently, the AltaInont Gas Transmission ~ompany, ~ 

(Altanont); which has filed an application for CPCN.wi~h.the FERC, 
was added to the'joint EIR/EIS for environmental review. 

, 133. The EIR has analyzed the' fQllowing a possibl,e,,; j" ~ 

alternatives to a ,proposed project:that ,WOUld reduce or, eliminate , 
any significant environmental- impacts of the propos~d project: the 
energy-use implications of the project; cumUlative impacts; and 
growth-inducing impacts. 
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1341)r:on':dune' 29~ 1990~ \' the' DrAft) EIR' was1released ': fore comment, 
The Draft EiR' at-( that' t.ime ~ in:¢orporat~d analyses! to' fll! t'i~l r ,its 1(nq 

rol~ as a a joint EIR/EIS for the interstate as w~ll' aSICa!it6rni~~ 
it!lpacts of the \ Ekphn~i6n Proj ect ~ a·ncr· the Al tambnt) Proj ect. .;'~ f 

'--') lj5'<'-:-()n;August;l~j-1990,iAltainbnt filed'a,motitm,·torj~"",)}il'~'.i 

recirculation 'of' the; Draft" EiR.':' olaimh1g: that the' document.: was j "::: 

defectiv~·heca~se'it-failed·to'properly'informithe'publio of~the 

potentibi 'impacts' of' the' project: 'in' that: it! ""as' confusing,-; fCh!;:ru'T; 

improperlY·'compared the-'out~of~state! impacts' of; the,Expcu1siOJ'I' '!: ·,.f 
Project ahdits' altek-na'tives', and erroheously associated,' the'·irv-'C} 
state environmental impacts of the Kern" River: or WyCal f projects -1(' t 

".-1 th those of the Ai tamont proj ect . - , '/: 
:13:6 •. 'The inclusion of the ahalYsisof: the out-of-state"impacts 

of alternatives and the association' ofin'-state impacts of 
albn:;na'tives'withe'ach other coUld not have frustrated or confused 
'an~-"lneInber of the pUblic who\ias trying toundeistand the 
env ironnental consequences of the Expa'nsion Project. - " 

, 137. The clarification of the 'in-state impacts 'of" the 
Expansiori- Project and reVisicm's to the 'discussion 'of alternatives 
contained in tlie tirial EIR do'not constitute"significant new, 
infornationn :as that· tern is employed under CEQA.- . , :; . ,~: ,:. 

138. The EIR ranked the Expansion Project against the, 
alternative' '-interstate pipeline' projects j ' the integrat:ed intrastate 
piI')~line project, the energy efficiency/capacity optimization >''

project, and the combination of the energy efficiency/capacity,; .' 
optimization' alterna.tivewith the integrated-intrastate pipeline 
alternative, based solely on environmental impacts in california." 

139. sinc~ the circulation of the DrAft EiR and the 
evidentiary hearings 6n the'environmEmt~l'impacts of the Expansion 
Project, :the'document has been revised to clearly indicate the 
california-oniy impacts-of the Expansion Project and its" 

alternatives. 
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C> 140 ~'.' i The e)(ecution ,of a lett~l", .a9r~emEtntuby! PQ1'~and:_ Bon~s' Gas 
Producers,~ Inc.-'.didnot: alter ·~he"prQjeot· d.efini~.i<m~ .9(' th.~) 1 '.<Ji/ 

proposed, eXpansion, and' therefore; recirculat.ion o,t ,~~e. EIR .is .J\Qt; 

required'bY:CEQA. :;,-:' ~·.;:'''f ".:'. -:,~ 'l i"'" ""j '{f ~ l!')[;:',' ~":'-~l~; .'''It) 

).41,.· ... d Th,e: Comm.ission ne~d. not ·reconve~e .. evidentiarY:.hearings· ~o 
reconsider the rates and terns of' service propo;s.ed. t,Qt: .th.~.:" ~:,I):ft 

Expansion Ptoject as .the, fesult ~f: the. PG'l'/Bonus . letter ,~gr.e~ment 
because. PG&E 'is 'not reqUir~d to do anY.thing .Qn_th.~ ,,~n-~tJ~.te ,port,i,cm 
of. the' PGT/PG&E; Expansion . ~roject ,·'inrespon.s~ to the .lett~.r:, .'10 '1: >,1 

agreement. :-::~f-!""' . ,_.f :'~':~.:~ :- :~" ~, --~--'>:~i"~' ~(~ -·.1~ >" :: ~ -',~; I~~:~ f:"~ ~,(i~. ~~··l·r 

:' 142. ,'., Comments on the' Draft EIR .were addressed in th~ f~naJ:-:T' 
EIR, issued on November 19, 1990. 

143.- Consistent'\otith the Commission's'statewide reSOUrce' 
planning.perspective, the EIR considered what alternatives to the.~ 
Expansion Project could satisfy california's need for additional' 
gas capacity and supply. , " 

144.' The basic'.objective that· would ,be, satisfied, by, the ':, 
PGT/PG&E project" and that ... ·as ~ssurned for ·the purpose ,of> : " 
identifying possible alternatives, ,·is ,t~e'provisi(m. of a major 
increment of the projected need for natural gas services. in 
Califoinia. '., _. 

145. While no two of. the projects considered in this .. EIR.wo~1d 
satisfy precisely, the same objectives, in a broader sense, possibly 
with some modification to a particular projeot, ,they ,are 
sUbstitutes for one another. 

146. ' since sound resource planning dictates· thatproject~ n9t 
be built significantly in advance of need j and, since need inoreases 
gradually over time, 'the need" for a' second major· interstat~ gas·, . 
pipeline project would be deferred. once either a pipel~ne with, . 
sufficient capacity_ to meet the projected'long-term need of up 1:,0; 

2.1 Bcf/day has been constructed or the project sponsor cqQcludes ,a 
SUfficient market for the capacity does not exist at the time 
construction is scheduled to commence. 
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;-:. :'.0 141~0~1 in1 "d6:termihing the ~ra"ge'of: rea'sonabH~'alternatives': to 
the PGT;"PG&E 'project" ~it' waS 'rH~ce'ssary to' consider ~notl oilly~ projects 
that "coul'd' sui>PlY' comp'atlable' aT!l.ounts' of new rgas to 'Cali1ornia'i~ )Jut~ , 
also those which may be capable of conserving gas or making mor~ .1 

"effioientuse"of, eltistirtg' California: pipeline 'ca"pacity,-i therebY 
making existing sUpplies of "<j"s "available' for. new uses';! ":"'l' (;!,'-"j'-

: .. 148.·"'·Ali~ 'of 'the', interstate' pipeline . projects . would 'have :.:,:,~:,:-~ 
,. substantial', sicjnifi"cant 'environmental' impacts -in \ california, both ; 
before and after:· the imposition ;of mitiq"ation 'me~s\Jres.~ \ However,'-' 
the alternative pipeline projects would have less serious:.:"
envi"ronmental' im~acts,':b6th without and,\lith mitigation,' than the 
Applicant's project. - -": - . -., ~. - - '. 

149;:: ',The iJltegfated intrastate al ternative/, -in turn, woUld 
haVe' far "le~s serious "enVir6nmE!l\tal impacts than any 9f the 
int"erstatil: projects. 

150. The energy efficiency/capacity optimization alternative~ 
would have' virtually no significant adverse e'nviionmental impacts, 
and as such,is-the environm~ntally superior project altenl"ative. 

151~ Chapter sand Appendix5,of-the Draft EIR suggest that 
implernentatior\of a cOmbinationaf energy efficiency measures and 
improvements to the existing natural gas system in california has 

ithe-potential to eliminate the need for the PGT/PG&E"project. 
152. 'The EIR:coilsider.d,eight·project alteinativesin addition 

to the Expansion Project and the no~project alternative. 
153. The EIR analyzed alternative routes for six:seqrnents of ' 

the Applicant's'prOp6s~dcorridor alignment in an effort to avoid 
or reduce significant, unmitigable impaotsassociated with 
particulai sections 'of the Applicant's proposed project. Two of· 
these alternatives~-Jepson Prairie Preserve and Brentwood-
received a leVel of' analysis comparable' to thtlt·.of- the 
corresponding alignments proposed by the Applicant. 
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·154 F' C; The { final- ElRI contains a .. tabulat"f sununary.lof S19niticant 
inpilcts' and mitigation'measures for, the1 Expbnsiqn [Project, JW":.1l:-'! [r~ 

including" al tel"native-· routes; in' Caiifol"nia r ('l;abie i 2-S) ,:':'.~' r'l ~':" ,"jL~ 
.,155n'lAlternative .4, a$.:mociifi~d by 1:he ,incQrpQration'of;the-.w:. 

Contra costa Reroute, is adopted as the approved alignment for.the~ 
Applicant~~ project.through~t~e;Brentwood7Antiochtarea,betwe¢n[ 

Mileposts, 903; and ~ 93~" b~cause i~_ -..:oui.d~ ei.i1!linate: c9mpl~te~y:)the): r ,; 
project's impact. on' alkali; lO.eadow, and vernal~po()l-:ar,eas.:c \ j!! ;.>[ i {; i:, 

\,l"'~ 156"'1, site Cis ~~~pteci,as: ~he_ site fOl','the.c~mpres~i9nJj ~ f'; !: f 

facilities:ne~essary.: in;Srenb,tood. t<?r; the,'Appli9ant(s.;proj~ct'·<. 
because: it:~oulci hav~. the: fewest .significant-an<;l unavpidable· -c. ',-: 

inpacts·.on'resources. . . ,- ,; --,," 

157.,·The Shasta'c6unty, west Route. Alternat~vel ,between:·,:.·:,- '. 
Mileposts 703 and 704, is adopted for the alignment,o,f the,>< .. 
Applicant's project to avoid the northern interior,cypress forest . 

. ·158L -: The Applicant's proposed route petween: Mileposts., 731'7'781' 
is adopted in faVor of the Tehama County Vernal Popl-Reroute.· 

159. The mitigation me~sures imposed on the Expansion Project 
are, attached as·Appendix B-to.this·decision. 

160._' PG&Eroust'construct the Expansion.Project·as modified' by 

this decision: and carry out the mitigation measures suggested~ in -.: 
the final EIR in order to allow the commission to·~in~ that-the 
Expansion's impacts resources are 'less-than-significant for. the ,
identified-resources, -

161~·· A; mitigation monitoring progran,is atta~he(l as·,Appendix.c 
to this decisioh~. The Applicant shall comply· with'- the mitiqation 
nonitoring program in a timely fashion. Any questions concerning 
the interpretation of- the' program shall' be referred to the 

Environmental and Resources Advisory section of, the CACD." 
162. The EIR analyzes the environmental' impact~ that m~y o~ 

would occur, ~s a result of constructing and operating the Expansion 
Project. The final EIR is incorporated herein by this reference_: 
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III 16~ll r'Thefinal 6 EIR ~ identities th~-; environmentally" superior 
al i9nment, 6f 3the'l E>tpAnsiort'i pr6ject'j, .0' We' COh¢lUd~ t On' th~ basis! of"! '[ 
the opinion,6f the: Department1 0t Fish andIGame·that1Alternative{Bl t 

and " t'l6t-t the ~ SOlano ~ Rer6ut~; sliou ld'~ h'e- Used ih th~" J ep$oh " Pra i r ie 
area.1~':""-f ... ~:,. <1~~,~r,":. !'-J' .. ~{- .•. ,~~,:~\ -_.~:-.~ ~~:~- :".;"':'-"~;. :~. ,:-~lt;·,-\·'f~·'\>l r·1.~,_~'i ,"-i~~~-l~"<) 

1641" DUe-to·,tlie 'i6catioh;.' naturej:: and' scale l of: the proposed iqi\ 

pipeline'd)r6j~¢tj"·the EXptu1sion'proj~ct as propose'd 1 in' the~"l 'l'l,d t:: 
Applicant's PEA: would; resUlt: il\"j substantial·environmental impacts!'! 
in virtualiy' every·rel~vant category :"', geolocfy~ soils).: vegetation, 
wildlife.j i fisheries,.- i air' qual ity~ noise i'"! public, safetYFI cui. turili'"):' 'i 
and archa~oi.oq iea 1 resourc~s ~ : v isua 1 : res'ourc~s r·' hydrology J and" \ora ter 
quality, socioeconomics, depletion of large quantities ()flnOn~"": 
renewable resOurces,' cumulative impacts,'{t}r6wth inducement,. and 
emissions6f ~re'rthouse gas.s.· f· 

165. After rec~iving field survey data of the proposed 
Expimsion route,·. including survey data to determine: the'" presence of 
threatened, • rare; . 6r' enda'ngered species, consultatioh with'resource 
specialists~ and'res'Arch in technical jourrtat. j th~EI~ 

consultants have concluded that the' qreat· majority', of· the' Project's 
impa'cts' on resOurces can be reduced to a less~than significant" 
level:: howeveri this. result· can be achieved 'Only if" the" r - :. 

consultant's propos~d mitigation measures are adopted as' a ,,';, 
conditiort 'of is~;uance of the CPCN.· ' " : .... ':.;; 

166. Changes or alterations have been required ini' or' 
incorporated'int6, the Expansion project' that mitigate or avoid 
most of the significant environnental e'ffects identified in the' 

Final·EIR. 

; ~) 

167. Evehwith the'stringent mitigation· recommendationsthat~ 
are contained' in" the tinal EIR," the Applicant's' project would. have 
a significant adverse impact on the environment. 

168. The significant, unnitigable impacts of the project 

inolude the folibwingt 
a. The possibility of pipeline ruptures, 
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", 

l1U £ :~ bi' '., Depl"eti,on\of clar1e,.q\ianti ti~si'o(' natural 0 ,U::'i't: '; { J;1;-

,)j 'L~:{- :'~:'~6~~<i2i2'~d~~~ ~~t~~~~~~~~~~~,~~g6~~:~1~4h;f f ,:-,I('il 

, ' - . , 

i','! inefficient and i.wasteful . uses!'of: natui.'al :'If t.)f'l',' r c,:) 
gas. ..! .~~ ~-. :"::-, -.!~- •• -:."., (;: 1,1" i;'":"! ~·"i-l') 

d. ',' Poten.tial \ for 'significant, impacts !Ol\: :fotir~\'I 
"',, ,~."d~nge~E!d! f~~r:e~~en~?~ . f~~~t .o;r,,o~h~~ j ""u,,~ 

special-status plant spec1es and their 
.... {.: habitat.':, ",,:.'. -,' ,'. ,..,','L: ·-.11 

, s:" ; 

,i: "'(\'.' : Poietltlaf f61'16§s':6t ptlltit; ~t~rmi~rid~" tf, t,) '[ ,{ L Lt, .. ' 

-> ," ::-

- ~ ·i'_~ .; ... ~_ ~; : _ (- :_i' __ :-*' ~ {~: .•. ~j'::;".:'. _"«;:-\·~~;i~:·-:. "'{i i';~Ll->."c~:.~( .1i:tJ~"," 

; ~'" Si9nific~nt,.air qUC:ll~.ty"i,mp~~~s.,due~o",. ',< ' rd, [:."" 
' ," Icatbon n\6r't6~lde emissions-'io'-the'SoUth ~ , .. I", ,I., ... 

,;': ; Coast 'Air Basini;, ,.." ',", ': ,,':>'i:::, "i~ kIt; \;"; 

f.' 'P6t~rttral' tor ;si9ttiji'c~ht' adv~i~~ [inlp~6ts !'~''-' ,) : 
:.,on.lands of culttlral:importanceto Native,!, i,-' ';;~l 
,American conmunities." ,:' ; :-:: 

Potential for significant growth-inducing' 
imp~qts. " . i 

'h," Incremental addition of sUbstantial •. : 
quantiti~s .q~ gr~enhouse gase~ (1. ~"I 
'carb6n'dio>!ide and nethane). ' -., 

'., -< • \ _.; 1, 

,1~~.~" . The : ~um~.lative iIilpa~ts of the Exp~,nsion, ~r~ject ,a,re not;., ' , ' 
unique' to the Expansion, but.,would be causeq by eilch of ,the, . ". " ,,' ,-~, -' 

pipeline alt~rn,atives ,identified" in ~he EI~. ,I' , 

170. sin,c~"we cannot guarantee that the environmental 'fr:" 
mitigationord~~ed' by' this decision ""i11 be 'entirelY succ~ssfui'in 
achieving thei,r objectives, the possibil~ty exists that. ,th'e actual 
sign:i'fi~~nt enviro~ental impacts will be gr~ater than t'hos~' ' 
indicated in the EIR. 

111. cu~u~ati~e impacts include i:he destruction of, vernal 
pools, ,the degradation of air quali;ty due tqcombustio(l of natural 
ga~,tl~:~ 'ind~cEH~ent of growt,h, and environ~~ntal ;i,mpac~s' cau~~d, by 
the d~v~lopmentof downst~eaIn facilitiesnec~ssaryto 'd~li~~r _," 
Expa~'sion gas:, 'Due to thecommi~si~n/s lack :ofjurl~di~ti~no~~r 

• ' . .- , • • _ - • ..: • - • , _ _ J ~ 

the end use of natural gas, the commission cannot mitigate some of 
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the illlpacts of i.the,-Expansi6n i pr6j~ct~":ft Howeverj .the.'com:mission 

notes that ~,~y~,;~~~~O~,~c~~';at~4~~i,I)~4.f~~t~cf~~i~:~.~,V:~~+~'taken to 
deliver or use,-Expansion' gas •• the projeot proponent,niust pass 
environmental review at that time. ,:.' p 

172. PG&E should mitd<}ate· the' cumulative impact 'of its 
pipeline operatiori~' :on'air q\i~l,it:y',by 'r~t.r6fJttTr\(fth:e compression 

.', " .' . ',' - , .::'" .. , ' ; " .'; .", 1:' _.. ,! ,-
units at the five compressor stations on the existing' system that 
wiil be used direct;ly <?~ .i~dir~c1r~y to, ,tnqy,e Expan,s,lo,l1 prQject gas 

, , ::. • . ... ~ 1 _ ' .• ". ;j, __ ~ ,I _ • l 

with reasonably achievable control technology (RACT) or best 
available retrof~t :c6~t;~o~ ';:t~9tij{61&j~ (B~C~J;ua:~ ;:J~t:ined' by 
California Air Resource~ BC;;a~dls final, q~fd~'lt'r\~'s : and ilnplemented 
by the local air pollution control district, to reduce emissions. 

,', ' . ;..:,: . , ,:\ :': ',' '.': ,: 

This cost should be allocated entirely to the Expansion Project, 
since the existing facilities are to be l!lodiffed if"Ofacilitate the 
use of additional gas-fired compression at Delevan and new 
compression at BrentWood which is required to serve the Expansion. 

173. Although the, efforts of regulatory agenoies concerned 
with the permitting '01 combustion ~ites are lrltel\'d~d' to minimize 

" < ~ • • • 

the production of emissions, the greenhouse gases produced as a by
product'6f bUrnirigan additional 755MMcf 'of 'natural gas a day \.till 

- _:.. ,. . . - . , , ',' r -' .• ..' ,: - ,,' : 

have a cumulative impact on air 'quality and the cll.mate~ 
174. These unavoidable riegativehilpactsdennonst:rate' hen.,: 

crucial it is for the Applicant to catry out t'he' requib~d 
rnftigati6n. 

c 175. The Biological opinion of the cAlflorniA; Depar'tm~nt'6f 
l-'. '. .. .. . - .'-- ,. :.. • . - ~. : -. f _ .,- T l 

Fish and Game, transJll1tted to the COIDl!llSS10n on December 21, 1990, 

is incorporated herein by this reference. The nproject Effects on' 
Listed spe(H~sn and ttconciitions to AVoid Jebpardyl~ stated in the 
Bio16qical opinion should be obserVed by th~ project applicant'arici 
ali of fts contractors,emp16yees,' 'and othel:' agents, as 'a' 'condit ibn' 
of acceptance of tlie'CPCN to coristruct the Expansl6n proj~~t'in 
order to conform with the Calffbrnia Endangered species Act. 
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1?6'': :)~he: DFG' findingi Of Ic.Jjo:-.jeopardy(l,; iSi premised )upon} tbinq!t"~ 
Expansion: Projec~, as! lDodified (by_, mitj.9a~ion lIleasu:r;$s' set,-, forth', in)'! 
the Draft: and1 Final; EIRsi : the Mitigation' ~hQ MOJ)itorin~pPlan-,tor"i f, 

california :state-listediRare"Threatenedj ~nd:'Endangered: Speoiesl,',<' 
ando the;- ~T-PG&E pipeline-t Expansioh: Project: speoies' Notes and 'f! ,- r·: 1 

Proposed Surveys for special status Fish·and,wildlife.:: ; Y/i >,'P"I\ 

177. : The' final EIR cOncludes,that the Expans~oni Project': is not 
the most:e~v~ronmentally'preferred alternative; and ~hatwhetQer)it 
fulfills-·the: need, tor natural: gas',~epet:ldsloli' the -availability,.:of 5,:i' 

demand side management, : efflc~ent-, Use of, existing,' system capacity r 
and the cOJ!lpetition- presentet;i by other· interstate' pipelines.'.,·;; : [ ; 

17S~' Inproved-energv,efficiency and the, integrated intrastate~ 
project cannot. be adopted as alternatives to the Expansion Project: 
because the·record shows that the hYpothetical improvements,in 
supply from energy efficiency cannot occur through the use 'of' , "".' 
committed resources, and the supply:potentially available'through " 
the integrated intrastate'project would not'meet'long;term needs. ' 

179.,~::None of the competing alternative pipelines haVe received 
all of the necessary regulatory approvals: to, begin construction.: 

180 •. ; Incremental' interstate gas, transmission: to Cal ifornia 
should.be developed'on the basis of'competition/'and competitiOn 
cannot exist if the Commission were to certificate the one pipeline 
it believed to be the least environmentally harmful project. 

181.' The granting of'a certificate of public convenience and 
necessity'at this time is needed to enable' the Applicant to react 
to market forces in the Danner this commission has encouraged in 
D.90-02-016 tha:t will bring the benefits of gas-on.,-gas competition 
to the California consumers. 

182. The Expansion Project's need for flexibility to respond 
... , . ~ ,,- - . 

to market cond1t10ns on behalf of 1ncremental ratepayers, such as 
the Producer/Shipper Group, the df!strabiiity'of'qiving consumers 
the choice of many interstate pipelines so that in the long run, 
California's ratepayers will enjoy the lower prices and security of 
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supply J tha\J;can~ only-! result.:· frQ-tn. cOl!lp-etition~ betwe'en'l c'<:>lupetintj ( 
producers-t and suppl iers of; 9as~ -~ and: th'e! cost ~ ~md -oper~ti6nal ~ :'!"H .. ~:d 

advantages ~of ~ a :,16opea pipeline' syst~m" constitute- oVerriding ,';,_1 "il i 

consider~tions'.justifyin9 the:-issuance. of"the,CpCN f6r 1the.'!,\llt: ;-~! 
Expansion Pr6ject-despite·the existence:6f·unavoidable;significaht~ 
negative illlpaGts on the'- enviroilment~- , i,': --;'{,_,': 1>_: f.-,.,·" 

:\-':: 1~3i' -·The:looping,of the existingrsystemtthat~-wOuldjbe ",,: 
atcomplishedby the Expansion' offers~ the': ¢xisting'- ratepayersc ' .. ;; 7 

approximately: $13, 7-'rnilli6n'- per" year- in- fuel: savingsjf increased 1 [(i_l 

sy~teD.t;"eliability iil'the event- of; supplY; shortages :or' mechanical -~) 
failure,on;a~portion-'6f the'combine«;iisystem,'and qreater' -, ,-{, .'i,-_ 

flexibility in-accepting deliveries fro~either·canada:ot th~' 
southwest; leading to potentially lower costs of gas. 

184. -None-of the'project alternatives enable PG&E's 
incremental-Expansion ratepayers to avoid A&G'and<()&M costs'or the 
construction of 130 miles of pipeline and-associated compressor 
facilities, None of the project 'alternatives woUldutilize-· 
existing excess-pipeline capacity or pr6vide consuiners with. the 
operational' reliabi.lity. 6fh looped pip.nine system~ ;" 

lS5~ Although-the other interstate pipelines identified 'in the 
final'· EIR are environmentally superior because they would impose-:: 
less adyerse effects on special status plant and 'animal species,:, 
prime agricultural land, iUld' NatiVe American cOriununities, -the 
pipelines would impose the following significant unmitigable
impacts on the environment as would the Expansion Project: "-

(1) The possibi.lity of pipeline rupture .. 
- -

(2) signIficant aii-quality impacts on the 
south coast Air Basin. 

(3) Poteh'tiai growth-inducing impacts. 

(4) Depletion of natural gas reserves. 

(5) Addition of greenhouse gases. 
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-i(,;lfJ~~'lTQ~::~xp~nsionf project;i~ ~a ~tility::undertaJdngl enj6Ylng 
-the right qf"e~!n~nt dOnlai,n' and the 'ec6nomies'~of ~scale' of -'th60 ~'!V: 
existing!,~tili,ty~·taQ).lities"}·li L ,;" f'" 1,Q-'J ) •. " i,I'j~1f!;:: <~, "",""'T,-jr:"l 

187. The advantage of a 30-year depreoiation periOd stems:fro~ 
the proteo~iQl} th~t, ,the Expan~ion~ ~roject enjoys as: an undert:alHng 
of a:ju:ri,~~Ucti()nal publio'utility.' ,,":.' l' .;J~·d ::~~:'t'l 'C:~",r ,'if1, 

'.I." ,;1.f38'JiI>Y~E'slown_subs¢ription to 100 MMcf/d of.:firm nt=';,::'i'~,h)'~ 
transport,atton; capacity, helps, to mitigate the' risk 'Of under .... 'f ,t ,.1 ~ ~ 

particip~tJOll ;,hY',.shippers;·, since :.its; subsc'ription has :helped :t6 ((!":1 

lower the transportation rate by $0.11. -c: f' r (1';"\' i~' .~' ': ",".' .": i1< ;'~":' 

,oj 18,9 e' . The Expar'lsion project ;receives .certain benefits' made" 

poss.ib~eonly by· PGSE's obligation ito' serVe. ra~epayers., -{,:, : ":".>~: 
190. $736 miliion, consisting of $696 million ,for, constructi6~ 

and $40 ~il,lion for environmental mitigationj'is the 'reasonable 
construction cost cap for the Expansion Project; as that tern': is , .. 
defi,l)e~ ;by, § ,1005,.5 SUbsection :(a) ,of the, PU 'Code. :< . 

,).91., PG&E shQuld be permitted .to use its 1988cost'estirnate'to 
calcul~t~ pro forma. rates. , The adoption of -permanent rates,'. terns'; 
and conditions would be premature at this point because' the final'.' 
cost of the project is not available. . .r 'o,:["f'",;·!,., 

1,92. PG&E should, use the return' on equity, and cost of debt 
currently authorized during construction to calculate' its! AFUDC. ", 

. .19;1. '. p<;&E's, four-fold strategy to protect exfsting, ratepayers' , 
from th~, risk of non-recovery of reVenues. in 'case: the' Expansion ',' 
Project is underutilized consists of the followingt',; -, , 

. a. Full subscription of the Expansion's'iirm' 
, capacity . 

. b. Incrernentalcost-of-service treatment for 
the Expansion ~r~ject. 

c. Full-fixed variable rate design~ 

d.capa:citybroKerin~ for firm capaci'ty 
holders. 
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f'cr t\94 f:'.' ~f, PG&E successfully ne90tiates'i~ate~"ct6:rrtic6ver 93~ for 
more of'l-its .. cost :.of 'service "in,-·firm transp6rtationi·;tate~~. Jdp 1: 'f ~~dJ 

ratepayers should not be preoluded from .bertet'ittii\g\,fi6m--'thlFl f j,e i~·:.) 

E.xp~.n~ion(, i,.-'" i il~".J,,1"··.\\~:'.!, 1;"\'~;~ " lu :)!",'J;,,~.';r,;~, ."'1' .\'::.1 

l',j 'l,95., ;'1 It appears "that as' proposedj'i the;'Expc;insion Pr6jeo~'J'1'q ",t ~ 

minimizes risks to its sponsors through; its ff\lll.!fix~d:'~atiabieC, ](. 
rate design and the allocation of 93% 'of"its'~ reV'EfilUe 'requirem~tit to 
firm transportation':' and. this 'niiriimization (of ~iis){ fma){e~ .:'tllecT~f1 f,\ J 

Expansion Project' a sui:table'( enterprise·, for ',ratepaye-r'sV'andcci, : .. .f }:Cl 

desirable one for shareholders.~ _ ;:;' \; ~"; o,f ih': it (. j':(1.!:~[1f ,i ,'ri] 'i C,',: ': t 

196. PG&E has not stated'that'>'it'wil'l"refiain(fr'om:seekin'g to 
recover any of the ~xpansion' project' s ,rev'enue'retjuirem.-ents :lr(jm' :- '! 

existing ratepayers.'. ':' ._ ' , 

197. ,PG&E's assignment of the risk of, revenue 'recoveiy to' , ,. 
project sponsors and shippers should be ; approved until' the ;". 

COJ!lmission has examined 'the potential for the'cExpansion 't6ger'terate 
revenues in excess of its revenue ireq'Uirement'. i, :This' exanination 
and risk allocation should occur rio later than the Expansi6n's' 
first generalcrate case~ . : i -' ! ~ . 

Conclusions of Law ' " 

1. Recirculatio!, o(the Draft EIR' is not' 'necessitated by 
the fact, that the draft discussed the outof,istate' :effects 'of·;-'" 
alternative pipelines and associat.ed ,the environmental''impa.cts'of 
alternative pipelines with each other because the',iriioriliatioh< ,', 
that was added to the final EIR to rectify, those matters' didnot-':· ' 
constitute "new information" as that ,term ,is emploYed'under CEQA~ 

2. Recirculation of the Draft EIR is n'ot 'reqtiii-ed under 
CEQA and the Commission need not reopeil'therecordto review 
PG&E's allocation of capacity, reVenue~'t-~d-o'Ve~y','- '~,md rates as a 
result of PGT's agreement with Bonus because ,the project 
definition of the Expansion Project has not been changed by the 
agreement. 
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c.()-}. j W~thdrawai.:6f Ithe[cOJlllldssion~$.~staterlu!Ult':at the FERC in 
suppotb'_of [the certificate~ applicatloJl,'and,-offer '0£ settlemertt- b}n" 

PGT for the interstate portion of the Expansion, Project \\ota§' not --".':~'! 
required because lthEh statement had resulted -'in -no prejudice ·t6 
any party, in theiinstant-~pt:'6ceedin9"; '1.": ··.i -.,.;:,,:: ;,- -; \-.1 f ~. r:,:, 

:1 J4 • . \Therc;riteria ~ad6pted -in D.90-0~~016- shOUld be applie-d'1'-;:' 
to the',Expansionj" which constitutes the·in .... state portion"bf 'one,:~!c)f) 
of the competing il:'tetstate pipelines "we reviewed':'ini. 88-12':':027. 

5. (' Our 'detenni,natioJl' in~ Di 9(H'()2~016 concerning 1 ';~' i :'>.' ' _;.\ :-, 1 

California's need ,for .~dditional' natural"gas pipeline capacity ':-f,: 

should Control in this proceedirlg," , ,,_ 

6. since the' potential of demand' side ni(~lI\agement: (OSH) :t(H i" 

meet any portion of that: forecasted-demand was not discussed 
D.9()-02-016, it was necessary to consider whether DSMrcoUld: 
render unnecessary a portion -of the Expansion's proposed.· 
capacity," 

in-': J 

7. The sponsors of the Expansion project,- that 'is,'PG&E's 
shareholders, 'and the Expansion shippers 'should bear the risk of 
revenue underrecovery.' PG&E's existing ratepayers Shitll not bear 
any of<thepr~ject'srisk unless the Commission finds that the: 
finanoial benefit to ratepayers through margin 'contribution';' ,. < 

substantially o~tweighs tQ~'risk of revenue uriderrecovery. 
8. The issue of whether PG&E may seek t'o reCOver any·· ',' . 

Expansion·costs (other than transportatioIicharges) from its' 
existing ratepayers should be revisited in the Expansion 
project's first qeneral rate case, when concrete evidence of 
shipper participation, the operatingcapaoity of the pipeline, 
and the Expansion's costs and rates wiilbe·available. 

~ . [ ~ '. . ... 

9. 'The Precedent Agreements'have not nsubstantially 
lessened competition,· the harm prohibited by the cartwright Act;' . 
because Kern River and Altamont have demonstrated that the 
competition to provide interstate gas transportation is robust. 
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C! i ).o.:-{ The E~pansion~projeot ~has--ncnimpemissibler ilripa'ct .upon 
co~petl.tion ;for the ·purpose 'of_'review,~~nder(N6rthern californialllu~> 

11. :' D.9Q~()2,-016"does _not·-bar, an'allocationr'of.the: cost otuF'-.-r 

existing facilities to the Expansion proj~ct's'costsi because ',it '{dC 

simplY ra~siqns responsibility for the'cost; of, new 'capacity •. at 
does not delineate the componentsof_,the cost, of', neW capa"itYf'IL' ,-,j 

. ,',12" It _is reasonable for ,thefExpansion project,tocuse'_', -.,-(} !~, 

PG&E's existing faoilities i identified, in';the -Application:, to .,-:: 
provi~e ;ino,remental s~rvi<;:e to Expansion':shippers. t. --. '-, '-: \~,:.\ :,'t (f ,_~l 

13. The welfare of consumers~.througho~t the state/and not-_'IL 
just ·in: PG&E's service territory" may be 'considered when:. 
allocating the benefits of economies_of scale,fr6m the use ~f' 
existing' facilities, ,.-.- - _, 

14. It would not be reasonable to allocate common costs"
between the existing system and the Expansion project because no 
compelling policy n~ason fordoing so has been shown. 

: 15, PG&E's proposal to 'assign the costs of: future - ,
faoilities additions "tothe Expansion,·project by direct· : ,','. _ 
assignment, ,and. if not directly assignable;--: then 'on a .pr 9 ..... rata ;.~ '_': .-, 

basis depending on throughput" is·reasol)able. It is '-reasonable :-,; r' 

to apply this' allocation method to any upgrades 'ot porti6ns of I:,. 

the existing system that are', used by the Expansion to avoid new 
construction sO as to ameliorate any concern that existing, < . , 

ratepayers are forced to perpetually subsidize the Expansion 
project.-

16., : The full-fixed variable rate design is appropriate for', 
this transportation-only pipeline. 

17. 'The use of-a single delivery point and postage stamp 
tariff are -consistent with this Commission'S prior" 
determinations. 
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18 i :,There ils':!ins~ffioient evid~nc~ to:-:delllon'strate °lthat ~~ ~ 
PG&E~,s (su}jsoript16rF.to·~)100~MMof/d of:)fim transPQrtationl capaoitY.l i 
on tho Expansion'projecti!'is."reasonaple.,,·{ r'fL;'d'; ,{~~,: .\'3~hL"i'1[i.ln 

-:,) 19 ,·'\-·It iwou1.d ,be reasonable ,for:'PQ&E to: offer, its,-.1.0()·.MMof/d,,'·) 

of capacity, to the: potentia10shippers c ~ho were 'id~ntified lin ~ the "\."';:) 
open season process. .f ,,-; ';; 'Id:: 1,~ i.l:; ~ o,~ ~;iI'~;-. 'l',{ 

. "(·2o~'~!rt.would~n6t be pruden~ to authorize 1 permaneJlt, rates as 
proposed r tor ~ the' EXp&ns ion,' Projeot·; if,:, the J ExpansiC::)n' proj ect ~ may f ~;i; 

not be able.to'.recover:the approximat~Hyfi3i?',offits'~cost of h(i " :".' 

service represented'by~' PG&E~ s l' sUbscription·t9"1.00:MMcf/d c,of': firm~; L~ 
transportation capacity' due' to"a' finding that ~PG&E~S-sub~criptioiL:j 

." . "- - . . ", .. " 
• ~ l' ."; -

21. A reasonableness review of, PG&E's' sUbsoription should 1:-:: 

be condudted no later,than the: Expansion prbject's first 'general 
rate case.· . , : 

22 I' AS a' part· of " i>G&E' s '. subsequent Expansion -rate caSe 
proceeding, PG&E should:be"required to'showieither that it has,'",' '" 
awarded that 100 HKcf/d to' independent· shippers' or;: demonstrate 
why it needs-the"100- MMcf/d' or portioll,there6f:oi.'firm-' 
transportation capacity.'.' , ',-. i 

23. The sharing;of:thecost~of increm~nt~l facilities .1. 

contemplated in the equity'participation option agree1neilts~houi.d:
apply to facilities necessary'to'maintainthe'por.tions·()f PG&E's 
existing system used by the. Expansion' as well as to the - ' 
Expansion's facilities.", :,- ~ , 

24. Edison's plan to'hold its investment ·io; the: Expansion 
Project as regulated utility-related property is reasonable,', 
since Edison plans to transport gas over the Expansion sOlelyofor 

the benefit of the its ratepayers. :R~asonableness review of the 
cost is requi.red before Edison may recoVer the' costs of its; ; .. -, 
equity participation in rates. 
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25.'i;f'If~-and:·when·-PG&E proposes t6'~¢oJ\,,~y,:a ipottionLof its 
int.erest l in! the rExpansion pr6ject tQ'Edison (or:·SDG&E,: ]or·:to,any ~·U;-.(l 
other entity, PGtrE should be. required.·:to·$ubmit.,:,its;" propos.al for "l' 
coiiulissioIl,'review -because a.ny:rconveyance-of ownership -interest or 
controL of f the i Exptulsionpr6ject ' i~: subject :to-our"revielo( , , '" J,.\ 1'.1 

pursuant to § 851 of the PU code. . .. ' -I>! ,i:'r~"'? ,:",,~, 

":' 26~ .~, 'soCalGas' Jincurrence of pr~~constructionj \ construction, 
and post.;!constl:'uction c:osts to > inter~onnect; Expansion' faoilitie~_"-~'I 
would be reasonable 'regardl~ss 'of: actu~l usage;':however, -we:, .' i', ',' 
shouid; r~serve oUrjudCj1l\ent (61): whether<'. the co~ts: of, thos~ Yi ",' (',' .~ 'C~ 

undertakings is reas6mible and' should ,be-·rec<;were<!in rates',uf!til-, .. ,l 
we have reviewed a formal application for approval of: capitaL·, 
expenses, to : interconnect with; the Expansion Pr6j ect. '" 

: 27." PG&E has' not' introduced· sUfficient: evidence onthe~' 
actual, as opposed to the design, capacity of the Expansion· 
Project· to: enable iUS to' evaluat,e " the potential for recoVery of 
revenues til ~:xcess of' the reVenue', requirement~ 

28.' "There' is. inSUfficient - information concerning the' actual, 
operating capacity of-the'Expansionproject and'theactual, .: 
SUbscriptions to firm capacity by Expansion shippers to'support a 
finding that· PG&E's; proposal' to' allocate' the r~venues from .' 
interruptible transportation to ~ts shareholders is reasonable. ,', 

'. 29. The ratepayers have' an equitable claim to,the margin 
that may be represented by revenues from interruptible 
transportation service. 

30., PG&E's'proposition that all interruptible 
transportation revenues be'assigned to shareholders must be 
rejected at this·time~ 

. 3L' The'risk of recovery, of Expansion costs shall rf3sic}e. 
with PG&E's shareholders until subsequent'decision by this 
commission. 
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32 .::lFq&Efsl proposAV that1 thet costs of-)the~ Expansion projeot 
shal1i1be !re¢overedl in.' rates' as; established)by.l separate. ExpansioJ))h; 
project, ratemaldng t proceedings~'- and\ not, inl al\Yiotheri ratesf~)l' ft:~:,~") 
established in other PG&:E:' rate) prooeedings;r is' reasohabl~":',"1 ,~"" ;" ~ 

,i~.}33 ~')'> PG&E' s, requested. waiver· ot [Section: IIc of G9~ 96i-A should 
be granted·. to' enable: PG&E to' file>its' tariff· at.the',Commission l ini o 

the'Scime:!Ormat,a,s!that l,lsed at the' FERC.:' " ',,' ~" 'I,!.' .,fi ," 'i" ;~j 

34. sections IX and )( of GO 96-A shoUld not be waiv~d: at,i; ,c{ 

this time because'the CommisSion' has" hot,- yet reviewe(li~l:le terns 
of any', o{, the-, fim' transportation' a9reeI!lentsq~::ontemplated l>y the ',-',1 

Precedent: Agreements' and the issue' of' risk allocation has, not, yeti .' 
, "1 

-35'." It would be Unreasonable to authorize PG&E ,to' change>;' . 
the corporate status or ownership of the Expansion Project· unless '~ 

the cOllUllission had' first completed its review of the potentiaL, ,,' 
for the'Expansion to generate r~venues in e~cess of its cost of 

• servl.ce. 

36. The assignment: of the risk of,underutilizationand 
underrecovery of revenue requirement to the utility's 

shareholders '. mitigates the burden on' ratepaye'rs that: is generally 
addressed by'a finding of need for the'project. 

37. It, is reasonable to certific~te the' Expa'nsion ?roject 
becaUse' there is need for some 'of the capacity to be provi~ed by 
the Expansion Project, there is evidence of future d~mand· in " 
addition to the current need 'tor the services to be provided by, 
the Expansion, and development pursuant to the CPCN will only 
occur after Expansion ;investors have determined that the-project 
is of sufficient importance to warrant its risk and expense,.' 

, 38~ ,We find today that the public convenience and necessity 
require the issuance of a certificate to PG&E for the ',' 
construction of the Expansion Project: however, we do not find 
that construction would be reasonable in all events. 
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j :'~139 \'I ,iti: is: .;:o"flsisteht with) the t lIlarket~bas~df prihci{>les. ~:: 
adopted 1 in.: D. 90-02t016: to' refrain~froln~ finding d:tt-' this') time'·that,' .1:: 

construction; Of: the' E~pansion' Project,~ Js" -needed 1 to f in- all, .event$",'t 
serve the. public' convenience: and necessity~~; ; 'i": ~" ,:! i - ;\? ' l:;; i,' 

f) f !,: 40 i /, PG&Et'~ as' ihstructed by; this'- COmmission~ in ~ the' decision, 

should'determinec-ilhether,'based'on'market conditi6ns'existing'a~ >.\ 

the time it commences construction~ the' Expansion _ Project:- should ',' l 

be devel'oped,:i j,',. :'> ,~-,: .. ' . -_ .. ,'t,-, ,;: .;~' 

:,' 411 i Approval,; 'ofr a' c~rtificate- of public c6i'wenience and~· ~,i, 

necessity ;is~ rec)sonable' at· this, time becau?e! if' PG&E' determin~s-, i'_

that: there-is demand' for -755 MMcf/d of incrementaL interstate·:-' ... · ,:j 

pipeline capacity at the price set by the Expansion Projebt,·it, 

should'be:able toaccoInrnodate market interest in the-Expansion 
projectrwithout:any regulatory delay. -The execution-of Firm 

Transportatio~ contracts with shippers for 755 MMcf/d of capacity 
will' establish' the existence ofnarket interest and-no, further; , 

regulatory review of the market will be needed before the . :;"' 

Expansion Project can commence construction. [. 

42. PG&E s~ouldbe required to evaluate the'reas9nableness 
of~ its decision to- build the Expansion Project· as of the date; it ,

determines to proceed with the development., This evalu~tion will 
necessa'rily consider the competition to serve the denand for 
nat~ral ,'gas represented by Demand side Management·, alternative 

gas delivery systems, interstate pipelines, the analysis of need 

contained in the final EIR, and the Firm Transportation contracts 
then in' place. ., 

43.' :PG&E must show that the Expansion is "used and useful,n 

that is, that'sufficient demand for firm transportation will 

exist,to ensure revenue recovery on the date of operation, before 

it may recoVer rates for Expansion service. 
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44. -~"Thet Public.:utilities C01IU!issiqn' is the r lead a~ency:::;,1 

under .. the'.Cal ifornia',Environmental: Quality Aot t (CEQA) ,'!fOl'"thEb1 j (i"," 

purposes'6f- certifying~the l!inal'environmentalliJnpaot treport I ;i: --, 
(EIR)l.;fot the proposed'ExpansiOJi ,projecti~frj ',:jt" ;-ih,,'!' ,'(:-; 1 

45. The commission lacks the jurisdiction necessary, to! ',"; ",i' 

mitigate several-' of·thIFc:umtllative:impacts of ~he Expansion, ~ ~

project resulting from'thEnehd-use'o! Expansion-9a~~,f_~-: :';'il-~\}i' [i~'\ 

46.-:-'All'-o! the imitigation mea~ures listed in r Appendix, B to"" 
this decision and DOre, fully describeci ;in-the finai,'EIR-should,be 
adopted. 'i:-':' r ,) ':_-_1"';, ': 

47. ',:All ~ of -the"mitigation' measures -listed by the: DFG in -its 
biological- opinion should be 'adopted. ' Where -the requirements of ',,-
the Final-EIR-and'the biological opinion conflict, 'the-provision 
which provides the greater environmental protection ,or mitigation' 
should be observedj' 

'48. ,It is reasonable to reqUire the use of, reasonable. : ~. : ::- . 
available-control· technology, (RACr), and'best available' retrofit 
control:technology (BARCT),~when modifications, to existing-gas~ 
driven"conpressors are proposed in order to mitiqate cumulative 
impacts- even, if those modifications would not trigger the use of 
RACT and BARCT under loc~l air pollution control: district 
guidelines. '. , 

49. A mitigation monitoring ,program, 
final EIR, shali b~ adopted -a~ required·by 
California Public Resources Code. 

. ,', .. 

as described, in the 
§ 21081-.6 6f the 

50. PG&E ~hould· me~t: a· highstand-ard· of. cilre 1n undertaking 
the mitigation measures prescribed in this order. 

51. As part of the mitigation monitoring program to be 
; . " 

discussed beloW, PG&E must demonstrate both-that (1) all of the 
detailed studies'adequatelY addi-ess the specific locations where 
the pipeline and i~s a~pur~enant faciliti~s will be pla~ed and 
that (b) impacts to the specific resources discovered as a result 
of those detailed studies are adequately mitigated. 
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52'c;"ITlle Commission:rnaylrely 0'" the,c6nclusi6n' 6t-:the . ~.\ 
CaliforrHa~ Department 'of ~ishi and (Game that';a .froute 'alternative '::'.1,; 

contain~d.~ in \ the Qraft,EIR is':Emvir6nmentally~ pr~ferable'i to" a ," :"fi',! 

route described in the Final EIR,to'requi~e'the appi.~cant t()~use~";) 
the former.; route • ".1 :! .. " ';'.;:., '", "1: : ':: ,i '.':. " .. ,,') ,:,) " 

53.,The finding of Ifrto"jeopardyHby DFG\inderrthe:~~~ ,,: ',<:i . 

California Endangered-Specied Act could not'be sUs~ained'if there!·! 
were ~ any 'diminution or. weakening" of the' mitigation measures.,:"' 
confaiiu~d r In'Ithe(documents'on which.the."DFG1 relied to torm'its ,"" ,f'; 

biological opinion. ' ;, "1' ,'. 

,;; 54,.'The-C6mmissi6n:as the leadagency.'under'CEQA:may .,' 
approve' the'proposeddevelopmenteveilthoughr as mitigated; it,', 
POSeS" significant. negative impacts it the~Commission adopts a·· . 
statement'of overriding considerations. 

55. Even though the final EIR identifies several 
significant negative impacts on the environment which cannot be 
succeSSfully mitigated by the Expansion Pr6ject / lt'is reasonable 
and prudent'to'certify the final'EIR for the'Expansion,project" 
and to" issue a certificate of public convenience and necessity 
because of the following overriding economic considerations:. 

The' benefits' of diversity, of supply and ; . " 
competitive gas prices for California's end 
users cannot be assured unless PG&E, as the 

. sponsor of a propos~d~nterstate pipeline is 
~u~~ofized to respond to market demand for new 
capa.cl.ty . 

. Th~ ,cost. of fuel used to tran?port gas. over .. 
FG&E's ekisting system will be reduced by 
approximately $13.7 million a year. 

The iTlcreas'ed reiiability of opeiatiohS and 
operational ~ flexibility' will ,'enable PG&E ~6 
procure suppli~s.tor its e~ist~ng ratepaye~s 
troni different producing'regiohs at lower' cost. 
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Existi~g taoiliti~sla~~lQap~o~t¥ wi~l,be us!d 
to avo1d the unnecessary eXpend1ture of cap1tal 
and economies ot scaie will be used to provide 
PG&E's Expansion ratepayers withtlowerjJ;at(!~ l'\ 

" : :~: '_', ~ '.: e ~1l~1) iJ ~,: ~t~n,<jI7~}?,~?, ,s,y~~~Ip\ .,~er~ ~9,n~~f}l?},~~·, \ 
.-)-~ 66,~:; The:~ alternatives:~ to the" project .which hav~.!.b~ef\· .--; ;;~(~ 1~' ", [ 

identifi(!d in ~ the I Final, EIR are int¢as~bl~tot) the· p~rpos,~.\ of~ ~ ~" ,. 
accompl ishiJlg' the (goals of thi~. COllU'Jission ~ becaus~ __ ,npn~ ,of_) tl1em ~, 1 

wilFproVide~ PG&E'Si incremental- Exp~nsion ra.t~payp:rs:,\o{itll, t:~~,.:; : ,'j 

lower rates'possible: through the use. ot ,economi~sof·~9a.1~'Jlnd , 
the' reliability! of! servic¢ available.through.,lo,oped pipeiipec:." ".1 

design, and none of the alternatives will provide PG&E's existing.;· 
ratepayers' with' the' approximately $13'~ 7, million annual fuel 
savin9s~' in'creased reliability, and flexibility of supply 
inherent in the' 'looped pipeline design. " 

57. ' The Commission finds that as conditioned" the EIR. f<;?r 
the PGT/PG&E Expansion project~in California should b~, certjfi~d 

in order to' faoilitate the development of gas-on-gas cqrtpet.ition 
and to.realize the ,resultant benefits of diversity of supply" 
reliability of supply;: and lower gas prices for california: 
conSumers. \ ' 

58. Certification of the Expansion, project l as conditioned,' 
will 'serve the public conVenience and' necessity be,cause only then .. 
can PG&E respond to market demand for transportation ov~r the: 
Expansion project 'and provide the diversity of supply,cap~city, 

and competition that will result in lower prices and secur~tyof 
gas supply. ' 

", 59. The Cornrnissionshould approve' the issuance ot a 

certificateot pUblic'convenience"a.nd necessity for the 

construction 6fthe E~pansion Project; but require PG&E to 
e~ecute:firm transportation service agreements with its,shippers, 
~nd to'·'tiSk th' reas6nablene~d of its decision to build the 
pipeline, 
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(. ~iI .'.i f ;;'; yt(',OfRID E·R",.(j.r (i :)1;1 ~',d L:ixJ 
Cr~·:[,t~"'" .~.~ )-.::; ).~r: .. l·-.·-:~<~) \ f~:':~:···)·-.: ·'.!fit.: ""11; hf,_~·.,(~ l),! 

~_) , . i 4/ \, ," ~. '! .""=- ~ -.:~' ,.: ':~.-iff : ~,... ",J. r f ~ "! ~ \' ~: 1: -.",. ; • I -\' . -. [ '. i 1 ~. 

IT IS; ORDKREl), thAt. ,'! :"{, ',{' J ·'f :1"!,' r~" 1':: : \ . ::, : 

1. A' ice~ttficJ.i~ of "~ubl16"¢oJl\J~h'ieYl6~i a~d t\~c'es~lty (CPCN) 

is qrantedF'subjeot to' the) conditions set forth: in: this ; order, to 
pacifH~'Gas' andl El~ctric company. ;(PG&E) to- construct' and operat~, a; 
naturatJgas pipeline' from Malin; Oregon, to Kern'Riverstati()~. -'-". 
califorrda~:} havihg' a: firm transportation capacity' of. 755-MMcild,( to 
construct" a- neW':'comp'ression 'station' at Brentwood~< california, and,: 

to make ... ·relat'ed :iinproVeinents' to' othe'r compression' st~tiohS,: Itleters~ 
and:taps~~- ,':. -, ,e,., :' -',\.: ,'.::.' i'::. - .. ;·v 

2.' The' l!i.a~i'mum reasoriabl'e cO'st of .the proposed- project,:' 
pursuant to' Public utiiJties Code § 1005.5 shall be $736 inillion~ 

3. The risk of non-recovery of ExP?nsion project costs and 
expenses' shall be borne by PG&E's shareholders and Expansion 
shippers lU'lless otherwise ordered by.this COlllJDission •. 

4. The measUres necessary to mitigate the negative 
environmental:impacts of the Expansion project are listed in 
Appendix Bi: "Sunmary 'of Mitiqation'Measures for the PGT/?G&E 
Natural Gas Pipeline Project in Californian. PG&E's acceptance.of 
this'certificate of'public convenience and necessity is'conditioned 
upon the -'compliance of PG&E with all of the terms and conditions of 
Appendi'x B." 

5. The measures necessary to avoid je,opardy to·state-listed 
rare, threatened, Or endangered species are listed in the, 
Biological opinion of the California Department of Fish and Game, 
transmitted to the Executive Director on December 21, 1990. PG&E's 
acceptance of this certificate of public convenience and necessity 
is conditioned upon the compliance 6fPG&E with all of the terms 
andconditi6ris 6fthe Biological Opiniol1iWhich by this reference 
is incorporated and made a part of this decision. In the event of 
differences between the Final EIR and the Biological opinion, t~e 
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prov~siQn-,which ,provides" stri,oter, env,ironJQent,al~ protect~onr shall' be 
observedi"'~" .' t ~:i"'-'(:', ,,-,:;';.'" ,< h\,-. ,nl',[.1 '(C'L' 'illY) ,til'; '~L-,[ f,-- :' ~[',-;f'1 

6 k,-,The :m6nitorihg' program required, by. Public' Resources. COde i 
section" 21081i appears (as, Appendix, C';' ,Ntitigation M6hitortn9 " . 
Piogram(l~f:-( PG&E~s'- acceptan~e of,this' certificat.e: of pUblic '. -,':-, ~ ", ; .. 
convenience and necessity is conditioned upon the compliance'of;,:, 
PG&E with'" all', of,' the terms and conditions of! Appe!ldix, C. and the 
Final'Mitigation'Monitorin9t,Complia'nce, and Reportin9,Pl~n~for ~he 
PGT/PG~Ei Natural~ Gas' PipEdihe, Project lin Californ~,at: described, J;;,,;, 

herein'. , :,' ~ , ': 

~1;:Cbnstructibn of the'~xpansion project'sh~ll'be'undertaken 
by: PG&:E consistent with the prOVisions of the' final; EIR, the,,;:' 
adopted Mitigation' Monitoring Plan,and the adopted Mitigation 
Monitoring Program. PG&E shall be responsible for the conpliance 
with this Commission order by all- of its contractors, 
subcontractors, enployees, or other agents in furtherance of the 
Expansion Project: the action or inaction ,of those agents- :" 
undertaken in the furtherance of the Expansion Project shall be 
attributed to.' PG~E for the purposes of enforcing the terms of the 
Mitigati9n'Monitoring Plan and the Mitigation Monitoring Program. 

<8,., Upon the SUbmittal- of PG&E's letter of intent to accept 
this certificate of public convenience and necessity, PG&E shall 
file a revised schedule of project activities,' similar to the 
schedule filed as Exhibit K to.the original application, but . , 

showing the revised date of operation. 
9. PG&E shall use the return on eqUity and cost of debt 

currently authorized during construction for purposes of computing 
its allowance for funds u~ed during construction. 

10. Construction shall occur only during the periods for 
" .. hieh the environme.\tai impacts' o'{ thed'evelopment \<iere analyzed in 
the Final EIR. No later than 180 days before the planned start of 
construction on the spread in which is planned the crossing of a 
body of water which DFG has identified in its Biological opinion, 
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PG&Ei shall)pr6Vldef eilgineerincj' drawings I: whicn' indi~ate' the: proP6se~ 
pipeline alignment, construction, and staging areas to enable the i·. 
bi"olOgical' monitor: to' ascertain' whether, speOial) status plant', 
speoies populations, would be' hanned 'or not, . and tO~\lndertake:,·:: , 
whatever route'changes' woUld· be hecessary.to:avoid jeopardizing,the 
speoies4";"~~' , , .', .' ;.; .. , ' - """ < :'.','/" 

',li.; :: Existing- PG&E system' faoilities that will' be' llsed'by the~ 
Expansion-- Project shall be modifie~ with' reasonably :achi~vable ;.:., 
control f techrioloqy, (RAC1'); an'd best, availabl~ retrofit, control' i \. 

technoioqy (BARCT), as defined by guidelines of the california: Air· 
Resources Board~ and as determined, by the local air pollution 
control-' district' at the' time of construction to' reduce the, emission 
of oxid'es"of nitrogen, and the cost of such- compliance shall be ~ 

borne by the Expansion Project~ 
12. At least 90 days prior to construction, PG&E shall'file 

its'.finalizedFirm Transportation contracts with Expansion project 
shippers with' the commission in this docket. 

,13. ·During constructiot., PG&E shall, file quarterlY reports 
for tne'project with the 'Central Files pffice Of the CPUC. PG&E 
shall"sitttultaneously provide one copy of each quarterly: report to' 
the-Energy Branch of CACD to reView 'for compliance with this order. 
The quarterly reports shall include the following: 

a. A period cost report reflecting: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5). 

(6) 

(7) 

MohthlY bUdgeted' e:x~'enses. :'. 

Actual monthly expenses. 

Budgeted total cost to date. 

Actual t6tal cci~t to dat6. 

Total committed costs to ,date. 

. Tota 1 budgeted costs for the proj ect 
at completion. 

Forecasted total'costs for the 
project at completion. 
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b. S-curVe 9raphs(sh6"'ing"budcjetedt"and~-a¢tual 
pr6ject~costg-by~.6n~h?ia~dc~6ar~to~date • 

. n\>I;:~l'Lfi:-' L~~Jj'l':-"::'Y{J 'Ill:') 

c. An eXhibit showing the major milestones of 
, '.i 's,ch~dul inCJ \ for; each' m~ j o~, 'phase' of . the .:) 

., 1 ;'pr6)ect'~)C"',\i"" "~; :i' ;\\~':.': :)!,-,, 

l..:.~d ~") (-f;~ ";~~1 !~~ :-,,~/ i ..... ,~ ... L::) .. :.::·~J_i(, ·:,'-!i 

d ~.; A: nariati va·' e)Cplanation '.'of:, th~ majo.r;j': 
. acco)(lpl ishments and: problems ~~ 6ccurr iog 
[since the last,report-with ,spec~aL1.:::.: 

,',', emphasis'oil .'any -v~riance \ frorn,budgeted 
expenses, or'- const-ruction 1scheduH~sj~' and a 

,"';':descripti6n of PG&E'!Lprogress',toward the 
major milestone including an estimat~ of 
whether those milestone will be achieved 
withiil'budgeted':costs and' on schedule • 

. J:.":: _. 0" ~ > ~"~' ~:L:~ ~~~I<:- -!~) 1- '._ .',_ 

14. No later than two years 'after PG&E-has indicated its 
acceptance of thi~,'t~itlfl~cH:e6f public lc6nvenien6~ and necessity 
and no less than ~ix' ~onths "before the: sched~led 'date of operation, 
PG&E shall file,tl:I~ E~pansion project general rate cas~ application 
with the commission. 'PG&Eshall recover its cost of the Expansion 
Project through t-ltte\pro'c~~dlngs 'establiShed 'for this purpose; none 
of the costS'6f,the,Expansion,project'maVbe recovered in any other 
PG&E rate proce~dih~, l a(,ivice, letter ~ or' aC,cQunting mechanism. The 

.. p'.. - .. '" 

general rate case shail address all of the matters identified in 
this decision, to>h~ ': ies6l Vi!d ,at that <jeneral: ~a,te 'c~se~ , including, 
but not llm'itecl to the' f6110~i~g,' A finding' ~f'r reasonableness 

shall be made b~fore PG&E may recover any of its Expansion Project 

costs from any r~te.paY7rs. " " 
a. The reasonableness of the Applicant's 

'de'ci~ion to construct the Expansion 
Project~ PG&E'must demonstrate that 
suffi9ient demand for PG&E's proposed 
service will exist at the time the 
Expansion is scheduled to commence 
operations, based on the facts known or 
reasbnably disc~rnabl~ by' ro&E at' the time 

'of its 'decision to proceed,. t9: avoid ,':', 
un€lerr~covery of the Expansion's revenue 
requir-ernent. ' 
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I" • . ( '", 

):hIJ-'ThEHreasonaplene~s lof.Lthe,~qost. of fU·)··;~ • oj 

. :-J.~construot\6nlr,inoludinCJ ,~the:·.cost· of,) ,q 
environmental mitigation. . 

L ,. ;c -:, d .) :' :;;) {j': .! (, l '.' ; i' ! ' :' ~ - _' i (:, .tl (If n >~ " (' ,\ • ~) 
c .-,The i re<\sonablel\ess 'of -PG&E '~: sUbsor iption 

to 100 MMcf/d Of firm capaoity;:unle~s PG&E 
has allocated the capaoity to other 
shippersj;-:in-iwhich case PG&E·.rtlust-:show that 
~the~al1ocati6rtw~srnon-disori~inatory. If 
PG&E-prop6ses:to re~ain;its lOO-HMof/d 

i. sub~bription, ,.the: application shall, -'include 
<. LttPG"E's· .. plan',to'mitigate co 'eana' CH":,-
",lj emissions -trom,t.he -Use Of lhis linc~em.ent of 

-- gas.': --, ,;,' . .. : f . " " : .. 
E' ::-.... .... ;,i ~.~ ~ ~~ ~:,:~ ~- f "' ~ -~'.1, " ;". j . ,'; , 

d. . The' actual, firm and -. interr\lptible ',operating 
capacity of the Expansion project. 

;~ ~:-. ! -' : - ~ - - , . . .:' ~ : ' :" ". 

_. ~~ The amo:unt o,t; firm and interruptible 
-'il capacIty' -SUbscribed to by Expansion' " 

"shippers in transportation agreements.· ' 

. I f. '1h6 41l~~6tiort of th' cost 6t ~~rvi~e" 
between firm' transportation' and .. :".", 

,:-.t' inte~ruptible transportation, revenues. , 1 . 

-The establishment of,tirm.and·interruptible· 
rates and the terms and conditions of 
~ervice' ov~r the' Expansion 'Pi6ject. ' ' 

. ~ . 

, ~ h. The. allocation of the risk of revenue 
recov'eryby th'e Expan~1011Pr6je6t betwe~n' 
ratepayers and shareholders~' 

; -

~ - . 

15.·1'-:~he~o~t of future capital additions to pc)rtions'of'th~: 
existing PG&E system which are to be used by the: 'Exp'ansioil' Project 
shall be allocated~between existing ratepayers' and Expansion 

.... -' .' : -.-
shippers based on which group the improvement will serve, but if 
this cannot be ;det~rininedt the cost of the imprOVement will be 
allocated on a pro-rata throughput basis, 

• e 

16.PG&E·sh~ii: iequlk-e a~ a condi~ion e;,f its )::ontracts with .. 
Expansion pr~ject shippers that a ~hipper may not refuse to broker 
capacity subscribed td'under contract wheli the shipper has no bona 
fide need for the capacity and demand for that capacity exists. 
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capaoity 6n the Expansion Projeot shall be subject to any capaoity 
brokering program subsequently ordered by this commission. 

17. The motion of Altamont Gas Transmission Company dated Hay 
18, 1990 that the Commission withdraw its statement before the FERC 
is denied. 

18. The motion of Altamont Gas Transmission company dated 
August 13, 1990 for recirculation of the Draft EIR is denied. 

19. The "Joint petition of Kern River Gas Transmission 
Company and Altamont Gas Transmission company to Set Aside 
Submission and Reopen proceeding for the PUrpose of Taking 
Additional Evidence" filed on september 24, 1990, is denied. 

This order is effective today. 
Dated December 27, 1990, at san Francisco, California. 

G. MITCHELL WILK 
President 

FREDERICK R. DUDA 
STANLEY W. HULETT 
JOHN B. OHANIAN 

Commissioners 

I will file a written concurring opinion. 

lsI G. MITCHELL WILK 
commissioner 

I will file a written dissent. 

lsI PATRICIA M. ECKERT 
Commissioner 

I (,~.wlf\' tHAT uns D~C\SlON 
.~~I A,30VU 

\VAS APP;:'OV€O BY THE , 
COMM!SSlON~RS tODA'l 

, .~ 

ffi
l.l /J /J .1 j 
1~ {I t\M:~~ "'r.f,;~. (': I, 11-~ J. il ~xOC\lllve ()kectof 

t.\..!I,J J 'u .... lAru"'f, 
'''1~~ . /113 ' " 

- - 208 -



G. MITCHELL WILK, Commissioner, concurringl 

I support the granting of the certificate of public 
convenience and necessity to pacific Gas and Electric Company 
(PG&E) to expand its natural qas transportation system. I 
believe the decision effectively strikes the difficult balance 
between our PU Code section 1001 responsibilities and our 
February pipeline capacity decision (0.90-02-016) to let market
forces work to bring california ratepayers reliable natural gas 
supplies at the lowest possible cost. 

I belieVe it important that we act now to enable PG&E to 
respond to the market forces. It is appropriate that PG&E 
shareholders and Expansion shippers remain at risk for recovery 
of Expansion Project costs at this time. 

While I support the decision, I am concerned that we may 
have inconsistencies in our position taken here and at the FERC 

with respect to allocation of facilities' costs and rate design. 
I anticipate these issues will be raised by parties in petitions 
for modification or rehearing, and I look forward to revisiting 
them at that time. 

December 27, 1990 
San Francisco, California 

I 

J 
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PATRICIA H. ECKERT, Commissioner, Dissenting 

Government should be consistent, especially when in the 
business of regulating businesses. 

Two glaring policy inconsistencies exist in the majority 
opinion granting Pacific Gas and Electric Company a certificate 
of public convenience and necessity. These inconsistencies are 
in the rate design and the cost allocation adopted for the 
expansion pipeline. 

with respect to rate design, the majority opinion adopts a 
fUll-fixed-variable method for firm gas transportation. This 
method assigns a fixed rate to a shippers's entire contracted 
volume. The adopted fixed charge guarantees the pipeline its 
entire revenue requirement regardless of the volUme of gas 
transported. 

The Commission has argued against this rate design scheme 
before the FERC on the grounds that it is anticompetitive and 
shifts far too much business risk from pipelines to their 
customers. Once locked into a fixed charge, the ability of t~e 
shippers to seek the most competitive, least cost gas is severly 
limited. A fixed charge rate design inhibits both gas-on-gas 
competition and pipeline-on-pipeline competition. To remedy this 
problem, we have argued, before the FERC, for the allocation of a 
reasonable percentage of pipeline costs to a vOlumetric charge. 
This is the type of allocation which shOUld he implemented in 
this case, 



The majority opinion also adopts a purely inorem~ntal method 
of cost allocation. None of the existing faoility costs is 
allocated to the expansion project even though existing 
faoilities are essential for expansion project operation. A 
reasonable cost allocation for a looped pipeline expansion should 
allocate a portion of these costs to the expansion customers. 
The commission has, likewise, advocated this position before the 
FERC. The majority opinion is inconsistent with the Commission's 
previouslY articulated position on this issue. 

This Commission has consistently maintained that the market 
forces of competition should drive California's natural gas 
market. This policy is fundamental to both our recent gas 
procurement decision and our pipeline decision. I fully sUpport 
this policy, and believe the Commission should stay the course. 
This is essential if we are to maintain the competitive landscape 
we have so painstakingly painted oVer the past few years. The 
pipeline market must be granted the freedom to determine how best 
to meet California's capacity needs. unfortunately, the majority 
opinion departs from this policy and limits the ability of the 
market to operate dynamically. 

For the above reasons, I must respectfully dissent from 
today's decision. 

December 27, 1990 
San Francisco, california 
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':. "l\UTIGATION l\fEASURES '~i',i 
: FOR SIGNIFICANT Il\1PACTS;'),:!-,,;: ::' 

General , , 
, . 

, , 
_ i ~ ~ • <~ 

l' ~:} , ; ,-'; 

" I;.' . i ~ 

,l "'j Retain, El'llironmental' MonitoJl~. ;~ The CPUC- or j'ts' ddsigli~~ ''sqaii. ~~t~rlillh~ '~he 
:. ~ 'qualifiCations tic the e ilviionmental mOrutors n'e"cessary to 'm6ilitof 'tach Mdgatiot. measure, 
: 'The CPUC ,or itS ;d~sigIiee shall i~tain apptoJ)riately'q~atif1ed er\yiicinm~~i?I'~6,rut~ts,; ~'~at 
"",ill be: funded by ,theappHcanf but, will, be' indtpeildent' of . POT/PG&~.~ . The 
; environmental monitor, for tach construction' spiead~ consistent' \\;th "the' '~tigation 
i ' : monit()rlng program haS authoritY' to ~itd' responsibility. for, detej-ffii~ing which ~~igation 
~. measures will be applied and the mariner in which they \\ill be applied. The environmental 
, monitor will document all monit6ri~g required (or mitigatioh~nd subnut written reports to 

the CPUC or its designee as specified in measureS be1o\\'. Documentatioft neceSsalY (or 
re,porting ~iH be determined ,by the ,emironmental moni,tor \\ith the appro\'a~ of the CPUC 

'. ' if not speCified in the mitigation measute. ' All tepOrts shan be d6uble~sided and printed on 
. , r~cycled paper. " . ." " . 

. .; ~ "I ' 

, '; one~. en\;ronrilental monitot: for each construction spread' shaH be retaIned (0 

supervis~, mitigation. This individual is resporuibte for monitoring and d9cumenting 'the 
. implementation o( all mitigation: dtir~ngconstiutti6n. including ~ecess,!iy. ,agency 
.. coordination and tevie\\' and omite monitoring. The emironmental moIlitOt n1ay delegate 

monitoring and reporting tasks te) qualified individuals \\ith the CPUCs 'approVal. \Vhen 
mitigation below requires a special resource monitor, the em;ronmental ,monitor is 

. ultimately responsible fot tnsuring that the monitoring and reportiilg specified in each 
mitigation measure ate accomplished.' . 

An environmental monitor must be at the site during that portion of construction 
that has the potential to create a significant environmental impact or an impact othe(\\ise 
requIred to be mitigated. \Vhen the environmental ni6nitot is not requited On site due to 
the nature of the construction activities, ,the construction supervisor "ill h,e, required on site 
at any, time construction ot delivery of materials ocCurs. During these periods, the 
environmental monitor. shall be responsible (or maintaining the field markings and for 
instructing each successive construction SUpeT\1S0r as to the restrictions in force at the site. 

The en\1ronmenlal n'll)Jlitor assigned to each ronstruc"tion spread is responsible for 
establishing checklists, logs. and journals to document the implementati,on of mitigation . 

. ,\Vhen mitigation fot construction activities does not specify a monitoring program, the 
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environmental mOnitor must conduct routine inspt'ctions of construction practices to ensure 
ongoing ~nfonn~nce .~~~ ~pp.r0~'~d ~"!-iligat.ion'J A}1 ~~~~~IS !l!':l~l,~~jaCc~~~~!~. ~y'. the 
CP~C upon request or must be subrrutted as speCIfied In .the FP~atl~~:morutonng plan. 

2. Secure a Performance Bond. POT IPO& E shall obtain a performance bond or other 
type of financial guarantee atceptilble \6 tlit GPUC· froth ~n agent approved by the CPUC 
to ensute that apptoved mitigatioIfineasure~\\ill 00 cOmPleted. The CPUC shaH stipulate 
the amount of the bond or other financial serurity after mitigation COsts have been 
determined and before construction activities begin. 

· :~" J:oll<fuft r~onst~ctiQn, ~u~'eys art" ~t~rk ~eS9ur~~s.: .. C::on49c.~ ~. preronstruction 
;·~~;f\';ey. til Ide#~ify. ~n\)t~~ental ~esour~es for e;tch construcl~C)nsprea~ over th~· entire 

~ ~ Itng~n; ~~ th~ pll?e~lfle .. Th~ ~sul\'ey~h;aU b~ co':ld\lct,ed base~ on fi.n~l deSIgn, marking, a~d 
· slaking In. the ar~~ of the light-or-way and access roads.. . The requlfement for acruracy 10 

· .,th.e Pf~oonstrucii~'m sUl\:ey necessitates that· the e~tire pipeline alignment for that 
· ~ns~fuction spread and all asso~iated access loads be tentatively identified on maps which 
.. \\ill .allow l()Cation in the field.: Engineering and sUl\'ey crews shall mark the pipeline route 
· ~hd .r/ght-of-way boundaries as \\;ell as cerlain resources as speci.fied in the mitigation 
measutes. The em1ronmental monitor shall sign all maps. 

'. i; .. The sUl\;ey shall be performed by appropriatelY,qualified persons representing those 
discipllnes Yo'here specific sensitivities have been identified in the EIR. Thus, for exa,mple: 
an area generally characterized as habitat for special-status plants must be sUl\'eyed by a 
.quatifi~d botanist at the proper times of year to precisely identify and loca.te the potential 
't:esqurc,es of a gh'en area; local culrural resource features J11ust be identified by a 
prOfesSi<;>nal archaeologist; and soils or geologic feat~res .which dictate localized design 

.. ~lodifiCationS· or. oonstruction practices must be identified and marked by a professional 
engiilee·ring geologist. 

. The form of the survey can vary according to the sd.entific requirements of the 
resourceundet investigation or specifications elsewhere in the EIR or mitigation monitoring 
plan. but the results of the sUf\'e)' shall be reported in \\Tilten form and at a minimum 
shall include: 

1. A location map shov.ing the portion of the project surveyed. 

i. ~{aps showing the location of each tower and access road sUl\'eyed. 

3. A Jist of the resources subject to sUl\'ey. 

4. Names. qualifications, and employment of persons conducting the survey. 

5. Dates of survey. particularly as in relation to environmental constraints such 
as the bloom times of identified plants. etc. 
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b. Description of the resource 'stating' itS susceptibilitY, to da\ilage, f~om 
conStruction. " . ",,: '-: , : ' " , . '.,' 

- I • . '. ,1 : : ~: ~" ; , ." . ~ .) 
-' • :,'~ ~ • .' ~',': • • '". '",, ; T 

. ~feasures to be undertake'ri to'mitigate'Pothtti~1 d~m~gt ... c. 

\Vhenever engineering changes are ~ade by PG&E/PGT., and the emironme!ltal 
~~n},tofs shall be, n~lifi.ed. no Jater than ~O days befote construction is't6 commence. The 

'. ~e'Y location sh~l be· indicated on a map of suitable aCfurat)'.The 'spread shall' be 
. .tes~Ne)'ed. it necessal}'. as determined. by the emironmental monitor. Thus, the 
.pl~Coilstructi()n SUlVey must be kept up to date tontiilually throughout line engineering. 
Th~. resun'ey dm be copducted by the same or different petsonne1. bUt the environmental 
lnR~tor must be supplied with a precise map Sho\\lng the changes and be iriformed' of 

.. :P.er,sonpel changes. . . 

. N. s~~hi\'e reso'urc~s which a~e to receive special' protection sh'al1 be suitably 
marked during the SUlyey. Also. the locations where fencing \\ill be installed shaU also be 
,c~e~fl)' marked during the s~rvey. The marking must be done under the supervision of the 

.... -'enVironinen(a! monitor and must be of suft1cient· \lsibility and durability that it \\;ll' be 
.()b~i6us ,tq aU personnel throughout construction in the area. 

4. Del"elop and Impl~ment an OperatiOns and Mainr~nante Plan. 'During the d~taijed 
de~tgn' phase •. determine the locations, frequency. and techniques of inSpections to' be 
.conductedduring th~ operation of the pipeJine and the lepoitingtequir~ments for 
'monitoring. I[lcorporate these specifications into the operations and maintenance plan for 
the pipeline .. The operations and maintenance plan must be consistent \\lth the inspeCtion 
proce4ures outlin'ed in the EIR and the mitigation morutoring plan. Indude In this plan 
a1l6perations and maintenance aspects of any resource-specific mitigation plans developed 
and implemented as part of this mitigation monitoring and reporting plan . 

. ;;. The iesource:-spe,c,lflc mitigation plans included in this mitigatioh m6nit6rlnga~d 
reporting plan ~()UoW in the order of their appearance: emergency ptep~ted,ness plan, 
Y.'Qrkei education program (r~ferred to in the findings as the Environmental Education 
Plan (EEP», ECR. plans. (the last item of which is a termination and reh~bilita.li6~ plan), 

. Spill prevention and control (SPC) plan, stream crossing mitigation plan~ hy'dtostatiCtesting 



m!t!gat!(m plan, prot¢cti0!l. pl~n for the .Marneld. !ce c.a~'~. are~~ n,alive pl.~nl. ~urS~l)' 
lnltlgatton plan, wetland nut,lgatlOn pl~ npanan mttlgatlOl'l ptans~ cransj>lantmg nutlgatton 
plan. reseeding mitigation plan, weed control plan. special nat lye plant eoTlUr\unity 
revegetation plan. \'enlal i>9Ql revegetation plan. mitigatiC)I'lplan for irrtpacts on spawning 
gravels neat the proposed Fall River crossing (unless tbecro~ing ~~ bored), toxic sediment 

; , ,WRr~ p'~, for~~ossing~ in the Sacramento·San Jo~quil'l' River I?elta, formal housing plan 
,', (or cO~t.f\:lction w<!*~rs, fi~e control plan (FCP), dust conuol plan, 'road crossing mitigation 
': plan, eulturaliesources,rnitigation pl~ and paleontologic res6uttes mitigation plan. 

l,1 ,"', Sub,nH~. tp~ ~~~ plan ~~ theCPU~ or its designee fot, app!oVal as' ~pedf'ed in e~ch 
applIcable nuhgatLOn measure. Subnut quarterly repOrts' dunng the detailed deSign, 
construction. and restoration phases of the project; biannual reports for the next 5 years; 
and annual reportsJhereafter to the CPUC or its designee fot the fifetime of the pipeline. 
or as specified in the approved mitigation plan. , , ' 

, . - . - ~ .. 
,~~ .. Pe\'eI6p ~~d I riiplem~nl an Emergency Preparedness Plan." Driringth'e' de,laitedde~ign 

, 'p,has~, prepare an emergenc), pteparedness plan in coordination \\ith local and state 
jtirisdj~ti()ns tbat includes procedures for preventing and responding fo emerge~des rela)ed 

_ 'to the project. Include in this plan detailed. site-specific measures for impacts fr6ni's,ei~mic 
" ,e\'eitts~~'olcanic erupt~ons, pipeline ruptures, blasting, Of ot~et, projeCt~telaied activities. 
;', Incorpor~le in this plan an measures develOped as parlot the nutigation and monitoring 
, 'plan relatirig to emergency preparedness (e.g., emergency measures cOntained in the $PC 

plan and FCP). Ensute that the plan addresses protection of construction workers as well 
, ~ th~ 'public in the \idnity of the pipeline." ' ' , . , 

, ;, : Su~niit the final plan to the CPUC or its dt,signee fo~ review. ' SUl?niit qtiar~erl)' 
reports' during the detailed design, conStructio~ and testonHioil' phases of .t.he pr()j~ct; 
biannual reports for the next 5 years; and annual reports thereafter to the CPUC'viits 
designee for the lifetime of the pipeline, or as specified in the approved mitigation plan. 

6. ,De\'elop and Implement a \\'ork~t Education Prograinl Develop 'and' trrlpleit\e~i a 
v .. 6rker education program including a handbOOk. The program should edtica,te oohst(ucHon 
~'6rkeis on general and specific mitigation measures {or soils, hydrology and water .quality, 
sped~.status plants and wildlife, wetlands, air quality, and Cultural' I'esources. the 
handbook shall document potential sensitive resources, ptoper conStruction techrtiqlies, ,and 
general 'on-site procedures shall be compiled and kept on 'site at all times during 
toi1S~niction. " 

Outline in the plan which resources and mitigation measures should be add,ressed in 
preconstructlon briefingS, and where along each constructiOn spread these briefings should 
be held. ' The text must be keyed to the maps. Additi6nal detailed t()Pl~ to be included 
In'the education program are discusSed under mitigation measures' fo!: sp~tifis res~~~c~s. 
Provide Instruc~ional aids to ensure workers ate aware of inidgation measures that' require 
their participation. ' " ", 
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., \~t }f(,,·,l) 
The worker education program'shall include a presentation to the construction crew 

~~iths ~~y,iF~}~me~~~ Jl)~ni\QL\\it~i.n.5 .~~)'S of «>mnleilce~ent of oo~tr:uc~ib~:(o! ~~ch 
" COnstructlon spread. AU workers ror that spread must be present and sign an' attendance 

roster that will be kept by the em;ronmental monitor. The presentation shall review 
sensiJh'~ tesou!ce~ ~d ~PSlruction techniques relevant to the spread as "'en as general site 
testnctt6riS'such as use of private\,ehicles, no pets on site, etc" as identified in the EIR. 

:'.):j: ::':', : '~"~~.' hart4bOOk ~h~li oontain t~e '(olio~i~~~ inf~ni1~ti~n':: " .• 

1. 
. : ~ ~ 

Photographs and descriptions of the sensitive resOurces. This will nOt only 
.3¥ist tq~Jield ~rSQnnd in recognizing t~ese featute.swhere they have been 
marked, but may prevent damage to, the' same resoutces should they be 
discovered at nearby sites that may have been overlooked; 

-, " . 1: 2. -: Photographs and descriptions of the field markings the cttw should heed as 
they are operating and storing equipment and material along the line; 

... 3.' ,A,l~i. c:>t gel}eral measures to be followed ror cOnstruction in aU areasand a 
; ;. t·· .list '-of measures that pertain to each specific locality or resource needing 

sp'eci31 protection; . 

.' f·, 

. ,\ . 

.. 5. 

. ,1JIe nam~s, a~dre~~ and telephone numbers 6f those personS responsible tor 
.' rno~,t()ring and enf?rcement of the mitigation plan: TheSe includes (a) the 
enVJro~ertal morut~r, (b) the oonstruction supervisor. (c) the CPUC project 
. maiJ.,ager, (d)tbe applicant's project manager, and (e) the person Yiithauthooty 
to iSsue a stop~work order; 

A list otthe sanctio~ to be Imposed in' the event violations ate discOvered, 

, " : Su~rrlit :the fina~ plan to the tpue or its designee ror approval. Submit inonthly 
reportS during the conStruction phase of the project to the cpue or its designee. 

7. , Q~taiil All Permits fQr Each Construction Spread before Beginnin'g Construction 
'.' Ac:th:itie.s' hi That ~pr'e~d. PGT/PG&E shall submit a permit acquisition schedule to the 
¢~UC:.~~6iing -'anticipated application filing dates. durations of permit activities. and 

,Aepe~dende.~,onother acthities, including the name of a contact person at each' agency 
. i~jJ~*g·a··p,e,rinit.· N() ~!15tructi~n activity shall begin on the ,-A- spreads uritilaU perriUts 

a'-fe.obtaIned lo't these areas unless otherwise specified in .... Tlting by the permitting agenCy. 
No cOnstruction activity shall begin on the -8- spreads unlil all permits are obtained for 
these areas uqle~ otherwise specified in writing by the pemiltling agency. Any ex~eptiohs 
to this :requirements must be approved by the CPUC or its designee. 
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Geology 
~.. • r • , ~ ~: 1 t ~ .. ~; ; : ,.~~ ! ':'~ ~ j, ,r ~ .1 i 

. ~~ "'.:.. ,,:.{ 1 i J !:' ~. . ,~ .~: It '\ i 1 r '. • ~ : - ] • : < 1 • ~: ".... i ~ . .:)- ; ~ : I. .' ,. , . \ '. f J 

,'::~ ~. ; )pipt~menl Enginetrhtg SOlutions; \ Impleme'M; severAl 'g~l)~r~l' me'as\\tes' ,l61,Jr~4uce 
" ~ignifi~nt geologic impatts~ ::-' ' '.' :',,', .','.'., : ", l,"".' 

• ..:.-: .• ~ ~ I : .1 :;. 1 ~_:::~ \j' 
,. .: l' -~'i 1 i; ~ -, ~ > .. ' t ~ '.: .,:' ,,:] •. ~ ~ ·7. . ;. _ . 

::; : <, :, 0, select the pipeline route' to avoid geolOgic hazards': su'ch'aS' landslid~s: ; .: 
.:'~}.!.'~ .!. " .. ". : " ... , .... - ':. .". '. j : __ .:" ••. F ~!t·,,- _r_~,-

o retain a geotechnical specialist to e\'a~uate minor r~r()uting opt,iOfl;S. and select 
construction procedures during 6nsite study in th~detaned dtsign 'phase of the 
project; 

; -: ; :\'''~: further :refine' th~ propOsed alignments (6 avoid difficult terrain (e.g .• rock 
...• : outcrops, active slides): and· .,: :,' "... ". 

o conduct geologic, geotechnic) and engineering studies at the sites during the 
detailed design phaSe of the project to plan teJotation. . 

. The fotlov.ing are more detailed measures for specific significant impacts. AU 
~tigat.ion measures described above and below must be approved by tpUe or its designee 
. and. the land management agency with jurisdiction and must be tnorut6red as designated by 
that agency. 

',9.,: R~ont()ut Topographic Changes Caused by 'Grading. Rttontour top6graphic changes 
~,~~¢d ,by grading to the approximate original sJopesduring the rcstotation phase of the 

. project aIJd revcgetate. Submit· ECR plans to CPUC or its designee or the land 
, : nla~age,ment agency "lth jurisdiction. See the model ECR pl~n in Exhibh 1. 

to. Reestablish Land Contours and Drainage Channels. Reestablish land contours and 
drainage channels to approximate their original conditionS. Assess and document drainage 
conditions before and after construction to ensure that original conditions .I:tave been 

. restored. Submit a report documenting preoonstnktion and poStc6rutructionconditlons to 
CPUC or its designee and the land management agency \l.ith jurisdiction. 

, 11. ~eslore AreaS to Approximate Original Contours. On st~ep territin' or iii \ret areas 
. where the tight-of-way must be graded al h\;o elevations (two-toning), or wher~ d~ver~i9n 

dams, must be built to facilitate construction, restore and revegetate the areas ltip~n 
compl~tionof construction to approXimate' original contours. Submlt site-spedficECR 

. pI~ris to CPUC or its designe'e or the land management agency \\ith jurisdiction. Se'e Jhe 
model ECR plan in Exhibit 1. '. ' 

. 12. Limit the Creation of Access Road~. To minimiie disturbance cau~ed by the project, 
limit the creation of access roads. During the detailed design phil5e. consult \\ith 10calHuld 
management agencies concerning pJacement of new access roads. Submit for approval to 
CPUC or its designee and DFG or the land management agent)' y,ith jurisdiction detailed. 
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!,.~ ~i\~~SP~~'~~: pIcms:,~at ~ $h.~w . the : ~e$ig~': and l~~ioh' c of r n,ew-~~~t'~'1 roads) prior to 
construcllon and an envlfonmental ana\ysls of the lmpacts'of the COnstruCtIon of the access 
road . 

. - ·r~) !~.}: t:, l.' .",t !I'-;" {."'.",' ~-~,;., ;~~ '·'.~ •• ·i"· .L~! (:'~ .. < ._. " _;:.~ _'''';..r [1;-·;> ,-; :i) )~u::!. (J 

'i 13. 'Deslg!i'Actess'Roads' to 'Contonn "ith th'e Surrounding Topographt and Minimize 
>~H~f8H~~)')r l'{~.I.~~I,F~at\l~s •• ~:I)e.sign access roads to .c~ruOITn .. ~th '~he sUTround!ng 
;!. tppogr~p~Y';lJld :t:n!l}lnu~e ~1~~~a~l()n_of nat~ral reatu~es," Av(ud ~th,r'lg, t.rtes and remoYtng 
,.t??~tJ~~rs Jwher~ po~ibl.e.:~u~II1!J.~nal deSign p~ans to CPUC or Its '~eslg~ee and the land 

management agency Yt.lth Junsdlctlon. '.", ".' ';;:.' i . : .. '; t: .. i 

)-::. \-;, ,~,:",/:,:,.':=~_) :.:·:~~::r .:. ': ':.'':'\' !_ (~ .:.~ '!:;-~ ,'.",. ~. ;~ ·,.,.":.I:'I~~. ~:): ~,~.~f f-;I 

:.' 14!', :,R~s.tp~ ,Ab,a,Il~Q"t4 .~oads to Their, Original. (:oi1tOU:fSi": RestOte 'roads abandoned 
-(0110\0\10& construction to their original contours. including replacing rocks 'and \'egetalio~ 
,~~~ ~J~~~ ~em lothe publi~! Implement mitigation measureS }O-Jt 105;': and 107 under 
·VISUal Resources,- : . : , ' ' , ,:. 1 .' . ' I. . 

'"": ' 'j . 

15. De\'clop Recommendations and Implement Measures to Pre\'enl Significant Slope 
Stability Problems. Jl!e preferred mitigation for unstable terrain is to 'avoid the area. 
Conduct selective preconSlruction field screening of sensiti\'e and potentially unstable 
tel!a'Il~ Dc\'elopsite-specific recommendations to prevent slope stability problems. (See 
the inodel ECR plan in E.xhibit I.) Decide on measures to be implemeiiled during the 
detailed design phase of the project; the measures shall be approved by CPUC or its 
desigrte~ and tl\e lan~ management agency with' juris~iCt,oil and incorporated into 
const~ction specifications so that they are legally binding ()~ contractors. ~ , 

\Vhen slope stabiHty pr()ble~ cannot be a\'olded (e.g., in areas that contain abundant 
. landsli4e terr~n), retain ,a ge()techni~l specialist to determine what measures should be 

'. implemented. The me~ures may include but are not' limited to: ~. ' 

o 

o 

, . 
o 

i 

o 

Co~duct precons~ruclion and ~stcoIiStrUction ie6~echnical studies to determine 
ground mo\'ement of the area. 

I, • I .' ., . t . , ; ,f :: ~ ( • t! i J '1 { 

Consult v.ith' the federal, state. or' local age~cies \\1th jurisdiction to sel~cta 
route it the route v;ould cross areas of active landslides or areas of high 
landslide potential. 

. Consult v,ith these agencies again before construction to review the selected 
route. 

. !. ~ • 

Grade and' excavate u,sing the cut-and-fill· method to minimize effects on 
natural draimige and' slope stability. . ' 

Excavate and grade to increase the stability and decrease' the gradient of 
unstable stopes .. , ' 



\',J "Ii "1 0 i,::t):Miti¥a\e s~~U·scale '~lo~ ~tabmty' Jlfo~le~ bili¢hfng t11~',~iie':~t. ~~~~and 
' .. >:; ~" {l ~,; ;:cfillS m SeP51tl\'e ternun.-:' 1 \J? ,:' ", I:,; "'~I,d,' ,". ,! ' ',,1 """'~.'!'~l 

• ~ . I ,l i 

o Shore or backfill trenches quickly in areas ~f soft gro,un.d t~ ~\'oid 59ft c~eep . 
• \!tdhdl/ (,ilf; '.dqi,I,<<l'j\,r \ilib(\c"'IU!(~ '"i) ;~!;,,: "" ',li",) p! ;·k,.)·' ,. ':';"': !' ,!":' ',.1 

. " 'i' ',', ,Q, '-" , Suevey" flag, and monitor, areas Of'seruitive 'of p6~~~tiAUy uhSt~b)kt~Wain. 
, ,';: ;, ,'," : ,,;'; '. Qmdu¢t ground-movemenf monitoring 's\lrve~ fot' a.c~ive' Ja'ndsl,ide' ~t'~ {that 
!. ,~,; ',,;'! t,·~ ';,' would be'crossed by the pip~lirte: 'See the ope~at~or\Sand mainten)ili~~j)lan 

described in mitigation measure 4. . ,':, ":, ,;1;'.";:-, i;'. ~ r,',:' : f,,: ,It,;; 

o Reduce grading On excessively steep slopes that would otherwise require 
" ;,";I','~ ;~",e~e.nsh'e cuts by using detour access.'to.a~satou.hd the!~t6pi f6r_'~b~r~,ti~ed 

, , 'traffic., ' " ,'i :'",', ~ ;";"; ; - ;'; ~ ; 'I " " 1: ':' , • .. " ': ,,' '! . ~ ~ -';. .!;. .; ~. ~ ,. ~ .. ~ - - I -" - • -, • _ > 

.- : '0 1~' ,\Yherc, sidehills are unavoidable, use tW6·tonirig:' '(lYio.:tohln¥ invoh;~s ~~~ng 
two smaJI cuts rather than one large cut so that the working $lde' is higher than 
the spoil side.) , '. . 

, ,~ - 1 - .' } : i, '." ~ r ,'. . r /' ~: ... i t'~" ~ . ~ 1 ! ~ • ~ . . r / ~ < ; -: : • ~ ~ i' ~ ~ ': : ': ~. '. '!:: .' -~~. J I ; ~ - • i', ~ I .' i 

~/ .. :'~ ': ',Q' ::,' ": A\'otd rea~tivating stabilized slides 'and initiating n~w, onM. ~. :,:'1 :':1 Ii '! ,::< 
... '.' -' ; . 

. ,:) ,():,,': 'Pi\'~!t seep~ 'and concentrated surface ~n6ff Y.il~ betins~ ~hch~J, add 's16pe 
shapulg. " ", ," i' i ",', ' ','. "'-" 

I 
o 

Ins~~ii"d'itch plugs at slope' crests and at significant: breaks' in slope. 
. ';: ;_' i .• 

Install subsurface drains and avoid undercutting landslide toes. 

'I , Q ,.:' U~e additi~nal ~tabilization nleasurts, Such as d~wateTing :and .buttl·e~ing, 'to 
stabilize active -landslide' areaS that '''''auld becio~ed ! by'" the' pipeliiie. 
Dewatering by trenching to intercept subs~rface water is proba,bly the method 
of choice for Shallow landslides and 'viI.t require 16rig~ter'm: maintenance. 

!. ~ . 

16. Implement Engineering SOlutions to Reduce Seismic Impacts. Implement the following 
mitigation measures to reduce seismic impacts oil the proposed p~oject: . 

o conduct detailed geological/geotechnical andaerial photograph investigations 
to identify any areas of Holocene surface displacement during the detailed 
~~~~; I ' 

o implement V-shaped trenching and other engineering design measures to be 
, determined by a qualified engineer if evidence of Holocene su'rface displace· 

ment is found; and " 

o retain a quaJified engineer to design the project ~o' ,~he 1 st~ndards of the 
American National Standards Institute (ANSI) fof the corresponding seismic 
risk zones to prevent damage from ground shaking, liquefaction, and dirferen-
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lial settling. and identify and"i~fleme!lt a!lY ,()thfr_~,~s}$".stan~~rdS deemed 

} 1'\ necet~rvi 1 "., -, I ,', II ." ~,l";'}'! --,ld !,,\"", .. of". ;,,1 .. ,1 
.,~ ':~ .{,::'. l ~;",.;~:~~" t,':l';" J ".~ :n'i -_",-i: ',;;;~' ,'; '::.:,l!, t;":~ ,VI/I) . "l~;:'~ }'~;11'-! 
\' ,;','~:~I\'/' ~~,WJrtii~ ~rtgineeri~g ~valuations and t~~~~~.~a~i~tls· t~;¢rqc'~t, ,t.tt4~~ignee 
.: ,.tq'!1~~'!~~ fQf.cQJlfQrmance \\1~~ theCPUCs regul~t~~~tnc,1~dr~8:Gt~~~r*;l,.9~4~(No . 
. . :, Hl:D., 9bt~IJ\, ~pprovalas req.un'ed by, any I~r\~ J~ana~~:~e;~~ .~~~~'Y }\1~~ 1~titf~d_l~t:~6*. 

. . • , ; 11)' ') , • , , ' \'", .• , . ' .-.,; , " . J. .)!, ' _ ,. " '.. _.1 • • I ... ' .. ' 

,. ~ if ;Jled~~e hi~ sJ\·~ri~· '~l Im~ac,~i (rom' \'6Icahtc 'A'cthity.;) inClude" 'irtbnf(onrlg' 'ttq~ire
ments for indicators of renewed volcanic activity. such as gro~nd swelling, tremors, 

, ",e~hq\lakes" and minor ,e,rupllonS(gas venting)' that «cur \\;tn iri 'advance ,'6fhn eruption 
.. ': 'J~~ l~~ ;ppe'r~t~~~~«( matnt~nai1ce ,~Jan. an~ the eme~g~nCy ,ptep~~~~e'~ ~l~,h: j !I~~l,u,de)he 

,', tf,~qu,~!1C)') ~W,d te,ch~ques (or, morutonng; measures to be la~en.1n tesponse ~o' yanous 
. indicator le\'els, and emergenc), measutes iil'the event Of arfcruptiOii;' ,';:,' .,', , 

'l~ ;. '",', " ,'):, ',',': ":, 'i~" ~ , Soil~;,ti ,":"~ ',/.";:~:~tl ";;', ';,"~'~~,~~;,'.\!:: 

, t'~.'.; ~\~~l~P and'"lmpleinent' a Comp~hensh'e Ero~iOi1'C~htrol. ~nd RestC;~~it6n ~J,~~':: To 
pr<r~e!l' an~mitigate significant ad\'erse impac~s on ~oil tesouftes,' prepat~ 'a '¢6fnprep~~J\'e 

,}~r~sion' control, restoration, and re\'egetation plan.', Deve~()p'the plan iric~ope~~doIi\\ith 
C~~,C;; o.r its designee, FERC, the California DepartMent of Foiest,ry ~~d fire P'ot(:'c~i()n 

, (CDF) 'and, other. land management and state agencies with' juriSd,idio~~: and lando\\ners. 
f .' !~toIJ>9ratethe FERC Proced.u~es outlined in E-dtibit 2 and ~he}p\edflcn1e'asures' discu#ed 
: In the /IlQdel ECR plan (E.~}llbll 1). . . ,'" " ' ' . "'" ' 

:, ,';;;'PGlij>G&E'S~bmitted preiintinaty iGR 'planS \\ith its'~ppH~ti6,~ t6 ¢.fUC ~d 
FERC. During the design pbase of the project, when the Pipeline route and design ha\'e 
been finalized. the applicant should: . ' 

o 'modify preliminary ECR plans toincJude. detailed. s~te-spedfi~ measures and 
preconstrurtion negotiations With invoNed patties; petcenlre\,egetadon coyer 
to be achie\'ed; and locations. frequency. and techniques' of morutoring; 

o submit the revised plans to CPUC or its designe~ f~'i Appi6~ .. al: and' 

0. incorporate apprO\'ed measureS into construction cOnJracts, specifications, and 
. drawings so that contractors ate legally boUnd to'implement them. 

During the construction phase of the project, tbe applicant should: 

o conduct ~ wQrker, educatiOn program on the EC:R 'plan \\ithin s'daS's 'be{6'ie 
constructlon begins (see mitigation meaSure 6) and ', .• , .' .,' , , ' 

,0. e,nsure lo~g-term and short-ter~ mitig~ti.ori objecdv~s are' met '(s~espe,~:r.c 
measures tn the model ECR plan [ExhIbit 1)). ' , .,' .' " ' " ,', 
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:) ',", j :', ] 'The plpeHtle \\'(nlld 'croSs p·Tlvate. U. S. Bureau of Land Managerrfent (BlM). U. S. 
Forest Service (USFS), and state lands. The BLM. USFS. ~nd state, E~R plans or 

, ",~~q\li.t~lfI~P.tsi app}i~~bte to pIp¢line.. oonstruction ad~TesS' erosi6ta «)ntro',1 f~storaVon, 
~ ~> ~?<Wp~~i~"w~ttland, ~~,~clion. stre~m~d a.lter~lio.l\' strea~b~n~'~islur~~n~e. ,~,n~a~. 
, Jw(ed, '~~41men~ ,and ~le~nng ~f the plpehn~ nght·of.v.'a)'. -: Identify u\ the ECR plan wInch 

'agenCies'must ~ notified (e.g., U. S. Army Corps, <?f. E,n~in~<:rs ,[S~~l ~m~, ~aJifornia 
,,~epart~eI;lt of fish and Game [DFG)) 6f these aCtlVltles. 1" : I! ) "~'::' f , ' " '. ", ,\ I, 

- -' i I. t - , -,"J ". ~,. - ~ _ • ~ ... _,', : " , •• : r ), " ~,":. _. '; ~ : F ~ I ,": ~ 

.' : ;;',:,,;:"::, Th;~ke" a'geride~'may sp'ecirY" ~dditJ()na1 repottirtg' tequ!rementi, '. Sub~t" qu.~terl)' 
',-', '~p?f#, :duri,n~ the detaiJe~ ~esign. constniction, 'and reSt.otati6t:i ph~~Sl of t~~ pr~je~l; 
,ll\~R~1 rep()~, fQ~, the. ne~ 5 )'e~; and annual reports ~ t~ereafter to' crye,or Its 
deSIgnee. or as specified In slle-speclfic ECR plans., • , ;, ' ,',' '" ' 

19. De\'elop and Implement a Spill Prel'ention and Control Plan. To reduce potentially 
significant impacts on soil productivity caused by a chemica) spill during «)nstructiq~ or 
:opera,t~on,R~ (r0111 a pipeline rupture,during h)'drostatic testing, the project applicant should 

i' : d~velo'p' ~nd 'implement an SPC plan in accordance with federal and state permitting 
J : requlfel]1ents~ Require in this plan the safe collection and disposal of hazardous su~s~artces 
"gel1.~rated durIng noimal constructic;m aQd, operatiOn activities, identification Of pipeFne.low 

poinWdcilgned to trap and MOre liqu~~s. emergency respOnSe measutes (01' quick and safe 
"cleanup6f accidental conStruction spills or pipeline ruptu'res, and n'otificatioil pr6t~dures 
. 'lathe lahdo\\ner or authority with jurisdiction of any spillS. : InClude 'p'r6per storage of 

chemicals, fuel, and lubricating oils and installation of spill containments around all 
che~t:al~ rue,), and oil storage areas. Specify, the frequency, I()catioris~ arid techniques of 
monitoring and reporting requirements. In addition, the applicant should:', " ' 

o submit a detailed, site·spedfic SPC plan to CPUC or its designee for approval; 
. . . . 

o incorporate approved measures into cOnStruction contracts so that contractors 
are legally bound to implement them; 

o conduct a worker education program on the SPC plan within 5 days before 
construction begins for each new construction crew; and 

o monitor the construction and operation phases as specified in the plan. 

Hydrology and 'Vater Quality 

20. Deyelop and Implement a Stream Crossing Mitigation Plan. To minimize and control 
channel erosion after pipeline conslruction. develop a stream croSsing miligation plan in 
consultation with COE. FERC, the U. S. Bureau of Reclamation, DFG, the California 
Department of \Vater Resources (D~VR), and the regional \vater qualitY control board 
(R\VQCB). Specify in this mitigation' plan the site~spedfic constructions procedures; 
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, ::; l,qFSl~i~~ f~~qu~ncy i 8.l\dtethniquer of inspectioJiS of aU a(fd·tttl siteartfc':ossi~gs: 'ari~;the 

reportlOg requirements for each or the foUo\\ing measures: k"":" " j: ,',,, i)'" ) l;" 

i; );."y~)VlJ~n t.he design phase' of the project is·tomplc~ted.-,obtatn ~uthofizati6\i from, the 
~':i Jflri.~_ m~~gemeJ)~ ag~ncles with jurisdiction and pro\;de copies '~f the 'appt6\ltd;'Stre'am 
',~, C(9~~ng m.i~iga~on plan to CPUC or its designee. FERC; COE.lhe land f!I~nagemerif llnd 
;" s~~e: .agel}~ies with jurisdiction,' and lando'w\llers."~: ~ .'!. '.:: t.· •. '; 1 1,;', ", :. " 
. .,'.-~ " : '"; c •. '; ;, . ',~ .' i., ,.. i, ; : ; ~ , ;; " (; :':"' ; :: }.' ". ; { Y.) .-) :·l i I I; ~ .: : .. 1": .. " ~ 
'r:, ,20a •. ; ,Comply "lih State and: Federal' Agenc)' Regulatlcin·s.':;' C6htact" the; Uf S. 

En\;rorunental Protection Agency (EPA), COE. and DFG,to obtain, the requir.ed permits 
. J~.~pr6C~.~d"y.i~h: constru~tion ?ctiVities' associated v.ith·,pipeli,ne .'pl~ceItierit (at stream 

crossings. Mitigale Sonstruction·related impacts on a case-by-case basis bY'requiremenfS'set 
forth by these permitting agendes. COE permits under Section 4M of the Clean \Y!lter Act 

"i. ;'r,ay, ~ ~~.!. r~ql,lir~d,. for these' construction'· acthities.' ,. Minor· 'croSsings '~ay ~ qualifj· for 
" a~\hoti~tionu~def a nationwide permit, such as nation\\ide permit 14~' D\VR must re{.1ew 
.. ' al}~:,app!9\'e, ,the pla~ !lnd specificationS of any proposed pipeline installations acrQ~' or 

. adJace~t to S\VP fac.hltes. '. '.' . '. . 

fndude steps for obtaining all required permits and mitigation measures fOr affected 
crossings in the stream crossing mitigation plan. Obtain aU required permhs priqr to 
beginning any construction activities in an area and submit copies to 'the CPUc.· . 

" ":j;"i~m~· :,&~edul~CotlStructi()n \\ithin the BankS of Inte~itte'nt':and Ephemeral 
Stl1!ams during the nlySeason. Schedule construction within the banks of intetriliUent '~nd 

, .·eph,emer;ll stre~~ during the dry seas~unless directed othemise by state, local, ot. federal 
',.' agen'des ".jth jurisdiction, when these channels contain Httle or fi(, n6w. Obtainappro\'al 
·1 tiQ~j ~c;)E ,o.r R\VQCB if stream crossing Construction would occur at any tirrte other .than 
d~nng the dry season. . : . . .. 

. include the construction schedule fot aU stream crossings in the stream croSsing 
mitigation plan. ., 

2Oc. linplement the Erosion Control and Restoration Plan. ,Implement mitigation 
measure 18 to mitigate for the increased fisk of surface runoff and soil erosion from 
streambanks~nd upJands. Runoff from the cleared right-of-way could inctease stream 
turbidity and sedimentation. Include site-specific measures, such as regrading and installing 
erosion-control structures, reseeding, replanting, fertilizing, and applying mulches, in the 

. !EeR plan for affected stream crossings. " : 

. Include these site-specific ECR measures in the stream crossing mitigation plan .. 

iOd. Reduce Streambed A1teration. Implement site-specific nlltig~tion measures 
developed in consultation with the permitting agencies and land management agencies \\ith 
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" : j~,r,~dtcti()~ ~s~~i~ly COE; to reduce stteambed allerCitiOn; I~clude tht,se rtle~uteSfn'the 
' 'stream 'crossing mitigation phul, ",,' ,: , '~ , '.'. ,,,.j ";,11"'; ,',,', i'l>~ :,,1 

',i: ;;~;,l!'l ~~ ,:\ ,R~.y('e, Iu"pacls rto~, Conlsm,ina,ted r.Sedil'nen.tS, ,~j'T()' reduce "'eff~cts, on 
,~9l"~~,~~ :.ben~ficlal ' uses from. constru'ction ! at ;" Sttean'l" "crossings ',With' "~edirrlent 

;".~'«?~~~~t,on,;.«)Qduct. surficial and, deep sedimenf-testi~g:at, si.te~ ~kriown ~ to :ha\~~~ or 
suspected of having, «mtaminated sediments. Submit the test results fot identified 'stream 
crossings to FER~ COE~ and R\VQCB. Obtain the required permits from agencies with 

,.' Jurisdi~tion (described in Table 1-4 of the dtaft EIR) to pfocetd with ,constructiOQ. 
F~::i.~ -l "~~"1 ": i ~1 ,:.:,:. ~< , : -,\.~. . \~ 1) ,':/.: 1) "(.:-!." ,.. ~-"~~··)·)~;.}lLi !.",!r .,·~l;~:~.:-:-I 

,;,'~ ::~:,,' :pe\:~fop'~tigati()Ir in consultation \\;th' Uie' petmitting and ~l~n~',~'managefiient 
,agenc;ies an<J ,include these measures in the streamctossirig mitigation plan: " , ". ' "",~ 

• , r ':..... - ~: ;. . II ~ OJ 1 ... \// > ~; _: ) .' '.1.' • . _ • 

'~' ,?r 1,., i ,C:;.:)~stru~1 and Design Drainage' Control Structures itt 'Accordance' ~ith' Enght~rlng 
" .~,t~r!lar~~~. Construction of ne\i,' actess roads could alter existing drainage patttrns' and lead 
, l t9 ,~ iqc~~asedrisk pf eros~on. Const~ct and design dtainage contto~ I $fll;ictu~es, such as 
culve~ in accordance \\lth city, county, and state engineering standards 'and other'land 
management agenc), requirements. Maintain drainage control structures for existing access 
,roads .. (See mitigation measures 10 and 15.) , ',':' " , 

2i.' 'Irrtple~ent H)'drostatic Testing Mitigation ~ feasures 

!" ,~,: I~" [ ~~a"" O~ta.in Neces~aIY Permits from Agencies for' \\'ithdra\\ilt.' ~'nd I?h~har~e, of 
, Str.e;t~f1()WS for Hydrostatic Testing. Obtain all necessaiy permits from agenCies' With 
jl:l~i?~~~tion, ~nd \\it~dra\\' or discharge water in accordance ~th perinit requirements. 
01?,~ai,~ ,a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination SyStem' (NPPES),· permit .. a~d o1ger 

, sHlt,e-.iss!l~iI v.ithdrawal and discharge permits as requited in the FERC Procedures.; If 
surface waters 'are not availabJe Or permits are not granted for withdtawid, use ret)'ded 
water from previously tested loops or water trucked~in from approved sites. NO,tify agencies 
witqjurisdiction,'induding R\\'QCB, DFG, and local itrigation districts (for canals), of 
intent to use specific water resources before testing activities. COE permits win be required 
where outfall structures or fills for containment/controlled release, energy dissipation, or 
erosion control are placed in Waters under COE jurisdiction. ' , 

., :' Submit copies of permits or site~specific alternate pJans for each hydrostatic testing 
operation to CPUC or itS designee. ' " 

, . 2ib. Use Erierg.·.nlssipating Structures at Hydrostatic Test \Vater Discba'rge Points. 
Discharge hydrostatic test waters into an energ)'~dissipating structure using a, \'el()city~ 
dispersion device or structure. hay bate, or silt fence containment structure. Energy~ 
dissipating structures must meet minimum criteria set forth in the FERC ,Pr,oce~ur,es. COE 
permits wiU be requited where outfall energy-dissipating structureS arene~ded.;' ; 
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22c., Implement the SpUl Pre\'eJt\iQ1\ and Control Plan. Implement mitigation 

measure 11. 
~ .' .I~) L • _I •• ,~.} L }.~ ; {r./ 

21d. MaIntain Aqutfer \Vater at Ac<eptable Le,'els tot Existing Benendal Uses. 
,pe\'~top ;t!ldi~p~em~qt ~. sit~,spe:~!qc p;).~!l ~C(ept~~le \0 p~Jf[\itting agencies (or aquifers 

:.~ 'att~~~~~,b)" h)'diostatl¢ testing. The plan must be submitted to the CPUC or its designee 
" for appto\\flJ:" , " '. . .;' !, ' ." 

23. MitIgate for Potential Impacts on Groundwater Resources. Mitigate Jor potential 
impacts on groundwater resourCes: avoid contaminating groundwater. o"etdrafting aquifers 

,fo.r, ~~~rona~i~ ~~t!n~ !~~ ~!te.m.ati~!; ~u~~pr{as~. (l()~ palt~m~., I?lpl~~ent ,lhe SPC plan 
,6u~)m.ed.1Q (Illtlgatlo,n ':lleasureJ~. t;mtlg~t!~n ~~as~re. 22d. tQ, wa~r:ta~q aqUifer lev~ls for 
, ~.~n,~fidiil, ~(j~nstr~am \l,Ses., a~~ the ECR,' p!an describ~.d ,in i nutlga!i?-n m~asure 18' to 
, ,re4u~eahered subsurface flow m shallow aqUifers and SOli h~nzon miXIng. -; 

24.' A,'o'ld Impads on "'ells 'from Blastlng. 'Perform: a ~i~e.spedfic geOt~chnical study, to 
determine which wells could be affected by blasting acth1ties. Submit a ropy of this study 
to CPUC. Use sequential blasting \\ithin those areas identifi~d by the study. ; Sequential 
blasting consists of using several small charges in succession instead of one large charge. 

; Any wellt,h~t is damaged mus~ !>e replaced .. If the,wa,~r sour~e is disrupted such that the 
. \\jell Vtattr IS unusable'Cot riIor~ than i weeks. the well sh;ill be replaced using another 

.: ,water source 6t municipal water shall be brought to the well users. 

; 25. Detennine the tOO.Year Floodplain along the Pipeline Route and pesign the Pipeline 
to \\'it~stand. FlOoding and Erosional Damage. Review the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, (FEMA) maps of the areas that would. be tra.versedby the proposed 

. pipeline routes. and te\;ev.' prevlous floodplain studies to determjne the portions of the 
pipelines that WQuld cross tOO-year flOOdplains. Deten'nine the flood hazards of stream 
crossings that lie within national (orest boundaries ~th associated tOO-year floodplainS on 
a tase·b)~·case basis. including \1sua1 interpretation of topographic maps, stereo aerial 
photographs, and field inspections. 

Design those portions of the pipeline that would cross a 1oo·year floodplain to 
v.ithstapd pipeline buoyancy forces and potential flood flow scour at the stream ctossing. 
'Veight and bury the pipeline a minimum of 6 feet belovl the anticipated scour depth at 
stream crossings. Locate all aboveground facilities outside tOO-year floodplains. 

S~bniii final vlansof ptpeline and aboveground facility placement on FE~fA'maps 
to CPUC or its designee for approval. Indude detailed site·specific measures for pipeline 
or f~dJity placement in the 100-year floodplain. 
. :: " . 
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·r :,' -' 

Mineral Resourtes '. ' ;,' ,. ~ 
T- '- ~: I I ~ { 'I i :" ~ ~ (i : ,.' ~ - :... l j,! r-; i ~ f ': " " ,,~;.~. ~ ,. ~. 1;" -!.': ~ ;. j , J. . ~ ~ t· ~ , . i " I f" . l' . , 

" ,- 26. R~soh't Mh\eraJ Resou'r'te CortfilCcs by Mutluif Agiffiti~nt •. ton\~~f()i'rlers ;(}(iUiri~raJ 
: resources that "'outd be (f<)ss~d bY' thepiptJirie ·righ\-of.\\;&y, 'wh:ete "fe\,,'; righi:(i{.way is 

required, to resolve any conflicts through mutual agreement. ' , , " 

:, 'Urban Resouites' .- !.~ ;.:; ~ . ~ .I ! " 

. " ,_ 1', ", , 

~;!: '~~.:;"l<~~i\:e De~'e16Phu~nt fJari COs\(HCIS b~' t\~iihJ~l '~m'¢pi.,!: ~Vhe:i~:i~t Ptop(}~ed 
.' 'project would be located h'l new right~or·v.'ay in an ar~a planned tor~e\'eI6p'm,en,t ~n~ wo~ld 
,,' be incompatible v.ith t~e plans of the d.evelopment p'roje~t~the' ~pplitan~ Jn4 liln~~\yper 

should resoh;e- any conflicts through mutua) agreement. Submit 'a copy of the agreement 
signed by aU involved parties to CPUC or its designee. De·.elop a form l~tter to inform 

l ~ property O\\1'1ers of their rights. ' . · ", " ' 

28. Redu~ Residential Impacts 

- " " 28a. Notify Local Residents of C6nstructJon Acthity. tWb,weekS in ad~'ance (ind by 
direct contact, notify all permitted users. landowners, and land managers along thenght
of-way and residents v.lthin 50 feet of the right-of-way whose safety, property. busirless. or 
operatlons migh~ be affect,ed b)" any co:nstruction .actio-it)'. N~tify aU, lo~. residents of 
ConsttuC~lOtl activity t~tough the local med,I~~ Actlvtttes such ~'\emporary ro~~. ,~tpsu~es, 
removal 'O,T cutting of fences, or disturbances im'olving range imprQ\'ements or 'other r~nge. 
related structutes Could affect property. busineSs, or land use operations. Send copies of 
the notice to CPUC of itS designee. 

28b. Use Construction Dust"Control Techniques. Implement mitigatt6n: measure 88. 

89. 
28c. Maintain Construction Equipment Properly. Implement rtUtigatton measure 

29.- Store ChemiCals Properly and Install Spill Contair'Unents. Irnplerrtent the SPC plan 
described in mitigation measure 19. 

Mitigation ~feasures for Urban Res()urces Specific to Brent,,'ood Pipeline Route 
Alternath-e 4 

30. lA:>cate Pipeline Selecth-ely in Utility Corridor of Brentwood P~pellne Route Alterlia. 
ti\'e 4. Locate the pipeline on the east side of the utility corridor until the pipeline reaches 
the Discovery Bay storage facility, and on the west side of- the utility corridor (rom before 
the utility corridor crosses the canal surrounding Discovery Bay until after it crosses 
Route 4. 
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Recrealtonal Resources . , . ',' I. , '., I ~ ;} i 
" :",' : • ' , ': 1 ' , • , , • ' ~ ,,: 1';,:" i ',. " , .f 1 , c' ';', n c: .. i t ( I, ~q'; ,',! (, I :t b :. l !II': ! , I) ,lI : 'J, l . ' . 

;;, :':,3'j.~:~~ f.m\i4~,~~", :Geoiogtc 'Su~'el 8f!d Prepa~s,nd '''m~l~ment la', prot~tr9ii ,~Uii .. J~~l the 
' " Mayfield Ice Cave Area. ftoVlde' CPUC or its deSignee' and the Shasta' Nati6ilal FOiest. 

J 'admt~stered'aS' P~lft of'the'Lassen National Forest, a geologic survey of the'eiltii~ lin'pact 
area in the \1dnity of the Mayfield Ice Cave and a protection plan ~hat. addresses methods 

',' , to avoi,4 damage to the cave caused by construction of the' pr6p6sedptoject. Submit the 
'" geologic' sui-\:¢y .. and 'protection plan, fot· appro~al' to the I Shasta~ National Forest. 
' , aclmlnislereif as part of the Lassen National Forest, before begiruiing 'construction activities 

in the area. 
. :~ u"t .. "" . \.J ~ " i : '. -: T : •• ' • 

, plans 'alid POlicies 
/ . '. 1; .. ·· '.; ~ . 

32. Comply ~ith Rele\'ant Plans' and Po1icies~' To ensure that all I'elevanCplans and 
policies are complied \\lth during construction and operation of the pipeline project and 
that aU permits are, obtained from local jurisdictions, consult With 'aU 16cltl jurisdictions and 
administrative agencies: re\1eW plans, policies, and regulations; and negoti~.te with land 
manager~ lando\l,ner~ and easement holders to identify aU potential land 'use C()nflict~ . 

. ' '. - • .,' ! ;, '. • : • -. • "l: . _ . " , ~ 

. " Obtai~ (ro~ each l.ocal jur~sdi~tion and administrative ag~nC)' 'a list or all' permits 
required and relevant plans and policies to be complied With'dunng construction 'and 
operation of the pipeline project. Submit a copy of these . lists to CPUC or i~s ~esig'1ee. 
All permits shall be obtained prior to construtti,on hi a coo rdance v.ith mitigation'measure 7. 

> - , ... 

,~f: Ql:itain a Penrtil of'l.lutual Agreeinent from Solano couilty. ' To mitigate to:t the 
. otherni,s~fsig~ifi~a,nt ,and unavoidable impact of iiIconsist~ncy \\lth an existing.and use 
desigriation. obtain a permit of mutual agreement from Solano County to in,«?rporate, ~he 
portiof} of the pipeline route that is outside ail existing utility ooriidor or area deslgnMed 
fot thisl}pe of use. The CPUC \\ill providean arbitrator at the request of eithe{paity . 

• ' 34.: " Obt~tn Appropriate Authorization from Contra Cost~ cou'Dty. To mitigate for the 
'6thelv-1se significant and unavoidable impact of incOnsistency with an'existing land use 
designa~Lon. obtain app~opriate authoriZation from Contra Costa Count)' to incorporate 

' the· pOrtion of the pipeline route that is outside an existing utility corridor or area 
designated for this type of use and to incorporate the use of a compressor station. Provide 
~ ,~p)'of ~his .~llthoriZ:3tion to the CPUC. Obtain this' a':lthorlz~tion if the 'proposed r~ute 
or,Brenty .. oodPipeH~e ROl,lte Alternative 2 or 4 is s~lected or If Alternatlve CompreSsor 
Sta~ion Site A or B is selected. The CPUC will provide an arbitrator at the request' of 
either party. 
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Vegetation and \Vildlife • General '. I 
• • )'II!""'· • ~ J !,';' ,: II! -' I ' Ii, 

35 •.• Retatn Quali~ed Bi()I()~~81 lttonitors: I?uring . com,t~~ti~m. ~cti~,i,e,s,. 1;>i?lppk,al 
" i I ~PfU)~9rs. ~<.: d·~.q41rt4tQ nllIl,lmize; potential' unpacts 61\) \'tgetatlOn; an<t 'W1t~hf~ ',and 
,'. A~t,e~I)e..J~~ ,success ()r mitigation me~utesr~ ~Urumum9ual~~C~li0JtSJ f&(~t~~RWcal 
, morutQrs are:', , " ; , " ' :' .' <'. :.. . 1 ,~" i' ',' ! .' ~ "".,!"" • 

~ ,:::=.i., :'~ .. 1_, .... ~. ;:. ~ .'.'~~".' ~ ,.- _.::, ".<'~: .~.) \ .. ". ~,: ... i:J :,) '.':~"~;);; ~-."!~ ;~r ~.~)1~; 
..... ~ .. ,'.'. '0' "" :a'.ba'chei~r·s'degree in biological &clenCts.·~OO)6gy~'b6tanYt·eM16gyt'~tdJife 
'. ',,; : . ;:-. bi(),o&y,' or a closely related field 'and 1 yeat. 'eXperience~"br '3'yea~ of 

: ;.:;.::~,: i.' :'Ll d,emonstrated field experien~e. '.' .! . ;~:. ","'i .:~ 
. ! _. ~. '.; I •• 

o dem~mstrated experience with or knowledge of the spec~e~ ~f processm be 
momtored; , , . "I • I' ,'. ~". , , 

.0 knowledge of the federal or state ESAwhe're this 'applies: and;""') 

o · derttonstrated experience' in implementing mitigation meaSlues. ~ . 
", ,'. . . 

" , .. CptJC or Jts designee \\ill determine which of the above qualifications are necesSary 
. to monitor specific vegetation and \\ildlife mitigation measures. PGT shall retain ,biological 
mpnitQrs d~~ng tl1~ detaHed design phaSe of the project,' concurrent with de1/elOpment of 
Vegetation and \\ildlife' mitigation plans.' .' . .... . . ". 

- ~ ~ ~ : \' . '. ., - ~ .' .' , . .- - -: .. . . 

. 36~ _:f;stabllsh C~mpensation Ratios. . If precorutruction surVeys 'ldentify additional 
ocCurrences ot special-status species (as defined In Exhibit 1 of thi~ Append ix H) or sp,edal 
na,\i\'e plant ~~unitiesJ PGT/PG&E should compensate'tor the disturbanM,:M 16sS of 
habitat at a ratio set by DFG and the U. S. Fish and ,Wildlife Service (USF\VS). . 

37.' tsfabUsh Deed Restrictions fot'Orrsite Compelisati~'n. ,If C6mpenSati6ni~\'6hlt~ lhe 
. ~cq~.iSitiO~l and per~anent protection of offsite ha~itat. the 'applicant shall a~q\li~e the land 
specified for the project and donate the property to a land conservancy orgaruzat~Qn or J\lnd 
management agency, subject to a restriction on the bse6r' the propertY fot prese~atidn of 
the hapitilt values existing on the date or the applicant~s acquisition.' In the alternati\'e~ the 
applIcant may fund the acquisition of the propertY by the conservancy organization with the 
approval of that organization. 

38~, ·t()rm~lit 'to flO Agreement ltllh. DFG to Implement ~'itJgati6n Mea~1)ies That R~diice 
IIrtpads on Vegetation and \\'ildlife to Uss.than·Significa·rit U,"els. Bef6te 'Construction 
~egiris, . commit to an agreement v.ith DFG to implement· meaSutes . stipulated' iIi' the 
Findings that would compensate for or reduce project-related impacts to leSs-than
Significant levels. 

39. Support or Del"elop Restoration Pilot Projects. Support existing restoration research 
projects or develop restoration pilot projects to verify the efficacy or mitigation plans and 
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:' ~ .. (6 'dis(Q\'er tiew techruqties COt cteating' ht rbtice6\\s \\'td~nds. Hp£HAh f6-tt~t. 'fib~~rllH.~~(ub. 

volcanic mud flow vernal pools. hardpan \'c[nal pools, da)pan \'crtia~ pools, alk~~i mea~ow, 
,\'alley needleg~~ grassJ!a~d, a!l~ nort~e~n I;nlpl!'f ,9'PT~~J9~F,st;, ~*~, ,r~~\~T~llp,n projects 

L< ~hould be in plate at 'east 1 )-e.11 bef6reptpelme &&\ructtOn in C3hforma toaUow for 
. '.' an~)'sis of est~blishme~t ~p·ccesS/In· cas~s Vlh~>rt, re~entJ~cal }~,~t~l~t~qp~ )l~\~~ ti~'~.n P!6\-en 
.... $uC(essful,' t,hese"~il,: be ·substihH~d fot' a pilot rest6ra~ion. ptoJe~t,~lI)dtnet~~hhNues 

empJoyed cail be irtMrpotilted irlt6 th~mitigatibJ\plans. \\lthth~ '~ortc~t .. ~nc~ l>f the .I*nd 
management agency and DFG. I: .',:,. .. . .. " • 

. );,;:;, Pro~d~ CP~C or ~ts d~si~,e~~1th 1,oCai!o~.~t t~'e~,?·p.i~p~i~~\~t~t~~~i,~~~j~f~.~nd 
research programs, mcludmg slte-speclfic data to be m6rutored and momtotmg techruques. 

The appJicant shall also submit a proposal (or rundirii ~ ~jogr~h1t to: ~hii~~~~')he 
habitat of \\ild(ife species potentially affected by th~ Expansion Projes~ . .Ft;lnding,shaU be 

t., comme'J\sUfate' \\iththe project's impact! to \\ildllfe as' deter'mined by DFG;. . ' . '. 
• J' • ' .. . -. ".; 

.40. - EstabHsh Nath'c Plant Nurseries or Utilize Existing Na,ti~'e Plant Nu'rseries. Locally 

. ,Collected native plant seed and rooted stock \\il1 be needed for ihltigatioli restorations along 
the pipeline route. Develop and implement a sit~'specirk nati\'e plant Ilursel)' mitigation 
plan that tnchides' the number and location' Of nurs~ties. ttchtiiques f6fidentificatlon·and 
collection of plant seed and stoc~ opera~ion and m~nagement procedures" timing of 
implementation. 'and amount of plants ile~eSsary {or 'succeSsfUl testoraiidn ~fforts. including 

" native gi6und covel' requirements o{ site-specific ECR plans. Indude ill the plan locations, 
. frequenci~ and techniques {ot'monitoring and reporting requirements. 'Submit a copy of 

the plan to CPUC ot its deSignee for "approvaldurirtg the detailed design phase. . 
. . . . - " ' 

'41~ Sp~ify ~t~tigatioh That Is Necessary hi t~e Acq~h'edRi~~t~6t .. \Vayhl Pennits .f~sued 
by Land.Adminlstering Agencies or in Agreements "llh Indhidual iAlndo\\ners. SPeCify 
mitigation that is netesSary in the acquired right-of-way in the perinits issued by Jartd-

. administering agencies or in agteements y,·ith individual Jal1dO"l1~~S:, Fo~ ~x;aiitple" \\'hen 
rtego.liating or renegotiating right-or-way agreements with Jaridowrt.e.rs' in' areas Ofcottt~rn 
(or San Joaquin kit fox. include iIi the agreements the revegetation prescription .that is 
appropriate {or restoration Of kit fox habitat. The applicantr'nust supply mitigatlon even 
if the landowner does not spedfy measures to compensate for the loss of or damage to 
resources. Submit copIeS of these negotiation agreements to 'CPUC ot its designee and 
incorporate them intO the operations and maintenance plan described in mitigation 
measure 4. ' 

42. Comply y,ith State and Federal Regulations for Pre\'eilttoit Qt\Vildland Fires. Ensure 
that project-related activities comply with state and federal regulations to prevent wildland 
fires and minimize habitat loss. 

423. Shteld All \\'erding Acth'ity from Surrounding vegetation. Shield all welding 
and other mechanIcal activities that might generate sparks or heated debris {rom 



,I: .~t~~~~~~~ ,~.~g~~ati?~ . :,~. ~,~miZ~,_ lh~,n~~~ 'l?:~~e~a:r ,~ur~~~~~in; ~~~flitat, for \\~l~fire 

': '~'~'.' Ill,', . :'4ib~' ~fQ\·i~~'~ selh~~k:In'slde th'e r~~t~U~~'iot:ft:~c~; fadlit'I~~::' for a'fi};p~Oject 
~. ':f~~,l,IHY .. : s?flf~ir~r~w.te,l:i~g ~r, ~mp~~Ssri~ ~ta\~oI\t~a~ ,ls, fe~,c~d for $ewdtY re~onst provid.e 
',J a setb~~~l~slde. the fente hne to prevent the pptentta,J ~pread o( fife.to tbe,wlldland. ,11us 
; ,r¥~~ure y.'~pl~~.p~ie th~ rie,cessity to create firebreaks arc;mnd \h~ C)utside of the fence 

.'. Ime alid would result 10 less habitat loss. 

. 43. Prohibit Possession of Fiteanns at the Construction Site., Prohibit· all construction 
; \\'~rkel:sJrom brlilgfftg' firearms'- to' the Constru~lion Slt~ .. ·, ' , , .' ~',:, " ; 
• > •• ', 

: )\'etlan~$ an~ Riparian Habitat 
! : . ..' < • 1 -, ~ y. ' : • ' • .-. • : • .' ". ~ 

. 44." Comply. '~ith' ~FG Stfea~bed Alteratiort Agreement Guidelines for \\'etlands ~nd 
Riparian Habitat: Design and implement revegetation plans for wetlands at stream and 

.; . lake, crossings .ip Calif~rni.a. according '0 gll!deli.nes <rstablish~d under: streambed altenltion 
.',. agie'enients made \\ith DFG (Sections 1600-1606 of the California Fish and Game Code). 

}S:~ Ree,stabtish ~erbaceous \Velland Hydrology and Vegetadon and MonitOr Their Success 

.; ,-.: . '45a· •.. Dhetopand implement Detailed \Vetland ~litigaiioIi Plans. Develop and 
J~pleI'nenl.det~led mitig~tion plans to comply with Secdon 404 of the Clean \Vater Act to 

. ,e~~[~ ",0, )o~ of wet~and \'alue or acr,eage ()fcurs~ \Velland mitigation plans must be ~ite 

. speclficand Incorporate. the concept that, subJectto agency approvals, natural regen~ratlOn 
may be the moSt appropriate and effective method of re\'egetation fot minor herbaceous 

; ,~'¢lland .~re,asof .minimal ,value (of sm~lI:size and.'ne.ilher, critical nor of.particular 
" c'Cotpgieal inte rest). ~1~y of the herbaceou$ wetlam:ls that would' be: crOssed, ate 

inttimitt'ent stream swales supporting vegeta,lion" Ih~t v.-iH rapidly' reestablish if 
piec~mstruction hydrologtc, tOpOgraphic, and soil conditions are restored. ' Consult with 

. ,~$f'V~ •. bFG, COE. and the ~an~ management agency', with iuris~ict5on reg~r~ing 
nuhgatlOn plans. Methods and objectives wO,uld vary accordmg to site-specific conditIOns, 
but typicallY include the tollov.ing measures in mitigation plans: 

o detennine the prerorutruction acreage of wetlands to be removed at each site; 

o specify that a qualified botanist measure the species dh'ersity and percent 
vegetative cover of dominant wetland plant species and total vegetative cO'o'er 
of existing wetlands before construction; 

o spedfy that a qualified wildlife biologist assign numerical values and scOre 
v.ildlife habitat conditions before construction for parameters such as 
structural diversity. cover for wildlife nest sites, and foOd base; 

B-18 

• e 



• e A.89-04-03) 

.' .' :.:.!.~ ?tl ~:; ~ffQnto?r.,t~e. gr~und ~~rlac~ to, rest9r~ pre~ns\Jl.l~tton~ contours and wetland 
. .' .. hydrqlogy;· . '. " ;;.' ;:.. .' I; ',lq ii". ,'.j' .\;·::~Ij 

:- : , \ :J' .'.'; --:;:;)~'.':; /,.i;; :,,:, "'J:" .'·~,"d ' ,":;'': ,: : I,; ·l:·; ';':';" ,'" , J"~':; -:" ,'. ' ... ; • 
:. :;;~~.; ···):~·:r .. ,',r~~~,\a.~l.I.S~ st}bsut:fac¢, SOlt ¢OpdlhO.t:lSt~,m.all\t;al~ Pt~co~trucl1on wetland 

, ) , ., .. : hydn;)togy., '.' .. " . : ,,\ .... ' :,1', . ""\," ." ..... , ··.··j,'l(,:,'.:.·'l·, .. I····· .. __ '. ,........' 

;;;!, i}O '. St6Ck.p~le· and'cove'r t~k;~'e'tlandiiopsoil fro~ith~:!~x~~'at~d site containing 
intactroolS,rhizomes. arid seed banks; . 

',:, ·':>lq~:~·§.: ; .. te'p,a;~e 'the 'tops()it:ajte~ CQ~~riictio~:< . ,'; , ! 

" . .. " :', . i ,:. t 1-" : •• t - • - • ~, ." ~ ~' " .: • '.J ;"\ ~' .. ". / : I < ~: ' - ! . .- l' '.:. ~.:;:!:. f 
,~; ,,~ .)' i 6 ). 'ie,;'egetate'distlub'ed .\~;ethin~s y.1th 'p)(int material taken from a local source; 

." . ,,'. and" .. ' , '. ". 

o .'. follow FERC Procedures. 
; .. 

r.: .. : .. Duting' tite de~t~ phase of the project when pipeline ro~tes and d~signs have been 
'. finaHted.· su~mit the finalsite'-spedfic wetland ~tigati()n plans that include techniques and 
"fr~quen~ Of monitoring requiied to COB and land management agencies \\lth jurisdiction 

for approval. Submit a copy of the approved plans toCPUC or its designee . 
• '. ,/ " -. . 1 ..... .... j., .'. . ~ ,," ~ - ',' -, ~ :: ~ ~ ; '. :', ,,' :!' i j' ; ~: ~ ~ -' ~, ~, ~: <: ,": ~ 1 "I ~ 

'" 4Sb.· l\iotntor Estabhshment Success of\Yetland Vegetation. Provide CPUC or its 
d~~ign,ee i~i!~,.~~~a~l~d, ,site-spe~i~~Il?(mit~ring plan\to mo~~ore.sta~Jishn'lent.success of 
wetland v~getahon. Eac~ . morutonng plan shall Include; ,mon.ttonngtechruques . and 
ft~qti¢nCi¢s; t~f ~~l locatioIis,' as v,'eU ~ .. date~ on which, monitoring should o~urj At a 

, miIlimum, th.¢ pian should rontainthe f01l0\\1ng measure$: : ' r 

:: .. , .:."" '.. . . -: 

o A qualified biological monitor shall morutOr the estabhshment success of 
wetland vegetation annuall)' for 5 years .. .1(1 the first year; monitor the site 
quarterly. Submit an annual (quarterly in the first year) Y.Titten report to 
CPUC or its designee v.-ithin 30 days of site visits. Indicate in the report the 
presence of serious hydrologic or vegetative problems I:;leterrnined after each 
evaluation and what remedi~l actions should be implemepted. Submit a 
fOU{)\\llP repoit of site-specific remedial actions and their results WIthin 
60 days of each report. 

o A qualtfled biological monitor' shall be present onsite to monitor the 
implementatron of mitigatlon pJans. 

6 Indudeth~ foUo\\ing criteria 1~ the monh~ring plans, At lh~ end of 3 years, 
consider mitigation successful if at least 50 percent of the number of wetland 
species present before construction .is reestablished «(neluding 100 percent of 
the number of dominant native wetland species) and tOO percent of the 
preconslruction \,egetath'e cover is established. the site meets COE criteria 
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. -. :, ; .: f;·· "1,· for ,: junsdittional,:y.,etHinds/!lthe'! 'weband<;:- acte.age·l_:'~~·~als 01 exceeds 
preconstruction extent; and v.ildlife habitat value stOte~"are equal to or 
~re~tfr than preCO~t~~~i~~ sc~res. .11l,r~.e .. y'e~.rs,J?)lo\\1ng rol~~rucli?~ 

. , '~mdIVlduals of the dammant \\'etland plant specle~ ~h~u'd h,3.\'e reproouc\l\'e 
rates equivalent to those of indiyiduals in adjacent u'ndis(urbed portions of the 
same wetland syste~ .• ~ese .criteri~ are,m~an~ ,tQ .e~}lre th~t in-kind 

". ,.-, ~':' repJa(ement 'of furlctl6rtmg wetrands y.,11 be es.ta~hs~e~: '.:., 
. - , .. .. - ~.:. 

o J?vaJuate recovery effor.l~ at t~~ end o(~~e t,~irdJ'e~~. l)rp{>,l~_~~nt I?Pstmitigao 
tlon measures and additional recOvery efforts or reptanhngs m areas where 
initial restoration was not succe~.sful. Submit a v.Titten report to CPUC or its 
designet' -Of' the thitcloyear' e\l31uilti6J\' and addidoilal' recovery efforts 
implemented v.ithin 60 days of the evaluation. 

() Evaluate recovery efforts 5 years after construttiOh. 'If Stlcce~ criteria are not 
met \\ithin 5 years. take remedial action and reirutiate monitoring for an 
additional 5 )·ears. Submit a v.Titten report to (::Pl1c ,of itS 'destgri~~ wjthin 

. 60 days of the fifth-)'eare\'aIuatl~~and 'obtain ~c6ricurr~n~e frQhi.CPUC:or 
its designee of ~dditi6nal remedial act.oris and morn.toting to be' taken.' . 

46. Reestablish Riparian Scrub and FO,Test Vegetation and Monitor' Their Success 
.1 : • ';. .: :'. , . ,: .:; • " •• ',- ,'.' • • . • • '. ': 

: ' ,. -' '. 46a. De\'elop'snd Implement Detailed Riparian MitigatIOn, PJans.))eveloPde~ailed. 
;. site-specific riparian revegetation plans\\it~ the ~ista~ce oHederal and st~te,agendes<i~d 
. private organizations (e.g .• USF\\,S. DFG. USFS. BLM, and The Nature C6nselVancy). 
MethOds and objectives would vary according to site-specific cOilditions. but typically indtide 
the follo\\ing measures in revegetation plans: 

. 0 determine the precooStruction acreage Of ripartan \'eget~tion to be removed 
at each site; .. . 

o specify that a qualified botanist meaSure species diversity. densities of woody 
species. and percent cOver' of existing riparian vegetation to be removed; 

o spedf)' that a \\ildlife biologist assign numerical values and scOre wildlife 
habitat conditions before construction for parameters such as structural 
diversity, covet for v.ildlife nest sites and cavities. and food base: 

o take cuttings from plants that are to be removed before construction and store 
properly to mah'ltain viability; . 

o use a tree spade to remove and replant ~ntiie trees and shrubs; 
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o revegelale aU areas that are in the construction right-of-way but outside the 
L,'-~:! 'j,'il: ,I /':d9perationatdgh_t-of-way _~th'nati\'e cottonwoOOSi Willov,s.and other native 
t.' , ',;:.;_.~,c-' ).> ~~de~ fr.Qlllthe _I~l area; l,i_ - ~ 1 :: -q ; ~ . ' 

_ ' ) ~ .,~., ; i,~.Q,;. ,I,'; plant appropriatel), sized tre~s as determined by-a -restoration horticulturalist 
at a 3:1 replacement of original numbers of stems using local genetic stock 

.-it -;.~.' : ":Yl ) I,) i.,(s~~ mitigation' measure 40):,' . _: .... ; ; ,'. ;;:(-,:~ (, 
1 , ... ~ ~ ~ :': -~, -!.; f ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ i -' (" - ." .,~, ~.~ 1 t .. , - / . ~ i : ~ ,~ :: ~ ~ _: , ~ _ ... i!:, ,-' , < i ~ '., ' J 

,I: ,1. o . .!" 1 COllect additional Cuttings frOm the local area;: am,F :>;;. 
: .i ,-,; ': 

o protect the plantings from browsing damage~ 

During the design phase of the project when pipeline routes and designs have been 
: fa~l~i~e~, ~!JJJmit th~ final site-specific npari,an scrub and forest mitigation plans that include 
" \echniques, an9 Jfequencyofmonitoring required to CPUC Or its designee forapprov~1. 

- !', - ~: : ~. - '. : . , ~ 

46b. Monitor Establishment Success of Riparian Scrub and Forest Vegetation • 
. " pr()vid~; crVC Qr i~ ~~signee \\ith a detailed, site-specific plan to monitor establishment 

" succ~~ oJ r:iparian \'~getation. Include in each monito~ng plan monitoring t~chniques and 
l ; fr~q~~n_~i~~ J()f aU locations, as well as dates on which monitoring-should occur and teport
~. ing requirements; At a minimum. include the following measures in each plan:" i·' " 

) .. .") :~ .-~ '. _ ~ r . _ : I ~: - .- _ \ i' .• : 1 " • _ ~ __ ~ _ ••• 

() :- -" _Revegetate 3 acres of riparian scrub for every acre reploved;. revegetiue 
3 acres of riparian forest for every acre removed. To meet this requirement 

",;'1 it ,o:-! -':,,: and ~,~intain an,oper.;ltional right-of-way, it maybe neceSsary to establish 
: ': : ::: ,0, ' ':: : riparian. ~~nib . or forest on contiguous O_r nearby sites, along .l.im·egetaled 

. .; :.; , : ,sJreaml,>ankS, or at the landward edge· Of existing riparian 'vegetation. 
. .: ~ta_blishment on aconliguous site is opt.imat. ,Where 'contiguous establish

I 7 ~ . 

o 

1'; 0 

. . 
,:. 

ment is D.ot possibl~. noncontiguous establishment may be approved on a case-
: ~y-case'basis by CP\1C or Hs designee. ' , 
. ,. 'I . ';,:' . 

Morutor annually (quarterly in the first year) the establishment SuccesS of 
riparian forest and scrub vegetation by a qualified biological monitor for 

: '5 years, after construction. ' ,', , -

, Consider establishment successful after 5 years if th6 follo\\1ng criteria are 
mel: . 

the establishment of 80 percent of the original site's total cover in 
riparian scrub and 50 petcent of the original toial cover in riparian 
forest • 

the estab1ishment of a higher tree density' tha"J\ the original site in 
riparian forest habitat, 
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"-.; , ~ : > ; i ~: : + .. \I ! . " 

~ >:.1 i~!'i;>·"~~~··.~{'", _ .. ~l ;~! '_:i'·, >~~: ;'··.'i~; H~; ·:-jr,r~)'_'.:'I:·1 TJ 

.' the establishment' of ,SOpetcen('o(: the! original site's native plant 
species and 100 percent Of the originM native 'dominant specie~ and 

," : : . " wildlife habitat scorts tqua)'to'or gteaiet than 'pteronstruction scores . 
. : . :, . : ~: '! .~. . . ~ . ~ ~ - ,~! ::. . . .. ~. 1 i: I~. ~. : ' 

Submit an annual written repOrt (quarterly in the first yeat) to CPUC or its 
d~si~nee. v.ith ~ final report in thefittb yelae.- If.succ~,ss, criteria a~e not !llet 
v.1thm 5 re~ tnc1ud~ I? the fifth-year report Slte.·SpeClfic temedlal actions 
and morutonng to be Inlttated. 

• ..' '!... ~, • -:: 

Spedal-Status Plants 

"';;': I~pie~e~t the mitigatio'n measures ,,'resented below 'as neceSsary fat the special. 
, status (Exhibit 1) plant species affected as presented in Table C-l. in 'combinatio'Ov.lth 
earlier applicable measures, as determined by the biological monitor • 

• {1 <. ; ~ :, ~ ; ..... / ~ .::" ~ : .' . ~ . ~ ,- , '. .' -.- !. :' . ~ 1 • : r·· ; -. ! / f - ~, 

" .47.· Conduct Preconstruct ton Spedal·Stalus Plant Sun;eys along Access Ro~ds.· Conduct 
: field. surveys for spedal·st3:tus plant species· along any new access toad corridors or 
,; . expansion areaS of existing 3ctess roads befote construction begins., Subrrut t~e resultS to 

CPUC Or its designee and the land manageO\ent agency with jurisdiction and DFG. CoMult 
v.ith land management agencies with jurisdiction concerning additional mitigation tequired. 

" MO,dier road alignments to avoid impactS on'any special·status plant spe'cies found. 
. ... <. .. , . -. 

~ ... "". I _ _ .. .• ,. 

48. O:)nduCl Preconstruction Spedal.Status Plant Sutvey$ in All High-Density Vernal Pool 
: . ,Ate~s. Resuriey all high~density vernal pool areas listed in AppendiX E-4 of the draft EIR 

(or· special·status plaIlt spedes, to lOcate any annual plant species that may not have 
appeared during the 1990 drought year. Conduct tbe surVeys iii the spring and sumnier 
before ronstruction begins Or during any nonnal to Wet hydrologic yeat as defined by D'VR 
before constructiOn begins. If new populationS ofspecial.starus plant species are found, 
implement the mitigation measures below applicable to those specie~ as determined by the 
biological monitOt, ' . 

49. An)id Spedal.Status Plant Species Populations and Habitat by Rerouting the Pipeline 

. 49a. Selkt Jepson Prairie Presen"e Alternative Route B. Select Jepson Prairie 
Presen'e Alternative Route B to reduce impacts on dwarf downingia (population 3). Colusa 
grass, and Crampton's tuctoria. 

so. A"old Special.Status Plant Specles Populaitons by Boring under 'Vater Bodies. Bore 
und'er the Sacramento River, San Joaquin River and Gallagher Slough, and Dutch Stough 
crossings to reduce impacts on Mason's liIaeopsis and Suisun Marsh aster. Restrict all 

. construction activities to the land side of the levees around tbese' 'watet bodies. If boring 
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• e Table C·l. Mit~ation MUSUft$ Requlred t6 RedlKe Impacts 00 Sped31-Slatw Plant 
Spe~_~d ~P.t~. Na!ive t~tCQDllilij~tks 10 l..e$.s·ThaD·Signir~t Le\'tls··· ----

. ::. ~: r t. 

Sptcial-5talus Plant Sptdts' 

SuisUD. Marsh .ute,~ ; .. : .; : 
.... ' -' . - ~ _ .. i . 

Habitat Joss 

Population 1 

Oired impacu 

Habitat loss, ' 

PopulatioD 2 

Direct imparu 

Habitat loss 

Silly Clypta..ctba 

Direct impacts 

.... : 

~ ; 

. 

_ _ _ . __ . Required Mitigation Measures 

Prere~ed A~ioo , 

- - ~ .' i 

,,_~ )');:' ,.':. i . ~ _ "',::~ 
Bore under v.-ater body 

Restore banl tOpOgraphy 

fence; reseed; acquire existing 
popubtioD 

None : , 

, 

fence 

None 

~- t 

Fence 

" ~ { 

~, :~; 

""1,','" 

- . 

Alternative Attion 

Trans~ant; acquire exislin~ 
population ,~ 1 

_: , .... ,I .. : ~." ~ . ...., 

: I .. ~ 

... J -.:-

Habitalloss 

()v,arC do'Aningia 

Popuhtlon.s i arid 2 

Direel impacu 

Habilalloss 

Population 3 
- . 

- , -,L" ".'.' 

DireCt tmpacts 

Ha.bilalloss 

None 

Fe ott 

None 

Fenct; resud; aequire existing 
population; restore vernal pool 

None 

" 

" 

. , 
;i 

II 
I· 
! I 

.' 



Resowtt 

Direct impactS 

Habitat loss 
~ ~"" t ' ...: ~ 

Red Bluff nish - . 
. 1 

Direct im pac:t.s 

Habitat Joss 

~bsoo's liJaeopsis 

I 
Direct impacts 

Habitat loss 

Colusa grass , 

Direct impacts 

Habitat toss 

Pilose Orcult grass 

Direct imparu 

Habitat loss 

Slender Orcutt grass 

Direct lmpacts 

Habitat loss 

Ab3It's paroo)clU.a 

Oired impacts 

Habitat loss 

___ r- ______ _ 

... - ..;.~~"'-".-.'.-: .... -~~,..;;;.-~.:,-.. •.. $.11."'=- ...... ~ ....... ---.... --, ~ ... -- ~';'"" .. ",---""''''' ... - -~.--~ , 

Required MitiBattoo Measures 

Pcefened Attion 

Fence 

Reroute· Tehama County 
.. ~ ,": '; -'~ ~~ l:'~ ... ::" -~~1 

t ..... '··~':-i.~--.-,_,l ;_~;,-~ :~:.·: .. _~t 

Fence; reseed; aequire existing 
pOpulation; restore vernal pool 

None 

Bore under \\-ater bodies 

Restore N.nl: topograpby 

NODe 

Reroute· Jepson Al(ernative B Of 

Solano County 

NODe 

Reroute - Tehama County 

Fence 

Reroute - Tehama CoWlty 

Alternative Action L' 

:.-:.; .. ~:.-1., 

Implement aU \,tMitl~)r lr:itfg{' ~ 
lions; acquire exist~~ ~~JPtJ J:~~ti 

, L 

Transpla.nl; acquire exist~g 
populationS 

Fence playa pooh 
:, .... 

~ -

Implement all \~rnal pooJ mitiga
tions; acquire existing "ctoat pools 

" 
" 

"'- i 

Implement all vernal pool ;mitiga~ .. 
tions; acquire existing \'Crnat pools 

, ~ ; " , ~- . - ." . 

Fence 

None 
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T~bte C·l. (A)otinu~d 

'),11 :,'~~~,;1!-: ::>1i;;,l}H:'r:.:,1 l'll I,' PrdtfTt4AttiOQi(l!'!';;;") h;\!: r/j;)Aheinilhii\tliOo ,I? 
. .! - - _ .•••. -- - • , .• -,. -.,. -•• 1 -!. ,\,~ :." :;1 •. - (.- .;" ~ ~ .. -.~..'I_-~, .... _,.' ·j~t ,;.~,~~ '-~f'~:i!,'l 

. , -
, .. 

Direct impacts None 

, '. :' , .' 111· ;; Jinplemtilt 'aU \'eroll Pool 
,,'; )'t -__ jnitigatioos; .cquire existing \crna! 

pools 
t ' .' 

. i 

. . ~. " ~ -1:._. :. - ~ 

.tabitat ~ 

" 

Reroute· JepSoQ AJternatn-e B Of' 

Solano County 

P.1lmate-biacied bttd's-~al' . -. 
Direct bnparu: : _: . : 

~ ~ - ~ • ~ ._J ' 

Habit~\ lois 
.,; -.,' 

:.; :··None ,. 

Reroute· Brenrv.-oOO Altcroalr.-e • 
.... ith Cootra Costa County reroute; 

. _ , _ : _ . ~pl~men~ aU herbaceous wetlan4 . 
:'-',-,ai.itigatioM _ _ _ , .' 

, Implement aU alkali m~ad()w and 
herbaceouS wetland mitigations; 
lequjre existing alkali .lpeado ..... 

Sptcial Nath-e PIaot Communities 
" . 

1: 

'i -. 

- ~~i~ute • Tehama. Solano. and 
Contra Costa Counties 

• : Fence; rt~t6fe Communit)~ icquiie 
existingvalJey needlcgra.ss grassland 

, . n:: . : .. R~route • C()[ltt~ cmla County, 

. I • . 

Reroute' ~ Shasta County 

. 
ImpteD,ltnt aU \-croll pool mitiga
tioos; acquire existing \uDal pools 

Fen«; rWore commurul)' acquire 
existing alkali meadov.'S ,: i ' ' , , 

FenCe:; restore tommunlty~ acqu~re 
existing nortbem interior c)llress 
forest .. 

~Qt.~ spe~-~t .. tUSPJ~l._~~?~ ~tct im~cts ~t significan~ ~. req~e m,itigatJoD; ~bj!al loss is a significant 
lIDpact ~ r~qU!I~ mlllgat!OQ ooJy (or tederalJy futtd ~d state~listed rare,lhrtateD~d, and endangered plant 
specieS (sit ·Significa.Qct Crittria" ill Chapter j -of the fUlaJ ElR)_ 



is no.t poSSible" ~ti~~t~()I\me~~u~ ~l requires that appropriate mitigation be conducted (or 
speclal~s~atlls p~ants at these crossmgs. _ 

51. 'Avold Colusa Grass and Crampton's Tutloria Habitat by Narrowing arid Fertdng the 
Construction Rlgbt.()f.\\'ay between Large Playa Pools. If construction activities would 
occur in areas that would provide suitable habitat tor Colusa grass and Cr~mpt()n'~ t!-lettuia. 
in consultation Ytith DFG. USFWS, and the land management agencies v.ith jurisdiction, 
the applicant shall implement the follov.ing measures: ' _:- _ -; - ::.' _ I 

:. 0 : - ". schedule. construction in late summer or fall; after the large pJaya pools have 
-dried and before the first fall rains; 

- , 

() restrict the construction right-of.way to a 50-foot v.idth in the area between 
the playa pOols; -

o fence the construction right-or-way temporarily for at least 500 feet beyond 
the playa pools; , . '--

o restrict construction vehicles and private vehicles from fenced areas; 

o immediately reseed the construction site !oUcm1ng construction with locally 
collected (see mitigation measure 40) purple needlegrass (Stipa pulclzra) 
before the first (aU rains; - --

f> -retain a qualified biological monitor onsite during construction between the 
playa. pools v.ith the authority to stop any activity that may threaten the plant 
habitat; and 

o retain a qualified biological monitor to supervise the removal of tempOrary 
fences after construction. 

Consider mitigation successful for <:;olusa grass and Crampton's tuctoria habitat after 
the actions listed above are completed without dlsturbing the special-status plants. 

52. < Avoid Special.Status Plant Species Populations Outside and Straddling the Right. 
or.\\'ay by Fencing the Construction Right.oC.\\'ay or Population. In consultation with DFG 
and the land management agencies \\lth jurisdiction, implement the following measures: . - .... - - -. . 

o relain a qualified biological monitor to identify and flag the boundaries of the 
special-status plant populations before construction~ 

- - () - fence the construction right-of-way temporarlty at least -500 feet beyond the 
edges Of the plant population. or fence the entire populaHon if it is small; 

• e 



• e 
"j ':"<10 .' , : post "keep out~ signS that,note the pies'efl~e ,of tate p,l.a~~s! 

. , • ,,< 1', r;,~" ) 'I : n ,~J I } 
,~ '. ,1' . 

o prohibit pedestrian traffic or vehicular tr~ffi.~ past the fenceline~ 
::!~. L,,~i· "'~'. I -~~:ll)f :::;;? C~~·Ji;)i_ll~ ... - ~:,) -~.-{! ·f:~·~\t )~i . ;;-~ l·'!:~~l;.;.L-:! ;"~,~,~ ... 1~;; 1 (l 

for species that OCcur in vernal pools, pla~e the fence a~\'e the upper edge o 
' ... I <-!:-': ~:'. of the \\'3tersh'ed of the ,'croat pool: ) r '~ :-C,' ; ~ '1, '~",.',.'I,' ~ " 

j ~ 'o' ~ I ,-~ J j ~ .' '. I i r . ; 1 ~!) .; ~ , : c :. ri t {'" - i ,:.,..; -~ ~ : '!,'; ;" ~ . ~ ~.; ~, ! : i ~ .~!"; f l ~ ~ .~ 

o provide at least a 2S·foot-\\ide space between the fence and the nearest plant 

';:,': ) j: :~:;,;: ',!'~ ;,f~X ~~~;~d! ,s~~~,:~; ~'.~i.:~;;'l ':!;'; ,~", ;'(' ~',! ;.':, ';;i'~'t:: ',: i ::, :: :,:,l:,>':;~ ,1 

, .'; ,,: ;; ,0', :, r~t~..in .a'~qu~lified biological monitor onsite during.cot\S~~ction near special-
status plant spedes popu!ations \v.ith the authority to Stop any activity that may 
threaten the plant population; and 
, f .. ' ... :',i;" ,;;. .• :t : -' ~:.; {~~';~~._ .. - . -~. ': " ."- -. rt} '.' 

retain a qualified biological monitor to supervise the removal of temporary 
fepees after construction.' ' " ': , . ' ' 

p .' -, . \ • 

,0 

, ; :;: ~ , COflSi~er mitigation successful for silk)' cryptantha, Fremont'S cal)fcadenia (popula
tion 2). dwarf do\\ningia (populations 1 ar,ld 2)" and Aharl·s paronychia after the actions 
listed aoo\'e are completed \\;thout disturbing the special-status plants. 

:, " : .. Jise' 'th~e 'sam~' pr:ocedures ,to (e~c~ 'amJ p;o~~ct port~(j~; ~r s~'c~al-s~~tus pl/int 
" popu.taJioJ!S that straddle the construction right-or-\\'ay boundary and (ot v.Mph reseedtng 

pr'ocedures would be conducted to mitigate for plants removed, " , 

$,3~,,; Tnmspla~t: Populations of Perennial Speclal.Status, Plant" SpecieS' 'rro,Itl the 
Con~truclioIi Rtght-()C.\\'ay , '~ ';"', 

53a. Prepare Specific .Tri.nsplanting Mitigation', Plans. ' ' Ptepaiespecific 
transplanting plans for Mason's liIaeopsis populations 2 and 3 and Suisun Marsh aster 
populatiq~ ·1", Th~ transplanting mitigation plan should foUow theolltliite and guidelines 
pr~ented in Howald ,and ,Wicktnhtiser (1989).' Develop' (lie transplanting plans in 
consultation v.ith DFG. USFWS. and the land management agencies \\'ith jurisdiction. 
Coi'isult private organizations {e.g., The Nature Conservancy and the Calif()rrua Native Plant 
Society (CNPS)) for their ex-pertise in developing transplanting plans. Include the follo\\ing 
me~ure$ in transplanting plans:; 

o Retain a quaiified bota'nist to census the plants to be rembved and estimate 
reproduction rates before oonstruction. ' 

o 'Locate a mitigation site in unoccupied suitable habitat· eqoal to or greater 
lhanthe cOnstruction site in extent 'and quaHty, ,: Establishment on a 
contiguous site is optimal. Where corttiguous establishment is not possible, 
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~vmwfltiguO\1S establishment may be approved c)n'" tast-b),·caSe basis by 
CPUC or its designee." 

'~~':!:" _~:~,_,~ .;;! :~:"J '-'i;"! ti: ~,' ~.' i->''/ 1;", ·}:.L;~r P<.ii~-::1:/·~.q;i !;·\','·t·~~ ~-. 

o Transplant individual plants from the construction ~ite to the ntitigatlon site . 
• -. ~'_:_.:.' -:'.;; l);',.',·;c; ~~:;!l'';~ " .. =:f: ~'J:~:~l !J\-';', t T,_ ~·1.;'1 .::~ ~'_.~ .. ~) ~·~.'!i ;::.~~'~-'~?_:r-,j ') 

, '0 Sal\'agetopsoil with the po\e'ntial of containing seeds Of these species to an 
appropriate depth and rake in~o the s?i_)~ of the mitifation site. 

o 1 ;:; ;, ~ . j -~ ~; 1;,,:' '. . -.. ; . _: _:,; j i" : ; ~~,"; .; A'; •• ' • r, ' , : . ' .:. -~: :. ~; ~'r ~.,: ::., '~~'.) J ;'l i . 

o 'Retain a qualified biotogical monitor ,orisite;' during f roi\struction at the 

. : 

• t,' 

o 

Sacramento River, San Joaquin River and GatJaghe~ Slough, and Dutch 
I Slough _ crossings with -the: authoritY: to stOp 'Any activity'that may threaten 
, additional portions of the plant popu}atjonS<,;' :: '\ .<.', ' . 

; .-;~~ ~~ '.I:;.-!;: .. ~ 1 ~_:-. '; r ,t! ~:- ';: ~,:.:~ 

Guarantee by land acquisition or land use restrictions (e,g., deeding the site 
to ~ ,conservation organization 'such as"IThe- Nature Conservancy) that the 
population at the mitigation site will be protected in perpetuity. 

o .Establish a long-term en~owment or contribute loan existing endowment to 
: manage the mitigation site in perpetuity. ", 

:, ,-

During the design phase of the project when pipeline routes and desig~ !lave been 
,. (inalized, s\lbmit lhefir\al site-spec~fic transplanting plans that' include techniques and 
, fr~qu~(lC)'_.()f m9nitoring required to CPUC or its designee and the land ,management agency 
\\ith jurisdiction for approval.'·' , ' , : ' , , - , 

;' j i \ '_'l ~3b~: Monitor the Sun-iYal apd ReproduHiYe Succedof TransplantS) ProVide 
CPUC or its (Jesignee \\ith a detailed. site-specific plan t();'monitoi~thesuivival"and 
reproductive success of transplants. Include in the plan monitoring techniques and 
frequencies for all locatiOns, as well as dates on which monitoring should occur and 
.reporting requirements. At a minimum, include the folloWing'measures: 

r - l , . 

, , . .. _. .-

o Retain a qualified biological monitor to monitor the survival arid tepfMlidive 
success of the transplants annuallyfor 5 )'eais after tonstructiori .. Submit a 
written report to CPUC or its designee \\ithin 30 dayS. 'of annual monitor!ng 
(quarterly in th~ first year)., ' ' . _ - ' ,. , , 

o Consider mitigation successful if, at the end Of 5 yea~ the mitigAtion site 
supports a popUlation equal to or greater than the number ot individuals that 
were removed' and if reproductive cat'es' ate' equal to: or greater than 
reproductive rates measured befote·oonstruction. 

o Implement interim remedial actions if annual monitoring te~ults indicate low 
establiShment or reproductive rates. Submit a Yirltten-report to CPUC or its 
designee within 60 days Of implementing remedial actions. 
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,-)lil ~;Hih').:()H 'to (d))lJ~ ~.d;;LJh('!lp}1 hl\i; '!,)l;id2i1d~,p I -:irlJ 10HfWf/. ,(~~~ , 

:i. t: ! :;'.,'j'.r:S3c. '1 Acqutre' and fn)tect ,Existing Spklal.Status: Plattl Popbl'tfdntl._~~~~ii~_el all 
: : " t{a~pla~ti~g" pf~edur~s c~, ',a . ris~' ,or faBure.; J~~~U(t 'th~,!,t~~rl~p,~n!iii,~' ~:t~ti~ti~ in 
:,,~QnJ\lQfUQn~W1th ~mplementatlontof mitigation measu~t ~3 to ens,.ITe t~~\ pot~nti~llOng. 

term losses t() Mason's Jilaeopsis andSuisuh Ma'rsh'aster' are'mbiimited.~ ,1: ;J :~l 11, 

f,' ,$4"~i .Collett Seed, and Reseed Popuhitlons of Ail.\uai Sp«i81.Stat*·~ Pl~hl Speties In the 
"',Constructl6n Right-of.\Ya\'. :.1> '." ,.',: ::' " ,. "I.' >"i.i,"»:"1 

.~.'~:ii1 ni'li11N "<"",,;,::,\1 ";; ~,':'Y.i'L)")l ;" 'i:"l d:Ji::,' ,; j:;;;~") ,J,,,j:,,'-);' C"} 

, .' , 54a. " Prepate a SpecifiC Rese'edl~g Miilgatlon' Plan. :' Pieparet a) specific reseeding 
mitigatioli plan for Fremont's cat)'cadeni~,populati()n 1, dw~ dO~figia popula!ion 3, and 

"J; R.~~ .. al~ffnish pOpul~tlon -l( Follow the oUtlh'le- and guldelirtes p'tesented in Howald and 
;, )Vi,c};~nheis~t. (1989) and develOp the t~seeding pJ.~fl in oo.nStdtiilioil"\a:;th DFG. USFWS. 
, . a,nd. J~n~. ~anagemeilt agencies with jurisdlction: Consult priv~te'Qrgaruiations (e.g.) The 

Nature Conservanty and CNPS) for aSsistante.' Include the' f6110\\ing measures in 
reseeding plans: 

o 
•. : 1 . - ~ , El 

retain a qualified botanist to census the plants to b~ :remoVed and estimate 
reprOductive rates before construction; 

~ ';' ~, t· l (';! t i f /~ < i:.! ~ _ ': -~ . t : t ,: , ~ t ; '-.' f 'i i \ i ~.-.: .: i ~ : 

',:' ~ ',;! .0':',.·: collect seed'ftom mature plants'that ate t6 be 'remoVed and store ihe'm'duHng 
" );, :';. construction; .,' : . "': ' ,.: . . . ' ,;,' 

t 
o 

(J :.' 

o 

'0 

, _" f-j 

salvage topsoil \\ith the potential of conta!ning seeds ot t~ese specie~ to a i. 
" ; ,J to 3~inch depth and stOte it during construction! ' '.: ,;. " ',' ' , ; '", ' 

," . : ff: -;~' - ., 

;, salvage' all additional soil 19 a ,l-(ootdepth and stOte it d!Jring' oonSttu~tion; 

r~tore. habitat t() original surfat:e' tont6urs . 'and 'repl~te ~ 'soil: foU6y,ing 
"construction (fot Red Bluff tush and dwarf downmgia vernal pool ,habitat, 

implement the restoiations'pedfied in mitigatiOh 'rneasu:r'e, ~2):', ": " ' 
, ... : ! 

rake topsoil potentiall)' containing seeds onto the suTrace; , 

spread Sah'aged seed oVer the sile; and 

0, ," ~ ~,etain a' qualified' biologital monitor onSite during' ror'lstI:Uctioil \\ith jpe 
authorit), to stop any activity that may threaten additional pOrtions of the pia'nt 
populations. 

, : ~ I 

During the design phase of the project when pipeline routes and desig~ ha\'~ be,en 
fip~lizedJ submit the final site-specific reseeding plans'that include techniques a~d ftequlnc)' 

, of mottitodng required to CPUC or its designee fot approval.' ' . ' .,,', ' , ,,; 
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S4b, Monitot the Establishment and Reproducth-e Success of Reseeding SUes, 
if .; ~~~'(i~~ i C~~,9: p~ Jl;$. de:sig~~~ whh ;'a . de'a.ile~. site-~peclfio 'plan to ~ m(mtto~· silnival and 
:1 i ~~Vr~ys!i~:e, ~\l~~S$ 9f tu~~pl~\$. I9clu~e' ~onitonng techniques a~d. ~eque.nci~~ fot aU 
"c),~~W?,~.~ ~~~I ~ .d~tt\S ,on. v,:hlCh rnoOltonng should Occur and ,reportu\g req\l1tements 
. " in the' plan; A, ,a . nUnuqum, mcJud~ the fQlIo\\ing measures: ": ,',.'; ~.' t ,l, .' •. [1 ::: 

,:if ;,i ;.;0 / L~~\a~;;t;~q\l,aJift~d,Qiol()gical nionit?~,to,irtonit~r)th~' esfabl~sh~~n(-and 
reproduchve su«ess of the reseedtng sltes~ailh\1aUy: f6r;'S, year! 'after 
oonstructiotl. Submit a v.ntten report to CPUC Or its designee y.ithin 60 days 

,:;, ' ';~ , ~: ;c, of th~ ann,u.al.rnonitonpg that includes temedial actions.taken: l · 
"'-,_. ~-. -.., t'" ,', ,'.' -~!~,' ~:} .~. _. ~i ; ... _. '~j.!~.:;~ t_O. i ~': ... :.~:,.) l ~;~\:'l,~";j { --;~ .'~: i .:·E~; ':f;".:,i 

, ~:~ i:",;~' ;", ! ~9~i~~'( n:Uiig~tio.~su'ccessful 'if. at the' end 'of 5year~,t~e tniti~~lt~6~:~ite 
;;> ,It,; ,:' I .; J: \ i&Uppqrt.s Cl populatIOn equal to Or greater, than the number of Indivtdualsthat 
, ; w~r~ ; ~efIlo~~ed ,~nd·' if reproductive, rates 'ale equal to Of greatet than 

reproductiye rates measured before Construction. 'i' 

o Implement interim remedial actions if annual monitoring results indicate low 
~tablishIli.ent or reproducth'e rates. ' ,', . , 

. " 

S-k. Acquire and Ptoh~<:t Existing Populations of Spe<:iaI-Stalus Plant Spe<:ies. 
Becr,us~ 5i1! r~e,~din$ .pro~e.dures ,cany a risk of failure. conduct th~ reseeding measures in 
conjunction Wlth nutlgatlOn measure 53 to ensure that potential long-term losses to 
Fremopl'S calycaderua, dwarf downingia. and Red Bluff rush are minimized. 

" 5S~ " Atquireand P~tectExisting Populations of Spe<:ial·Status PHmt Spe<:ies. For all 
special-status plant populations for which transplanting or reseeding efforts are conducted. 
acqll~~e .shes ~~ppQrting' upprote~ted . existing populations of these speCies. The existing 
population should be a viable, reproducing pOpulation supporting more individuals over a 
l~ger. area thli!1 the population to be removed. Protect the acquired site from impacts in 

,perpetuity. .In ~hoosing a pOpulation for protection. give preferenc~ to those populations 
, most immediately threatened .. Consult DFG,' USFWS. and CNPS during the site-selection 

process. Establish an endowment or contribute to an existing endowment to ensure long
term management of the. acquired population. 

The sites supporting the ptotected populations of Mason's liIaeopsis and Suisun 
Marsh aster should preferably be contiguous y.ith the sites used to introduce transplants of 
these ,Sp~~les. Jf contiguous sites are not possible. noncontiguous sites may be approved by 

< CPUC or its designee on a case-by-case basis. 

Noxious \Veeds 

56. Pe'r'elop ~nd Implement a\\'eed Control MitigatiOn Plan. Foliow all (ederal~ state. and 
, locarv.'eed control requirements and guidelines. Prepare ii weed control ptan and submit 

• -
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h,y,h, toJ;J;>t!G,Pt.JtS ,~~.~igI)~~Jo.r ,apprc.wal.· .At·a mini.mum" iilc1tid.~. the fQlIo\\ing measures 
, ,in l~¢.nlan: ;,',;;·)1;' ,. ;. ",i!')" ~. , •... ,; 1; '> ;!~!(:,:;i .b;l···:<~ ;f':'J:): r';'lYl 

• 1 t .. ) r l 1 ' ...... \ • ~ ~,' • .1 ." • ~, , • -, • I. , ;. I ... 

:;,:)' .~ ';,,:'t;', ;"~~, r::: il,~q~4~~rl~~'p;~~'~~~i~lio~ ,~e~?~ 1 to /J~t~~~~~~s~~i~~:' and amounts of 
, noXIOus wee'ds present~ huormatton available through each county may be 

used . 
. 1-' l"~~'I'" r .... ~.' 'f.---r: ;~,; .. ~~."\;- ~) ... "~:,,, (. ~ !~ ~ "~;.~. <l:.' ::,:> r'.t ~ ~"~":i' i.-h:;.:~)·_) c 

,,',~;. .i;, ~~. 'J Cr'j 'o;·.~ P.~'t:~Mfrie: Jhe -sig,!ific~£e ~hreshoI~ f?r' a~ increase in. p~puJat!()n for e,:ch 
.~,,-)~{ "- 1O.,>·~,~:w.~~~tsp~c~es ~xi~t.mg III !h~ COnstructIOn nghH)f .. \\,ay III coordmatton WJth 

-:!):l'. 

. county agncultural comnusslOners. 

o 
.. :; J! . :: ~ II " ~ t,') !: ~ ~-. t ~ l '".; ~ j ! :. ~ ~ I, ~ -~, .<! ~~. 

Reseed construction areas as rapidly as possible in the appropriate seasOn as 
determ!ne~ llYJhe hiologic.al monitor.-, \ i () I "i ul·l I' j,:1; i": !l:., if. .P 

, ! . ' ;. -: ~,: 

,M*~ ,~I s~~d ii~i1.abt.e for insp~~ti~n by the COUnty' agriCulture department 
be.~ore planting in the event JlUll the site is reseeded or replanted .... · .1 

o 

'J~~:"-t~ii fL.:''"! 

i 'f - \' ,- , • " 
'. .; ~ - .. :: - . . • . -, ':. ~. ,.- - 1'," • . • t. 
Retam a soil specialist 10 approve soil that may be needed for fill to aVOId 
possible transfer of soil-borne contaminants (i.e., nematodes~ noxious weed 

: '~~~J4s).:.. .. .:;" .. ,~:, ." ., i: ,,) ; \ :. '.' . !, :. 

r t':_'~1 '~'j;-.';1~_.~.i f~·;·· .. ,1/,... ~,"; ,' .. ~~; ,:,·.!1 .;~. i _ ,:-

., 0 .;' ~.t,~~ 'p)~~t material alJd mud from constru~i6n equipment regularly to avoid 
. .. the spread of noxious weeds in se(lsitiYe areas (prime agricultural land, special 

natl\'e plant c()mmunities~ and rare plant habitats). 
. t( '.' '( r . > ~ y J.~!: ~~ I";: i t I ~ ~ !! ... i / 1.' ":_. ~ i : .' ~ !. : , ~ t, ~ ,". • 

'.' \. , .. ' ~?,. ; ~t~~1p ~!t:an c~nstruc(ion equipment before it ctoss~ an» state or cou~ty 
,. "·'L,l>ord~r. ,. . , , ' . : . 

'_. 0,' .. ~1~k~·, '~suip~e~t available Co;· inspecti~n by· state ot county ag~i~ltura1 
Of(iClalS It requested. , . ; ., . . ". : .. , 

, . ~ . :" ' ; : 
. - ~, o.,;:;"·f;iOiii'y.t~eCa1if9rnia Pepartment of Food and Agriculture,- (;Qrttrol and 

~.' :: i , .' /i : ~rp.~i~ti()n, Pi\jsio~ before equipment crOsses into ~he state, and notify 
, . , ,; c~unty agricultural. commissioners before equipment enters their cOunties. 

(, " AH~~ c~u~~agticUiture department personnel acC~ to cOnstruCtlOilsit~s and 
grant permission for them to spray or remove any noxious weeds that 
germinatc; ~ter wnstruction is completed. Reimburse'the county for the 
actu'at cost of rtoxious ,',eed eradication. 

o " "Use onh;USFS~ce~tified seed on USFS land .. 

o Retain '3. 'qualified blologicai monitor to monitor population expansion or 
colonization by weedy species annually for 5 years after construction. Monitor 
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,)11";; ~;'il " r,i .'. ,;~ quarterly id the first yeat. If new'""eeds bec6nleestabJish~db~\~¥'s~rtg ~~ed 
populations expand, implement remedial actions and reirtitiatc'morutonng. 
Submit an annual (quarterly in th~ first year) written 1ewrt to CPUC Or its 

~" .. 'ilf'(,', < i designee tbat,incJildts ttmedia~rtieasutes impletrlenf¢d \\ithin'60 days of 
~,; 'i", ,f» 'mortitoringJl "i,d ,:: .. , ;. '.~ ;i.';: ' .• ' .. -:':'! ,,' . .'. ' "" •. .',r 

o Consider weed control successful if no weed spe~ies new to the area are 
i,' > ',,: ,: :'.' !lbse.ved and if existirtg v.~eed populations 'do' h(tt incteaSe significantly (as 
;~; '; ,;, .': . defined lOcally for each weed species) at,' the ,corutructionsite after 5 years. 

• ..: ~ : " .} ~ :", ~ : ' : .: .'.1. -: "'; .,~;; ~ • _ ~.-

Special Nath'e Plant Communities 
~ !: j 1 ~~;.. ~ -',~' ",:.:...~: < I' t I . ~ ; ::;. i '" ~ ". " . ." '. t I ' ~ 

57. A,'oid Northern Interior Cypress Forest' ~lnd Alkali MeadoWs " 

, -' '. ) .', 57a.': Select the Shasta County Cypress Fotest Rer6ut~., \Vest. ; 'Select 'the Shasta 
County' Northern Interior Cyptess Forest Reroute. \Ves\toav6id impacts on northern 
interior cypress forest. If this reroute is not selected, implement mitigation measure 58 
below.' . ," -

57b. Select the Contra Costa County Alkali Meadow and \'emal Poot Reroute. 
Select the Contra Costa County Alkali Meadow and Vernal Pool Reroute, to avoid impacts 

. on alkali meadow and \'ernal' pools in Contra Costa County. It thk reroute is not selected. 
impJerveIit mitigation measure 58 below. 

58. Reestablish Special Natil'e Plant Comnmnittes and Monitor Their Success. If 
i' realignment of .the pipeline is infeasible fot alkali cOmmunities and n6i~hem interior cypress 

forest, implement this reestablishment mitigation. Reestablish valley needlegrass grassland, 
alkali communities. and northern interior cypress forest at the const~~tion site and at 
suitable offsite mitigation sites. Restrict the ronstruction· rigbt-,of-way to the existing 
disturbed right-of-way through areaS supporting special native plant communities. Provide 
for acquisition and protection of the remaining northern interior q'Pr~ss forest that is 
cuttently privately owned. Develop and implement a revegetation plan, \\ith input from 

'. federal and state agencies and private organizationS (e.g.; DFG. USF$. USFWS. BLM. and 
The Nature CorueIYaIlCY) and submit the plan to CPUC ot· itS designee for approval. 
Methods and objectives would vary according to site-specific conditions. but typically 
vegetation plans should include the (01l0\\1ng measures: 

o Determine the precoristructi6n acreage of the communit)· to be removed. 

o Fence the construction right-of-way and post -keep out" signs that note the 
presence ot special' native plant Communities t6 miniinize potential impacts 
adjacent to the construction area during construction. 
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o . r! () ~J~~"P.iJ~ a.q~ wver the topsoil from special native plarit '(ommunities' habitats 
belore construction and replace it after construction. . 

I ' , • , • ". ') "t 'I'i ,.,' 'I t f 'f' II' 'j' •. t;') 1:. ',J, Ii " I? ., il i)·· i { . r ':",:, q (.l h.'~ j Ii I J P :.,". . i <, '.': "f)' >·'IHlllli[llTl\.. If, I." ,., .' ""," >, ~'". ',~ . . . .. 

~'::1;~' ');i';)?'~ .b'):,~~~~!~bJ.~~~ s~~!~l, .• {l~th'e p)ant.·spec!es bY·replanti~? sal\,~ged .~a~e~~l. or 
<,;: i)) j. 'j .~;! 1 i;'::-i I e~\~~llslllng pe~lndwlduals as detemuned ~by the req~l!~t'r'tents o( the spe~les. 
··:.:i~"'.~~~-i·'+~[J) h"''':.·/,'-~~>J:'l :"~lil n~~:' L ... ~ ... 1.1'·_·.~ -:.t : :~.~·d t\~·l~~ :~(:;i.~ ~';~,_,!-,:i ::(:: ."/ ;~ ..:-! .)·:-;t~t~'Jd;' __ • 

:.;·,::;,;;il!i;PhJ-l~l .f.f()pag~!~¥" plant il~tive ~pe~ies suppli~d by,IOOl' nadve planr.huts~ries 
.• ~. 'ro' • ,) l'~ (see nutlgatlon measure 40).! , .. ;-,~.',: . ,1i .';.' ,\ ;:"" C,; '\1 ,',t:, ." ;1,'_'1 

;~;."~~:~~';I r;;:;;~~:!' .. ,~-·~;~~ ~:;'.;; >,;'i~::),_"h.';, " ,') .". ~<,<,/ r [:1:; ,(>:1: ..... ">, · ... :~l ~:: 
;:j;-:,>,.:):1l16,'1lf~fl F~m~9.). ,w~e4~, y.ith JIleth~s ~cce~ta~le, (o.r the type pr plari.t,·~.~ur."ly 
<~':i;;;i! ')~":! '1 )flX()Jy~~;ap€\;J1Je:sHel 01\.; which It occu.rs;':th~se~ methOds ,may mclude 

mechanical dearing, hand dearing, or use of herbjcides and should ronthiue 
for 5 years or until native vegetation becomes well estabHsh~d ... 

~~ ~.~"l f!";· -.,/; ~ .t'/. ,~~j 

o Acquire suitable offsite mitigation sites to estabHsh additional special native 
plant coJlununities. Establishment on a cOntiguous site is 'optimal. \Vhere 
contiguous establishment is not possible. noncontiguous establishment may be 

"11J;'i>~1 r",'t Lapproved on a cas~-by·case basis by CPUC or it~ designee. . " 
'. , . 

~ 'I'l r h ~ ~.':' ~': ~ ... '1 ~_. ~ ~ ", ~ ~. '~~ . .. . ~ ", < - '.. • 

o Replace 3 acres created for each acre remOved. 

- ;' ,.;:, i' to:;;. d Q~ye19P su~ce~ .. crit~~ia, based on the community affecte~ ~nd" including 
, .. . I planting survivorship (l.e. i , co~~unities should be self-sustammg) arid final 

species composition and percent cover being comparable to preconstruction 
levels. If succeSS criteria are not met 'afte(5 year~ take iemedial action'and 
reinitiate monitoring. 

l.- -. -'i~:~_~j~:_:j;t,::,' ~ ,_. . :'.,".' .. - ..... 7" ',' • _ .",~' •• 

,C ~o, .. : .. ~e~~n ~ <iu.a1ified.biol~gical morutor to momtor rcvegetatlOnsuecess.annually 
. for 5 years after constructi()n. Monitor quarterly in th~ first )'eai: Submit an 

annual (quarterly in the first year) wnnen repOrt to CPUC or its designee 
" ;'1 ,,;; :.' ywilhin6Q days of monitoring that includes arty remediaJ action initiated. 

;t9~::,' .~~~la,~t' ,l'!e~, ,art~ ,;S~I;aged Materi~l in "ali~y . Needlegiass: Grasslaftd •. Iii valley 
needlegrass grassland, implement the f01l0\\1ng addItional measures: 

. ," ~ ." 

o 
.' .: 

o 

, : d~t~,rmil1y .the, locat~qn and extent of valley needlegrili graSsland along the 
:; fo~truclion right~of-way; , " ' 

transplant native bunchgrasses from the construction area to pots or tubes 
" before construction; 

coUect local seed from nath'e bunchgrasses and germinate in pots. tubes. or 
fla~s; and 
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;':.: ',,:::' [ ',9, i 11!.I" plant. bUil~hg'rasses in 'he' «ihStru~don' ate~ 'alte"f M:t\Siruct)on. (I 

.L"il)ln!';;") 'L~ll:, ;; ))-::;P1 l: if; (;(l!!)Ul!-.iU) ::.l q l:,:) 

60. AcquIre and Protect Existlng Stands o~ S~laJ N~tlve P.l~nt Co~,"unttles. For all 
;1) s~~i~,naJiv~ pJ~tcomIil\lruti.eS for which rest6t~t~o.~' e.f(,rts 'ar.!:r(Qtldu~ted. aCquire sites 
.': S}lppo~~t~g ':lnpfQ.tect~dexist~rigJ s~ands '~f. theSe' tommorutiM.'ll Ei{Shit:~hat the. exist!ng 

commuruty IS. a. ~1able. s~te.~ ~u,pporte~ over a I~&.er area th.a~, ~~,e. ~~!n0ve~ C?n:rnull!ty. 
< ,fJ9tecuhe p,(quued slte ~om Imp~C1S 10 pe~t\llty. Inch60~lOg ~ sIte ~Qr prot~ctlon.. gIVe 

preference t() those sites most immediately thieatehed.~ ConsUlt DFG~ BLM (for northern 
interior cypress (0 rest). and The Nature Conservancy, during th~ site;selection process. 

'nJ~s\abJjsh :~n',~ndo~ent ~or. eontribu,te to an 'exist~flg end6wm¢6(f6' tnsutc'l()ng-term 
,> m~l1ag~ql~nt of the acquired plant totriIriuruty: (\ lmple~en( this' me~ur'e before impacts 
,~:-()C~r,on the COrnn'lurut)"to be removed.;i,,:·:t_, '1 " '~l :j~:,',,:, ~:':'l:'J .. _I 

• ~ j. -:.. :' ' " '. ' ... .- ,: : i ~ . '~~' • ,'. . . , ... ~ ~. : ' -~ i! ~ ~:.. . :. _~ .. " ," ~ '.1 : 

()l. A"ofd Vernal Pools 
~~;~ .. :: t· ~~<"_:-: ~t- ., .. ~,-::: ~ 

',1': ; ,'/61a~' ,Deleted. ' 
~: 1 ,. 1 ' .: { i r._, 

" _'. i. - ' .' .' :. ~ ·"1' ~ ~", ' f • ~_> 

, .,'. :, C "6i'b. . seiect . the Contra Costa, Count)' Alkali 'Meadow 'a:nd Vental Pool Reroute. 
Select the Contra Costa County Alkali Meadow and Vernal Pool. Rer~')Ute to av()id impacts 
on vernal pools betv.'een MP, 929 and Mil 932 .. ' . ,'i ' , 

: .',' '. 61c. Select Jep,son Prairie Presen'e A1t~n\alh;e B;; Select' Jeps6hl Prairi~ Preserve 
AItemiltive B to avoid impacts onlatge playa pools.' ::«'. ,';;.' , .,; , .": 

~ '.., - ... :-:' ~ • - , "I ·.L'~)~j:;~.:.'. 

62. C~ateand Restore Vernal Pools 
',' . 

Avoid high·density vernal pool areas by rerouting the pipelin~. If rerouting is not 
~ .f~asible, CPUC or its designee may approve vernal p66r iestoration on a: tase-by:'case basis 
' as mitigation for impactS ~n vernal pools~·' , '" ' .' i: ' ,.'. ; 

_ . §2a. De~'~lop a~d jrilplemenf '&. Site-SpkifiC' Ve~aJ: ~60'" Re\-egetation Plan. 
Develop and implement a site-specific verna) pool revegetation pl,an follo~jng, the 

. requirements and guidelines 'of COl;' EPA; USFS, BLM, US.F\VS,and DFG. Includtthe 
following measures in the plan: . 

0, 

o 

o 

. Spedfy that a qualified botanist measure'species 'divJrSitY ~rid percent cover 
of dominant vernal pool plant species and total vegetativt"oover of existing 
vernal pools before construction. 

Specify that a qualified \\ildtife biol~glst mtruiuie arid score wildlife habitat 
values of vema) pools. 

Limit construction to the existing disturbed right-or'''-ay in high-density vernal 
pool areas. 
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/~'_,' .. >~': 1n(),: ::.:r:.f.~,n ... ~, L\~~ ,W~\I)l~'ionrigh,t·Qf·wa)' ai\~ l p~st, rkee~ ;()~t"'signs ,du~ing 
i,') 'j~I!;(":i! ["j;!:~,%\fU,~H9n! ,,:;; '<"'-' ,: -j "'",',; ',''': ,'; ;;';';;Ii"n"" :,1:.,; 

o Determine the acreage of vernal p001s to b~ removed. 
f':-';' '1.- ;,j f---,;',:;, ill} " I';: !dl ,;.1,>;! I.", .-,'1 ;",Ii", ,','!{ 'I" (.j "";;~,i i) ilojj!i(.t/ ,tl~,0 

!:~\',';;,\I:;{D,R;~':~,~',)~·~\!ife, ,a s~jt~bl~ rnitig~\i9nsite o.ff the ri~ht-of.way _t()'e~ta~lish'a~'~iti9~a' 
; -", • 1,' i " ; ~ ;j ,\'~f!l,~ P991 ~c,reage. preferably contIguous wllh the vernat pMl acqu'Sltl~n SIte 
':~;:'~~~l' -;i;':,:-,~.,: 'il'~~~~~~~Jn .wi,tigati(m ,measure 63.' ,If a :oontigu~us si~e i~:not;pO,ssib~~, a 
;;~;l~d lr":';:'~ii ;,n9I).~I!~i~9.u~ Sitema)~ Qe ,approved by Cp~~. o! :ltS. de~Jg~e~',~na,'~~e~by. 
J" ,": ;'1, ,~i: : '.,': :i~~~.~;~~~~ ,.: ,::, " ..... .:, .',: • '.;' ,',: ",,';, ". ;, : .. ,;; o,~:; 
~ :~.'.i'l' ~)~ !'", d~ l~; ;;, ;C?,l,l~<;t" s.e~d~,sah·ag~ topsoil with seed b.ank.. and ~tore the topsoil ~l.ir:i,~g ~he 
;, ,<:,' '- ~1 ;, . dry $eason. ' " '. ' , ' .' "_ ' ' ",. ,J •• , 

• : • • ,'. •• ~ r .:. ~ •• ,- : 1 ) 

, Reestablish' s'ubsoil cOnditionS in the yernal Pool restoration and creation sites 
to maintain yemal pool hydrology, which may involve sealing the pipeline 

( . .-,'r !·,Ill,.' ' , )~~n~~ ~i,1,l a local cla~ soil. bentonite day, ot ot~er suitable long-Jas!!ng 
. " , , matenal to restore the Impermeable subsurface layer.· " ' \", .. 'J. 

, 
I • ~ ) 

o 

(""','-" "',', ,.,,'-', ',: " ' " ,'," '",::- ','~" ,'-c':";]:': 
~~;:, ','~I:i:'-,,9 ~:::;:: ! Re~nt()1J~ the 'surface -t~ prec(mStructi~n' microrelief ofm()JJnd.in'tetm&~hd. 

., ,).' -..... ' ~edcu,1ate paUemed S\\-ale-pool.linear swale·pool, or isolated pool topography. 
. ~', • '''', ,~ f ,,; ';. :. ',:, ;;;.';:: : ;,.. ' . , 

' , 0' Reapply salvaged topsoil into restored \'ernal pools during the same dry 
". season.when the soil was removed. f ;';'" ': .: i :~,;: " 'j .f' ",' ~,:. ___ !~::~~j' ·:!L .. ·~ -". -

- _ ,~. ;_.' 'I ~;,' ,': ," • - •• ; :, r. _: : • :., - '_ • ..' .;, • : • ,..' I.... 1 • 

" ,;','" . f? ,;'::" ,.,R~J-~_~Hecte~ ,s~eds int.o salvaged t~psoil before fall rai~ begin (if seeds are 
_ '.-", ~~ b~ stored, ,they should be stored In a cold storage im~t)., " 

".; ',-- " , "', ,; _' ,t 
;'1 .. , ,'0.' ::, Seid'ri¢:"'ly cre,ated vernal pOQls 'o\llh local seed and seed ptopagated in lOCal 

" mitl\;e pJantnurseries (see mitigation measure 40). ,.,', , ',; .- . ';'; 

o 

o· 

, . ! . 

. du'araritee by land acquisition ~r land uSe restrictions .'hat 'th~ mitigation site 
. y.1H be' pr(,te(ted In perpetuity. : ' .;, 

Establish a long-term endowment or cOntribute to an existing endowment to 
'manag~ the mitigation site in perpetuity.' '\ 

.' : -,:. _ J ',j ~ • - ,:. • L _ • '. . ' l .; \ 

,Repl~ce',a~fecte~ \:ernal pool ~creage at a ratio Of 4 acres created fot 1 acre i 
removed. This replace~ent ratio allo'ws for the unce,rtainty of establishment! 
success \\llh this experimental procedure. j 

Create additional verna1 pools on the nearest suitable sites t6 the pipeline 
roule. ' . " . 



~.1 ; 1! ~ l, ': ,lJecause \'emal pool ~eation is an txperimeiltat pfocedufc' hnd tstablishm~nt suCCess 
- is uncertain, implement the abo\'e measures in conjunction\\iih mitigation measure 63 

below. , --, 
. Li-_': ; 

.. "-, I:; - .. j " . '. i' : ' 

62b. MOnitor the Success Of Retreated Vem~l P~ls., Retain a,\uallfied biological 
: ,-Q:l_oJ'litor, to' monitor _,he succe~ of -tecreated vernal pools 6 'riiqnth(altef oonStruction and 
- ; i t~¢n_a~ually fQf -5. years after ~nstiuctioIi. - Submit ~ual (qi~nn~al-ln the first year) 
:_~ .~tten{ r~ports, to. CPUC or, its designee that include Jnteritrt~ ,~e'rTledtal actions laken . 
. ;; <:,o~ider mitig,!tion successful if aJ leasllOO pefceilt"of the natiye s~edes present before 
. construction are reestablished over the ,'eroal pool restoration sites hfnuinbers or percent 

COver similar to preconstruction numbers or percent Mver. an4 \\ildlif~,habitat "alue scores 
:- _: fl~e greater t~an or equal to precoruttuction stores: Thesb criteria: are 'me~nt to ensure that 

in-·kind replacement of functional vernal pool communities "ill be established. It succeSS 
criteria are not met \\ilhin 5 years, take remedial actioIlS: toachie\'e sucCeSS levels and 

; _ ,reirutiate monitoring for an additional S yearS. ' 

,';,:';>; ,6~~.: incorporate Contra Costa County's Mitigatioil Vernal PoolS into Vernal Pool 
Re\'egetation Plans. Incorporate into the proposed projeCt's verriat pool revegetation plans 
all portions of Contra Costa County's mitigation vernal pools that would ~e affec_ted by the 

: fGT/fO&E project'. PGT/PG&B and, Contra Cost~' Coun'tj should jointly;deterrnine 
".w~i~h Iliitigati9n vernal pOOls would be affected,' CPUCwill provide an arbitrator to ensure 
-~ 're asq-n able settl~ment in the event that the_ parties cannot othe(\~ise resoh'e any conflict. 

. .' . ~'. -~. . ; 

'63. Acquire and Protect Existing Veinal PoolS, ACquire ~itessupporting unprotected 
existing examples of claypaIls hardpaIls and volcanic substrate vernal. pools {or which 

> restoration efforts are being conducted. Ensure that the '~xisting \Iei'nal'poolsare viable 
systems of equaJ or higher quality and equal or gre~tet area -tnan the removed vernal pools. 
Protect the acquired vernal pools and their watersheds from impacts in perpetuity. In 
~hoosing a site (Qi protection, gi\'e prefetence to those sites in?st,i~~diately threatened. 
Provide for enhancement of existing, protected v~rnal pools where' exotic species have 
invaded the vernal pool and threaten (he \lability of nath'e species. Copsult with DFG, 

. COE,- USF\VS~ and :The Nature C<mser.·ancy during the site~selecHoh process. Establish 
an endo\\ment or contribute to an existing endOwment to -ensure long':terl1l management 
of the acquired vernal pool sites. . 

The ~ltes suppOrting the ptotected existing' or enhanced vernal pools should 
preferably be contiguous and comanaged "ith the sites used to create new vernal pools (see 

j mitigation measure 62). If a contiguous 5ite ts n6t poSsible~ a noncontiguous site may be 
: approved on a case-by-case basis by CPUC or itS-designee.' : 

Provide for enhancement of existing, protected vernal pools where 
exotic speoies,haYeinvaded the vernal pools and thr~aten the 
viability of native speeies. 
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• -
Spedal.Status 'YUdUfe SpecIes 

" :;H'~I ':,.)fli;!IllIP;b ':.<,,:i.:i',! t) r ,~h'; i-,'II.-,:,; ;,~l,<li l,);n I') :;;!; 1,:1t ,lIii)1> 11;1;)') I'it.,l • . \';) 
~'-l'-'~~ <; i .(:q~{luct_;, P~n~trUtdon ,'\'iJ~life' SUn'eys.'; -'Con~uct pre«)Jls~ruCti~n: ~inve}'S\ lor 
r.); ~~1~~\edk4¢Ja11y,listed p:rstate-liste~ t~reatened or en~~gered Wildlife species, Within 60 
,(i) ~~~ pti9rJQ/tO~\tucti()~ of the pi~line: : The$e surveys would id~ntity pote.ntiaJ,trr.pacts 
b.i.,t\W.tmay ~r,-,be~use ot.changes in the distribution of th~e s~desprior tO'pipeline 
\,'_CQm~CJ~pl), ,,(RepOrt ,th~ tesults of the sur.'e)'S ur USF\VS.' DFG. ana CPUC','o_f its 
';. ,q~ig[l~~~~ ,CQl,llp]y with the requir~ments 'Of th~' consultation procedutes identified iii Sec. 

tion 7 of the federal ESA or the California ESA 

',; j "! 11 '/ ': g~4l,l~ sll1Y.cys,in known and P,Ottntial habitats identified in Table; 3E .. 2 ofthe'Jdraft 
: ~ ;; .~I~ja.t~t~~~PJer ~ In_ tl)e final EIR.,) ,Coft{"u'le surveys for'$mall n'tamma1s,'- herpetofa\\na, 

an'd ground· nesting birds to the nght·,of-way and new access toads. SurVey anaddhi6naJ 
500 feet of potential habitat along each side of the ~ght·of·way for dens used by carnivores. 
Include surveys fo.r ~ctive bald eagle nests within,l.5 mileS of the right·of-way and for other 
active raptor nests \\ithin 1.0 mile of the right.of.way. 

': 1'! _ .. ; ~ _" : . ".' . ~ ".' -.,) t ,-' I . 

Species listed under the federal ESA or protected by Other lay.'S for which su(\'e)'S 
should be conducted include the bald eagle, golden eagle. American peregrine falcon, 

. -_, .1!9nhem spotte~ p\\:,J, b]unt~nosed leopard lizard, giant kangaroo tat, and valley elderberry 
longhorn beetle (VELB). It California cOndors are released from captivity before or during 
construction of the pipeline, CPUC or its designee, FERC, and the applicant must consult 
\\ith t..{Sf\VSand DFG to ensure that impactS on this spedes do nOt OCcur. 

; -, -:, ' . Species ,listed by ~ifornia _as threatened ot e,ndangered include' the bank swallow, 
S\\,ainson's hawk, California black rail. greater sandhill crane. and giant garter snake. 

, 6~."" Jmplement 8_ ,V9rket .Education· Program· for Special.Status \VildUfe Species. 
IncOrporate in the worker ,education, program describe4 in mitigation measure 6 an 
education plan for construction workers that provides species identification, habitat 

'. ~~q\lir~mentsJ behavioral attributes, and federal and state regulations and policies goyerning 
the legal protection of the bald eagle. San Joaquin kit (ox. VELB, Delta green ground 
beetle (DGGB). and Swainson's hawk. --

',,'.; ,\ ,1h~ ~o~ker educ~tion program sho~ld be cond~cted by' a biological morutar ~ithin 
5 days before construction activities begin within the range' of the five identified sFdes. 
The foremen and supervisors should conduct periodic tailgate briefings to mform 
construction workers on the requirements specified in the mitigation measures. 

'-t'~'-~~'6:id Ptrect ~iortality o~ 'riestc'uctton of ImPortant Habitat for Special-Status l\'ildJire 
Speciesduriitg Construction. Important habitats for special-status species include dens, 
nests. roosts. burrows. and caves. Avoid the destruction or removal of impOrtant habitat. 
Impl~me,n~ the- following measures for special-status species that occur along the 
PGT/PG&E proposed route. 
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< ') :, j , I ?," it h I i'll ? I j) r; l~: I r: i -, ) q r>. 

67. Avoid COnstruction during Crittcal Biological Periods. To minimize disturbance during 
,,-,"j ~~~ biQlogiW ~ri~~ ~ospe?~-statp~ ~Idlife:spe~es. an~ in\port~r g~~.spec~eslat?ng 
I':} ,\h9.,{iAAt~J·way;from «)ns~C1ion a¢tiVlues, prepare and Implement a cntl~ bIOlogIcal 
;:~" ~rtO:d "'''9ida,nee plad.1 Identify in the plair the age~des With junsdiCtion (idchiding D,FG). 
' .. :', .t}l~ J$l:ion ,ot, ¢rid,cal habitat, recommended cOnstruCtiOn' s~heduliti~~' and ,locati6'n I and 
,o~r (f~q~~nq' of:m()lutoring'.',' A\'oid:co~truction during the P,eriods~~)jow~1'h\,'T~~le:C.2. 
':: SU,l;I~. ,a .COPy. of this pl~n to the CPUC ot its designee fot appfoval after agenCy 'ieyiew. 

,-- ..' . ,~~. . ~ -". -~ ~ ", ~ , ... ; I .. ~ ;; ·"~i .-;. < j : 1 i -.. :: l'~ ; 

: L "~!' A\'oht X)lreet Mortality Or Destruction otIirtpOria~l, Habbat ror.lh~ Bai,d ~agle. ~l:Iring 
",;~ C9n~'~c:UO_n~ '.Undertake the following mitigationmeasutts (or DFG-ideildfied 'eSschtial 
:-'.lJa.14 eagle habitat at lake Britton (MP 685-687): ' " : :1, I .,',;:-i 'o;':"'~';";': i~<: 
_'I>~t-,,,·;d"',~~.)·\·:3 t'", ~:'''i1 ,.:~._.~!: .~ f-', "1:-:<_., ", ~ - _~-:: "~'I :l.'J: ~' •. '" :.~ .. ~ .; .; -: - .; ~:.;I. «'f : ~: . ; ~-' ., ..... 
;:;, -, u': -() '; 'c, ' Identify and mark clearly all trees ~sed byb~d eagt~s> ... ' , . 1 

;' ~ 

o Mark all trees used by bald eagles on USFS lands in consultation with a 
. " ! • USFS biologist. '.' .' , ' 

~_:.~,J : . -r .:. :~ r 

• ,"<_ > __ ',,' ,0 ;: Confine the construction right·6f-way to the smallest possible area and fe,nee 
, ': i ': I ~ 1 ',--,.-t _ ; it.- :' ' :> ' ,'; , " , ,': -, : ':::,: ' , ' . 

'; 

) ""~' ~ '~" F~nce areas on USFS 'landS with' marked trees to exclude c6nstruction." 
I 

o Do' not 'remO\~e any kn6Y,11 roost trees, perch~ ttees,' sr\ags, spIke-topped 
conifers, or nest treeS. 

o dL'l;If timber is to be removed. follow the timber haives'( gUi~elines'develop~4 by 
':, , the interagen~ task fOrce (U. S. Forest service '1986).· ' .' ", " 

, , ' '.~". : " "" R~~~n mahIre tree~ and snags' at' large stream and river et6ssi'ilgs to proVide 
. potential bald eagle fceding and wintenng,habitat . _ . 

Follow similar guidelines for construction along Spring Creek {MP 678}. Fall River 
(MP ,679), South Fork Co~ Creek (MP 719), South Fork Beat Creek (MP 725.5). Paynes 
Creek(MP 744), Salt Creek (MP 752). and Thomes Creek (MP 767)~ . 

o '. D~ not remove or destroy -knOwn roost tiees of active nests: 'during 
construction. If a perch ttee must be removed during construction, create a 
new perch ttee' fr6m a suitable ttet nearby: RemOval :0:£ kitb\\iJlpet~h it~es 
shall require approval by USFWS and DFG.' <' .' i ' " , 

-0 - Retain mat~;e trees and,snags at large Stream andriver'ctossings to'pi'ovtde 
potential bald eagle feeding and wintering habitat· :. ~ ... , ; " . 
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69. A,'old DiJ'e(t ~IOrtality or Destruc,'tOt( ot ImpOrtant :HablJat (or the GOIJe~ Eagle, 
Northern Gosha,,'~ S"'alnson's "awk, and Osprey during Con~tru.ctlon. Impt~(rlent the 
f01l0\\ing mitigation measures: . . ( . . '. '. . ! ~ 

o 

o 

Do not remOve trees \\1th ~ctive nests'durlngeoflStruction. Avoid ictive nest 
trees by reducing the righH)(·"'ay \\idth or rerouting the pipeline.! 

I . I 
If trees \\;th active nests must be removed during oonstrucdon,! ietain a 
qualified \\ildlife biologist to retrieve young birds in the nest and t'ake them 
to a ~ildHfe rehabil~tation center. Use nes~ relocation, fostering, 4?d cross
fostenng of young raptors to reduce rrtortahty. Use of these meas~tes must 
be approved in advance of construction by DFG. 

70. A"old DiJ'e(t ~fortality or Destruction ot Important Habitat Cor San JOaqUi~ ;~t, Fo~ 
during Construction. Employ the mitigation measures below adapted from the Staripac 
No.2 Pipeline project and approved by DFG to reduce impacts on San Joaquin kit fox. 

70a. Conduct Preconstruction Sun'eys fot San Joaquin Kit Fox Dens: ' Wi.thin 
60 days before construction acthities begin. retain a biological monitor to sJivey._ the 
construction right-of.way and a buffer zone y'lthin 200 feet of the projeCt impact, area for 
San Jo~quin kit fox dens. Conduct surveys using the methods described by Han (1983) and 
DFG (1983). Survey related sites, such as acceSS roads, laydovt'Il areas, and other work 
locatio,ns. Notify the land management agencies with jurisdiction if any potential, active, 
or natal dens are identified during the sur.ey. Document encounters Voith any other 
sensitive species or their sign and, in Consultation with USF\VS (Sacramento Endangered 
Species Office), DFG (Region IV). and CPUC or its designee. minimize impacts 'Oil these 
animals or plants. . 

Retain a biological monitor to conduct ground surveys (or kit fox dens as foHo\\'S 
(DFG 1983) and supervise these sur'\'e}'S. . 

Conduct ground surveys by at least ty,o investigators walking the staked pipeline and 
road rights~or-way and carduny sU"'eying an area approximately 200 feet y.1de (100 feet On 
either side of the centerline). Conduct surve)'S in vaUey grassland habitat t)pes .. Adequate 
ground searche-s for dens along the pipeline and unpaved accesS toad rights-of-w~y will 
require approximately 8 hours per im'estigator to search a strip 100 feet y.ide and 2 miles 
long. More time may be required in areas where grasses are over 6-12 inches higK Survey 
designated laydoy.l1 and work areas. as wen as a 200-foot-wide buffer strip around the 
perimeter of these areas. for kit fox dens. . 

During the survey, collect the fonowing data: date. time. temperature. weather. 
topography, habitat type. and den site. Collect the (ollowing data in association wHh each 
observed den site: . . 
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o position on slope; 
i ; i ( I! 4'.' ~; ~ i : - , - ", . ~ :!: -,' t r (I ~ r; : ~! f 

o aspect; ' ..... ! ~.~ ; ~ .~; r ~ .,', r ~ ) .~ .. -~ 0 ! 

1 'III /0 ' .r~ i:"l._.·:>~ ~ -,;_,,-,0; -, e evatton;· ' c' ..;" ., _ .[' -'.-

.... . ~ ",. . ',' - ~" ,_:, l ~ :. • _ 1:. -. - l' '. -r .;: ~.'i ;I',~ ~ " ~. -' ; / ,: . i, 1 ~ .- . .l •. ~ 1 ! 1 .' .: ~ '. ~, 

presence or absence of (ox tr3.cks~ 'scats, prey refu~inS; fuaHed \'egetaii6ft~ dirt 0:-

; berms, owls. and other mammals: .' ',' -, ,'" -' .. 
':: ": ~ )!: ':., ~ :." 

spedes' c()trtposi-tion and'relative cover ~f surrou-nding veget~tioA: arid ;_ 
': :., '~7 i ': ~ .-". I}! . ~ ~ , . 

presence of unusual or uncommOn speci~s. (O"F~rren and' _~fccUe- i981.) 
~. '. c_ 

.. 1·-

"l t 

'0 ; 

Issue den locatiOns an identification number, flag them (using steel rod\\ith blue 
,surv~yribbon), and plot thein,on 7.S-minute topographi,ea' n'la,ps.: Erect flagging (ste~l rods 

, y.ith blue surVey ribbon) around a buffer strip 50 feet in diameter a~obrtd ~eh locations. 
; This fl~gging will be arranged to prevent inadvertent trespass- but not diS,OOtirage kit fox Use. 

Re,move flagging Vtithin 30 days after construction acthity.' '. . '.' -, , 

Conduct a_scent station survey along the pipeline right-of-way to support the ~en 
," ,su~·ey.The Scent station survey should consist of statiOnS'lOCated-~:riUnimum'or 0.$ Iillie 
: ap_art in suitable habitat (valley grassland) iii the righH)f~way. ,Stations' s~oUld 'c6I\5ist' of 
a .3-foot-radius plOt cleared Of vegetation, an 18-inch-by-36-inch c smokedah.1mir)bm· paftel 

,(Barrett 1983), and a suitable bait (Roughton and &a."teney 1982)~ 'Check stations daily for 
3 days: . . • " '_' - . : ' , '. ,.' , . '. ';,': 

- ; Do not consider tracks or lack of tracks definitive information as 'to the piestnccor 
absence o( kit fox. Kit fox tracks are difficult to differentiate from those of other caruds, 
particularly gray fox, and vary in size because of\'ariations in the consistency of the material 
in whi~h they occur. Use tracks of appropriate size V.furie 1974) as an indIcator of fox 
qccurtence. " 

-: ,-' :" Notify USF\VS (S~cramento Endangered SpeCies Office),- DFG (Regi~n IV); a~d 
. CPUC or its designee 6f the results of the sUlvey y,ithin 30 days before construction begins. 

- I, " , ' -.~ i 

, ,',: 701,. Delermh'l~ Acth'ity Status of Potential San JoilquiilKit Fox Dens: -Sh~\Hd any 
potentia,l dens (burrov.-s with entrances 6 inches to 12 inc~es in -,diafneter that shoW signs 
of recent use) be located within the project impact area ot buffer lone, the'biological 
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monitor shall ~~t~X@l)e th~ Mlivlty status \>)' search~s, for ~rackS,'sCatl al\d prey remains and 
night~p?tlight sUt\·e)'S. (O'Farrell : and McCue 1?81). , An. alt~rnatetechruque for 
detenmrung o«upancy of a potential dep employs a' fib¢N)ptlC ~ndos«)pe that can be 
inserted into a burrow to inspect visually its contents and, suitability for use by kit fox. 
Survey areas around active or natal dens for an additional 500 feet for other dens or San 
Joaquin kit fox acthity. 

_ _ .: ,.;;. ~ : :: ~:' { f } 

The biological monitor shall oonduct surveys for kit fox activity as follows (DFG 
1983, O'Farrell and McCue 1981) and supervise these SUfyeys. " ',' i; . .-

Night spotlight surve)'S provide a good opportunity to confirm the presence or kit 
foxes visually. Kit foxes are active at night up to 1 mile frorn denning locations. Kit foxes 

: ~. ~a:v~,~~~q _Qb~~~ed at night jn _aJ~ostaH weather 'ConditionS, but ate rn()~t active on warm 
nights. Night sU[\'e}'S should be performed by two persons in one vehide. each "ith a 
300.000-candle power (or greater) hand·held spotlight. Vehicle speed should not exceed 
5 rrtph~ ~~r(~rm night SUfyeys under optimum viey,ing conditions on accessible roadways 
'Within 0.5 mile of the pipeline right·of·way. To prevent habitat destruction, do not conduct 
.o'(~'9a~,\·,~hi~te su,,·e)'S. P~rfOlm night surveys during the period from dusk to dawn and 
repeat them for 3 consecutIVe nights. , 

' .. ' .' 1 :;" ,).lk~: P~~~t Cpnfinrted Acth-e and Natal San Joaquin Kit Fpx Dens. Fully protect 
~~r~~d~ctive~d natal den,s by pipeline realignment (a minimum o( 200 feet (rom the 
d~p' ,si\e). ,Prohibit, construction activity .within SOO feet of any identified nata) dens {fom 
February through August, when pups may be in the den or confined to the den site.' . 

.' : ,I,f ,,"cth'e 9r natal dens are identified during the ground surve)'S. mark. ahd. record 
'.t~e~as.describe<l:abo,-:e(mitigatiort measure 7W). Co¢irm theirstalus (a~tive or natal) 
t~t()ugb night spoUight surveys (see inittgation measure 70b)., Notify USF\VS (Sacramento 
Enda.ng7~e4 Spe~ies Offtce~. Dt:G (~egio~,IV), an~ CP~G_ or it~ designee of th.c I?c~~ion 

. and aC\1Vlty. Wlthm 48 hours of .denttficatlOn: ~ In consultatIOn WIth USFWS' (Sacramento 
, E~dangered Species Office). DFG (Region IV). and CPUC or its designee. identify routing 

alternatives to relocate the pipeline. If relocation is prohibited by legal or construction 
constrain~ implement the protocOl described in mitigation measure 68d for potential den 

. destruction. . 

: " .' 70d •. Use.Appro1ied Proc~dures for Den J)estruction.' If destruction of a pOtential 
den is considered unavoidable, tn consultation \\ith USF\VS (Sacramento Endangered 
Species Office). DFd (Region IV). and CPUC or its designee, block the den entrances by 
loo,$e' ,dirt. for 3' consecutive nights, to discourage use' but allow animalS to escape. 
Completely destroy lh~ den. Proceed with construction activity after the den site h!is be'en 
destroyed. Notify USFWS (Sacramento Endangered Species Office), DFG (Region IV) • 

. an~, CPUC or its d~ignee at leas, 48 hours before potential 'dens are desffoye~: Destroy 
.' de.ns by excavating the den site by hand to enSure that animals that may be trapped inside 

can be removed and relocated safely_ The biological monitor shall n\orut6t and document 
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" ,~. '" 0' .'; aVoid, in(ehtlonal or: accidental' disturbanc~,' 'of all San :'J6aquII1 kit fox 

: ',:: .. :.' ,[ .. ':' :, ., indhidualsor dens, as well CiS othet se'nsitive spedbs that may be 'en«»unttted; 
'":-~~>l~ ~::'~~'-! ~", t t-i"i..~ ~;,·.·-~~,r ,>//-L;-"! .>; .'{'~":~ 'I. ' .: .... :/, .:';' •. ':~ ~:J ,! .• "!., .. ,- !.-'~_.~:;: 

J.::, i, ~;- ,0 ;, . i~, restrict vehi~te traffic to 4esignated atceSs roads of Corridors' in'die ifrtiTiediate 
,~; i:· >:':-i ".Vicinity of construction sites and to speeds of 25mphot less; ",1, . : " r 

f< ;)i!:i ~i ,-;?: ~ ... .: _ ,- >: il::,;. , .. -; _ . ::~.,., . ~ :. __ ;~ 

- " .' . 0;" ~ -:; refrain, from ,h'ringing: pets· 6r:· firear'nlS' to construction sites' to 'priv~Iit 
' .. , . . ' . harasSment or accidental kiHirig of San Joaquin kit foxts;· : ." 'i. 

. ;. 

- - • f ... . . . , 
• " • T, • , 

o ' oo\'er or fiU construction excavations deeper thaIi 3 feet at the end of e~ch 
working day or shift, or prmide escape ramps to pre\'ent entrapment of San 
JoaquiIi,kit,foxes; and' '., . . .', ,i, .': : ; 

i 

o ~ . deposit all food·related trash'in dosed containers of remO\'e it 'daily from 
" ,'work sites .. 

. ,To support information presented in the periodic tailgate sessions, supply an 
informational brochure to all persohhel working (in the projetti c To' preVent erHrapment of 
kit (ox or other species in open trenches, cover excavations with material suitable to prevent 
~l1tr~pmenl of kit fox,· fill ,them y,ith' soil. and constructtseape tamps. . Construct ia¢ps 

. where open trenches deeper than 3 feet would be left unattended, uncOvered, of unfilled 
fpr more'than'S hoUrs: Locate escape ramps constructed by ttenchingor backfilling evel)' 
200 yards in open, unattended trenches. 

70r. Mark the Boundar)' of Storage and \Vork Facilities and the Construction Right. 
, ,()f~\\'a)·.l Fence the boundaIy Of aUlaydo\\TI and other storage and \ .. lork facilities with a 
' 6-foot-high chain-link fence. Bury the (ence 6 inches deep to deter entry by burrowing. 

Flag the pipeline construction right-or-way periodically (every 100 feet) by using metal 
(-posts or othet suitable markers in vaHey grassland habitats .. Confine constructiofl activity 

. and 3C(eSS to these areas and rights-of-way. 

70g. Locate Construction Yards and Pipe Storage Areas at Pte\'iously Disturbed 
Sites. Locale 'construction yards and pipe storage areas at previously disturbed sites. Do 
not 5ituate temporary structures, equipment, and other material in the construction yard less 
tban 10 feet from the final designated perimeter to prevent fires.' 

70h. Restate the Pipeline Right-Of.\Vay to Compensate fat San Joaquin Kit Fox 
Habitat Loss or Degradalion. Mitigate for temporary loss or degradation of San Joaquin 
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, ,.l;\l J~,h~l?ha\ J>y, .. restotlngthe. pipeline righ\.of·w~y: (Appr6XirnatelyA03.5 aced of 'San 
Joaquin kit Cox habitat (vaHey graSsland). would be ~ftected by'construction:; Restore all 
affected habitat immediately follo\\;ng pipe instaUation. Imp1ement erosion control features 

, i ~9. JjJ;I)it .. ~t,¢~pne$$ and length, of stope . (e.g:.' watet, bar5J. colltctiol\ . ditchts. terraces. and 
riprap) ~"d mulching ~th hay. straw, or wood fibers to protect, soil surface. ,;"1,,.' ~(l 

.,/1 i!) ;A~tli{e ,in perpetuity a parcel of land (no Jess than 443 acies in size) associated 
, .; )l;i~l:l Qt ~Jl\iguous v.;th the pipeline right~r-way, a designated 6pen-spa~e or v.ildlife habitat 

mitigation area, or as othernise agreeable to USF\VS (Sacramento Endangered Species 
,; :Qm~)J: PfO,(Region JV). and CPUC or its <iesignee, to compensate fot long-term habitat 

loss and degra<;l;tthm; "Restrict uses of the patcel to ensure long';te~ habitat protection by 
recording an instrument encumbering the parcel v.1th language agreed on by DFG and 

, ,~fJ.JC Qr it.s designee. -The affected area (403.5 a~res) multiplied by it compensatlon factor 
of 1.l1 yields 447.8 acres. Approximately 1()3.5 acres of affected habitat should be restored. 
Therefore, acquire an additional 44.3 acres (447.8·403.5 = 44.3) to offsellhe construction 

, itrlP:l.cts and habitat degradation of the project on San Joaquin kit fox 'habitat .. 
: <. __ • • - r ", . 

, 70i. Submit Results or Suneys 16 USF1VS, DFG, and cPUC. Submit a v.Titten 
report of the results of the San Joaquin kit fox su[\'e}'S to USF\VS (Sacramento Endangered 

. Specjes Office). DFG (Region IV), and CPUC or its designee before construction activit)' 
begins. Notify these agencies of active or natal dens or populations of rare plants \\lthin 
48 hours of identification. 
. ,:.,' -I' ", ' ,- : -, " ,;:.' ; . ' " , ;" . 

, , ;,', . ,',,70j. ,Submit Final Mitigatt6n Report to USFWS, QFG, and CPUC. Submit a final 
, wriU~n report on the implementation of all mitigation me~ureS described' above tot the 
",San Joaquin kit fox to USF\VS(Sacramento Endangered Species Office). DFG (Region 

IV), and CPUc. or its designee v.ithin90 days after construction in kflowrf or potential kit 
fox range., In addition to detailed descriptiOns of the results 'of aU rilltigatiOI\ measures 
implemented before and during construction, specify in the report any recommended 
supplemental measures. 

, 'ii .. A"oid :Ditect Mortality or Destruction ot Imp~~~~t H:abitat ~~t' v~;ley Eld~rberry 
Longhorn Beetle during Construction. " 

,71a. Reduce Construction Impacts on Valley Elderberry UHlghom Beetle. 
, Implement the (ollowing mitigation measures during construction of the pipeline to reduce 

impacts on the VELB: 

o 

o 

Reroute all new access roads and mainline valves outside VELB habitat 

A qualified biological monitor should be present if elderberry shriibs must be 
disturbed in occupied VELB habitat 

'I 
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o If elderberry shrubs cannot be avoided and no VE~exh holes are present 
in the shrubs to be removed or shrubs within 0.1 mile, the plants may be 
removed. Us~, ~ ~~tings: fr~m removed elderbeny shrubs I 'to establish new 
shrubs after construction. " , " ", ; " . ,,'.,: ;'. : 1: :.", ~ 

(I t t l' - '. '.' • • _. . .• 

. - ~~, \; .:. i ' ... ~! ;".~::_;~.-: 1,,"' 4!! :.-... ~" _'~' .. : ~'.; ._~ ~~ -,~ ;'. ,~~. ':'j~t< 

, ' ' If elderberry shrubS must be removed and exit holes are evident on the shrubs 
to be removed or on other shrubs \\ithin 0.1 mile of the 'Construction area, 
mitigation may include transplanting shrubs. (See mitigation measure 7tb.) 

" ,) .. 1:<', ;:. , ".I~em,o"e ~h~,se.~hrubs using an a~eptable techniqu'e and establish them in an 
',' area as close as possihle to the right-of-way. ' , ".- "i."-") 

,:, " I' :6 :;" ~:,' ,t~~~plarit ~tde~beny shrubs' Voithstems ~~eate'i than l.S inches in diameter 
," ,,' ",', ',,' ,'" when the, pl~nts a_re ~orma,nt (approximately November through the first two 

" ," ""'. ,y,'eekS'in Fe~~ary). Tran,splanti.ng during the nongrowing season will reduce 
the shock to the plants and increase the chances of success. Follow elderberry 
shrub planting procedures outlined in General Compensalilm Guidelines lor 
tile Valle)' ElderbelTY Longhorn Beetle (USFWS 1988) . 

..... ~ 

o 
.... -... 

: ,~ .. _. -

If e\idence of "!3LBs is prese~~ pJace cut branches and stems in a pile next 
" ~o whet~ the elderberry shrubs Voill be transplanted or near 'elderberry shrubs 

not to be cut or moved. If no emergence holes Or adults are observed during 
the sun'ey. it i~ Qqt necessary to ~ove the cut Stems .. If during the COurse 
of trimming the trees bac~ however, galleries (i.e., tunnels excavated by 
beetle Jan'ae inside the stems and trunks) are detected, place the pruned 

.. ' . 'ni~t¢rial n~xt ,to the ~ransplanted elderbeny shrubs. Depending on the larval 
.' ,st~ge, some lCt;fVae may continue to de\'elop and eventually emerge from the 

pruned material. . 

o Do not matntain theright-of-\\~ay in VELB habitat. 
, 

() Do not use insecticides, herbicides, and other substances that could affect the 
VELB or elderberry shrubs \\lthin the right-of-way. 

. / 
.: ~ ~,.' .' ¥ . • '.. ~ : i ... ;. • . . • 

. , 71b. <;:oljlpensate for the Loss MVELB Habita\ by Replacing Elderberry Stems y,ith 
d Diameter Equal to' ()tGreater th~n I.S Inches. In the area selected as a compensation 
site, replace each stem 1.5 inches or greater in diameter that would be moved or destroyed. 
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, u~ . '}""""" '" , " '.' " '-0.",' :':'.' : •• ",' •••... '.:'." .• ).,.; ·i.1 .. ,"., '.'- . " ~ampv.l'" ,',' " " 'i": ,." '. . 

.•. "J .•.. ; ~; '::: '~!if~ :,d,,:' LU ,,:,:;-.',' .. 4;.!· :,i 1,.;,,- "~'l~d p) "~ild) c"t i,j 

.,:1 ,-. ,.' "ii!Total hUl!lbei ofetderbetiy'clumps'o{thisters] .. t;'J·~·',\'.f,I::l 
Number of clumps or clusters Ytith"evideiit-e'o( "tli~"VEtB' 

'., '; ~ :.;~ .' I : ",~.~,m~~~ ?fSlf~ .. ~~a~~~:~s e.q~~l :t? 0i~i ~r~~~~t,~~~~ J,5;~~fhes !) 

10 
o 
o 

. ". Cornp~nsation 'requiie'd~~6~e .."'. : :'::-.'~'::'; :1 :": 

, . ' ," ~ ~~ ','!:; ~~~io: ~f 2:.1. 'A~ply: thiS!~!!o ~~s~t~~ti6~ iny6.I~rt~~,d~~~b~ny ~lust~rs (i,e., 
a group of sterns, the maJonty of whlch are less than 15 mches In dlameter, 
with no main trunk). Clusters represent )'Ollng trees that dQ not have as higb 

.. , .' ,,' a pOtential {or current beetie use as'do stems wit~ huger d~ameters: Usually, 
no 'evidence of beetle use'ispiesenton these young&teifis;however, clusters 
can mature rapidly to a siztrwhett beetle.'use :\i.;6uld b~"expected . • • 1 .. ':. 

J . ~ ~ ," : .• - ~, .' ~ 
. ~ . " ~. - . - ~ . 

,) : Exampl~: . " " . i - .: ~. : 

. . . l .-,' ~ 
'I ~ 1· • 

TOlal number Of elderberry dusters. ,_. : 
.',. .,; •. " Number of clusters Ytlth' c\1dence 'of th~VELB' ~ c .•• J " j 

~ 1 Number of Slem' diamettrs' equ~ilJP6'i gftatM tban' '1.5' inches 

15 
o 
o 

o 

• '.' . • ~ - . - - " '";. +,., '. . '" " ~ 

, :, Compensation required: Phint 30 stems' (rati.~ ~2: i) • ~: , 1 

I . . . -' .' . .. ~ L; ~ r ';. 

~a~i() of 3:1. Apply this tati() to' mediuril:siied lites; Yoiihst~m diameters of 
. , 1.5 inches or greater: Presence, Of beetle's is 'evid~nced by emergence holes. 

buJ beetles OCCUr in less than 50 percent ot the ~Ide'rbeny dusters or clumps 
(Le., a plant with one main trunk, often with a: diarrieler more than 3 inches, 
Yoith smaller or equal-sized stems surrounding it). 

. .... -" . -. - , -

Example: 

Tot~1 number'of etderbe'rty Clumps'ot-clusters ,,'.' ;\i.!:' 

Number of clumps or dusters y,itJ:1 evideryce, ~f t,h~ ~.LB., !, " 

Number of stem' di~meteis 'e4u~l to or greattr l~ah 1.5 .inch~s :": . 
. 'i ' .• 1 ~ - :, ,~.i _; ;, I l i- J 1: _;.' ( ~ -' t 

25 
7 

." 150 ;(1 

.' e 
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,:d 0] L-::,:;.',':" ~O~~~'(On. req\lifc!~h rla"t.4~O stemS (ratio 3:1) and :';! ",;',;:[1'," j: (} 7 

.' ,. tiarispl~9~ ~lde~l>enY shrubs) l ;'_: ;:'>'//12U ,11;, ,"I,,'; ;", c'; ", ~lTI:', 

',:i (,J k'? .:: ~~~io g(~;". ,~~plYi tlli$.ra,\to.to gQOd·quality h'abitat v.ith !>eetle er~:erge~ce 
" ':: ;;,Jl ;:;,;' j hoJ~,pr~~~nt)~ ,1:t\QJ~J~a~,SQ perctnt c.f th~ Clump!..'~ruh~ tre~s "!~Y be 
',<df ,[ ~,_, "" ,~h~.a~,l~pz~~ ~Ja~}.p()f~e.t Qrmore) V,1t~ o~d st?01PS (more, ~han, ~_ m~res 
~'~:."l' ,-; i ,':'" ,In (llante~.e~) ~d Wlth about 30.50 percent dea~. hp1bs)~: '; !:i);;,':''''~'':,:: 

, 1 r " .:.i . ~ : '". _ + I 1 > ~. ! : . l' • J \'.' 
, " 

Example: 
'r~ ~ .. ,:'~,", '".!/ 

4" ~ ~'I·'" r. _ ... ." 4 .. I : 1 j ~ ~ ,l ~ t~ ... ) .... ,: t .'. : _ ~ _. ~ _ ; ~.. . ~ l ' ... 

:,::'~~,; 'd,;'.':, :: ': >. Tot~ n}~mbe~ ofel,<J~,~eny CltlfJ!ps ~~, clu'ster~ <'"l, > ~ ,I) j' ',', '.:': , : ,: .20 
;,;; 'i. 'Yl";, ~ ~~rnb~,rQf.~I\!~pSt9I:.,c1u.s,~ers~'lthe\1d.enceo,(theVEI,.~":: !,! ,J, ,"~:l)2 
"'l 't' (: :' ,,; N~mberof stemdlam~ters equal to or'greater th~n I.Smches:' ',:. '100 
•• - ~.' ,L _ , ._' • ',', "'. • , : \ : ) Lr;: 

, : ' 1 Compe'ns~tion required: piant 500 stems. (ratio 5:1) and' ", ~ '12 
transplant elderberry shrubs' , 

.,... r~- .... :; I, ••. ;,': :,{:'~~\,l./ 

'~:, ','; ,i ':Iil ;ituat~o~ where :the r~tio b~ed on the size of the stem 'diameter differs fr6ffi'the 
'-ratio based on the percentage of clumps V,ilh e\idence of the VELB, evidence Of the VELB 
Voill determine the replacement ratio. 

, " 

;,:.~; !'j ':. 'iii. 'C(,~peiisaie for the Lo~s o'~\~"LB ,Habit~t by M6nitoring Transplanted Stems. 
'Mbhit9r all 'plantings annuaUyand at the end of the gro\\ing season (September) to 

ascertain survival and gro\\1h rates for 3 years from the date of transplant. Submit a VoTitten 
report, to, USF\ys and CPUP ()~ its desig~ee annually, including dates of y.'ateriIig. gro\\1h 
rates. 'and' mortality figures, along ~ith, a 'map of" each site v,ith an ~ overlay of the 
transplanted stems and their status. 

,', ;,",. : 'ld. "Comp'ensate for the LOss otVELB Habitat by Replacing Dead or Nomigorou$ 
'p"antS"AJuiually. Replace dead, stunted, Or othernise nonvigorous plants on a yearly basis 
so that the follo\\ing minimum sur-ivaI rates are achieved for the original plants: first year. 

j ,95, ,p~ffen~,;: sec?n<J. year, ?O perc~n~; third a~d fou!'h )'earS. 85 percent. a·~d. ~f~h ye~r. 
~,Q pe{cent., Mamtam all vIabJe pJanttngs e\'cn If surviValls greater than the mmimum rates. 
"lJ~F\V~~1I1Q tpue or its' designe~ shall determin,e replacement reSpOnsibilities fot plants 
tliat aI.e 16stbeciluse of uncontrollable circumstances (e.g., flooding or vandalism) on a case-
bY·casc'" basis., ' , 

'. , ,71e. Self(t COmpensation Sites for Transplantilig and Rhegetation in Consultation 
. '~ini,vsF\vs.,' Selett compensa.tion sites for transplanting and re\'egetation of elderb'erry 
",shrjl1js: in ronsultation iithUSF\VS to. ensure future protection of the plants. Transph1.l1t 
; 'and te\'¢getafe elderberry shrubs as close as possible to the impact zone to redoce habitat 
'ft{igmeritation,and subpopulat.ior;t tsolati9n. It may be necessary to purchase or acquire an 
'easement for an o(tsite property to ensure long·term protection' of the 'compensation site. 

o •• } 
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Determine the Size ~d location Of-anY' offsit~ ~mPe~att6'it"are~I'thAt) may need to be 
acquired in consultation with usnvs and CPUC of itS 'deslgnte:: q'!l ',)l 

'.-:'ri';:1Ld:t\J):,~ea'greatef, 'that) 0 that 'affe(ted. by~~be'lpioJe~t "'·6\;td. f~J~~ably .{~ed to be 
~ d a,~4ir~4., i enhanced.'; and protected) to; frilly: ~~P,e'n.sa\~ i: fQilt: YJ:!P~ habitat losses. 
-" .q~tnperi.$~~i()n s~Jes .sh?ll!d ~. as flose .t.o},he af(~Ct~~ ',a,rea'~~ ~~ib,JC',(o re~uce habi~at 

fragmentatIOn and subpopulatIcm Isolation}' USFWS should approve the locatlon and Slze 
of compensation sites before the revegetation effort is begun. 

: ~ ; r~".' i I 

Monitor all plantings on the compensation sites a,nd in .the right·ot-way during the 
! I:' gro\\ing season (March-September) to ascertain'suJviWJ and gioWih ratt! for 5 yeats from 
': [the date of transplant or planting., oSubiniFtfyetirlY'r~pott' to~USf)VSJ.nd CPUC or its 
( . ~esignee induding dates' of watering, gr6wth' rates~ arid ~ mortality -figures; Plants that die 

or appear stunted or otherwise oonvigoro,us should be replace~ yea,rly s!> ~hat after 5 years 
~ ;the overall survival rate will be 80 percent.'l ',',',' ;'~;l f: ~::' "" ',i , 

. _ .!. _ f ,_ • .' ..• 
. ,i' . ~ . ;; _' . . 

72. A,'oid Direct MOl1ality 01' Destruction or Important Habitat (or Moleslan Blister 
': Beetl~~.: Implement the follo\\ing mitigation trieaSuref (or mortstan bUster be~il~ h~bi,tat 
, ( <;I~ring «mstruction of the pipeline: ' " . , , ' ! co... .',:'.; :', 

o Redu~e and f~nce, !he ~g~H~f-way to IJlinj~~~,e, ~~p~ct,\,?~ y'~~nal pools 
,) ';' j l' i,;" i i ['!' occupled by molestan blister be~tle~. ~ Cohfi,l,le aU vehic~6' and {Qot, tram~ to 

; I' :'"" ");', .:! the 'construction right-of-way. : ' "" ' ,i' ; i-' .'.: ,;' ' .. " ", 

. ' 'c ',': :-:;';:,;: .. : ',' ::',,' '. , ' ., "I ' "i " " 

, :',.,' ", (),; ~ '; '" Implement vernat pool mitigation n\easure$ 59 and 60 it ,,(rna) po,oll6&u'p'ied 
i ' , ,. ; 1 -: " by m6lestart blister beetles are disturbed~ ,;":,: ',,';..,', ; !., : '., 0 

' :" '~~::,;::-~.-,;:", 

o Prohibit use in the right-ol-way of insectici~es, herbicides. ,and other 
i {;, .' " substance.s that could affect the molestan bUst'er tlee,tle~i it! pr~Y Sp~tie}1 ()' its 

habitat. '. . . " ,-' " .,.li O 
"; 'L.'" , t I 

;. " : - :' " ,;: : .... ~:; . 'J ~ j ~', ;' ~".; 
• ~ ",,' : ~: ~ ! ~ -" - : ' '. : ~ . ., '-.. ' --\ . ~ .. : .. ~.' .,. ~ 1 - .• ;'.) 

73.: Avoid Construction flithin 1.S Miles 'of an Adh'c Prairie FalCon Nest 'Or 1.0 Mile10Can 
ACJh'e 'Bald Eagle, Golden Eagle; or S~'3tnson's H~wkNesf~, -P~6hibit &.nstruic)i,.o~~Wjthin 

,),0 pUle of an' active bald eagle neSt betv.;een JaI"!uary 15 and Augukt JS',(S~6ne lpers. 
· COIJlIIl.). ~This distance is required because disturbance t6 baldeagtes 'Could be' *>~ideied 
a "take,· which is prohibited under the federal and California ESAs. ' '. 0, ", , ' 

,,'::;: 1::' Prohibh, copstructi?li within 1 ,1.5 ,ffiil~s 6f:_a~, ac~ive"pi~~ie fal~,~:~~t,~ QlJ w\'JJn 
i )<.0 ,nule ,of an aCbv~ SwatflSon's' hawk or golden tagl~ n~$t d~nngt~e, prmc•d blf)\og~~,al 
· periods shown in TabJe C .. 2. These species are nqt pt6tect~d' under th~ fe,d¢ral ~A::)f 
,cpflS\ruction must occur during' critical biological' periods '\\ithinthe' distahc~s' ,lgenHfied 
abpyc. a biot6gital monitor must monitor' the ntsts.' I{ ooriSiruciidn' ~ictfvid~:S,', (esui(tn 
,abandortmen~ o{,young bjtd~ tetrieve birds artd bring: therri to \aqu'alifie<frehabitli-ad6n 
center. or relocate the nest or foster or cross-foster young raptors to reduce mortality. 

• e 
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.; •. Obtain approval from DFG, USfWS:~nd CPUCot itS'deslgnee before implefrle'nifngeftber 
t ":oftht above'measures .. !, ;.' !"'if»Xll /"';~:.:-~~ ,IIi;,' ':J:':1'.hh-"'~. ni ,,~!fi f;"il;,:nin; 
"~~,~:;rji1f .~"{ii ;-Jlt5;.~,-~.ll ~l\_~~~1.,~ .. iJj'~l ~,~:~~··_·~\-~\t .(:~i;~l·./' ,\~~litL'I)1r/\ ;':(~i;l~-,)ll?) ~./'~~) : ~ ~t:l) 

. ;l:14._-,:Avohl ; Construction during, Deer, MlgtaU6n~r Cover. and Fence 'the -Con~tru'cUon 
_ • ,rre .... ch\.COnstruction a<:tiviti~s C()utd disrupt black·tailtd deefrrtigtatory'jjatttms.and open 
,J; tr~n~heScOuld ~aus~ serious-irtjury and ~nCreased mortality ratts. ')ffO'reduce"dis:ful'ted 

black-tailed deer migratory patterns and potential injury or mortality" .avold'construction 
during !Digration (Table I) or covet th~ trenc? wit~ an earth~~ ~lu~ a.t.least 2()() ~~et _\\~de 

-,: ~<t al tnJ~rvCl1_s of approXimately 400 yards and (ence the trench to gUIde the game to'the 
';"crQ_ssJpgs it-~nst~ction musroctUt'during inigratioh.'~';:/Y; .:;/ :, !,';L' ,-,' :'. :' r.';i~ 
'. ;~.-:'i;" -:iJ i~'t·~;· :!: ... __ ~,~, ~ ~ ,-~ "~: ':'. _' I, ~'~'~:;~:':'':.'{ ~<l::J.~/ :')1; ." L::"' . ~i')~~_'~~~"!\ .»'~ 

Mitigation Measures Specific to Jepson Prairie Presen'e A1terrtath'eA~" - ;\\ ',,:,,' .1 

; ; 7~·, [A¥Qid Dtrtd ~fortality or Destruction Of Irrlportant Habitat' Cor lielta GreeD 'Gr(;und 
;:: ~_Ues.: ~mpJoy the folloy,ing mitigation ~easures during ConstruCtion of the pipeli!le"for 
, 'J:epsonPrairie Preserve Alternative A to reduce impacts on the'DGGB: ' ": 

, ' 
; { 

. " 0' Retain a qualified biological monitor onsite when constructionocclits near 
, DGGB habitat. ' 

.. ; 

o 

:.: j; 1 

Confine ~nstructton between pl~ya poo,s'Ll and 12 (Figure C-l) to ~ 
50-foot-v.lde construction lane. -Apply similar excavation. backfilling. and 
w_mpaction techniques as those used to ctoss U during Construction of the 

:.. <I' • 

- , 
~ f· 

:! , 

.. .)i _ . I .' : eXlStmg plpe me. :, , ',', _ ' [ ',' , " I :, ;.,',,', 

() r _ Stockpile' excavated ~6il and bury the 'pipeline in it neat the excavation site. 

, . a: ' , " Felice senSidvthabit~t areasneai the construction ZOne and 'erect -keep out~ 
$ig~; Confine vehicle and fOOl traffic to access roads and -the construction 
right-of· way.. \, ' 

Revegetate aU disturbed sensiti\;e habitat :areaS using native speCies endefnic 
, to the vema) pool/lake-graSsland matrk (See mitigation meaSure 40.);~ 

Prohibit use of insecticides, herbicides, and other substan'ces that could affect 
the DGGB~ its pre)' species. or the vegetation or water quality of vernal pools 
and playa pools. ' 

FisheIles \' 

76. Coordinate Sun-eys "llh DFG and Del-elop a Midgalion Plan for Impacts on Spa\\ning 
Gra\'els • Fall Rh-er Crossing. To determine whether the temporary increases in suspended 
sediments and deposition of fine sediment dOYlllSlteam6f the proposed croSsing WQuid have 
a significant impact on trout spawning gravels near the proposed Fall River crossing 
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is. (M~.~7~~n,~tdinatc site·spedfic surVc)'S With DFOpri6t 16'tOnstnlction aqd develOp a 
mitigation plan in accordance with Sections 1600-1606 et seq. of the California Fish and 
Gamo Code (Streambed Alteration Permit). Potential mitigation measures may include 

il ,:,d.e~Q.iIig gravel, restricting the timing and dutation of CQIlstruCtiOn. and bOrhig beheatn the 
,'. ~tr~aql .. COQr~i~ate specific measureS relating to water quality with the R\VQCB.' '(See 
:,inidga\ion measure. 77.) Submit the final plan tQ DFG,: RWQCB.' and CPUC Or its 

designee (ot approval;: .' ' '1, ' . :. . . , .. 

·.~~:j~-,.)·i~. _ J;~ . .. - . .. "~ . "~.~ ,,"~:' 

: ,. 774 Bore under the Fali RiYer crossing .. To avoid impactS on the federally li~,ed and state
listed endangered Shasta crayfish, bOre under the Fall River crossing.: Implementation of 
this mitigation measure would preclude the necessity for implementation of mitigation 
measure 16 above •.. ! ' ;.' ., . ) ." i . • . .' 1 .. ' :,. :' . , .' i ' ; .': '. i· , ~ .' 

h;i ?8 •. ~ .Impl~inent FERC Procedures an~ Restrict the Constru¢tton Period for 'Crossings of 
· . :S~cr~I1\el'llo. RiYer Tributaries. To prevent potentially signifidmt tt~mporal)" increases in 

turbidity and suspended' sediment on spav.ning habitat Of eggs of: anadton1ous fish. 
implement FERC Procedures (Exhibit 3) and restrict in-channel construction to July 15-

· " S~plember IS at proposed crossing~ of Sacramento River tributaries that support 
na romous salmonids between MP 718.6 and MP 143.1. Notify bFa before construction 

of all crossings according to Sections 1600-1606 et seq. of the California Fish and Game 
Co~e. 
qr·to a' pa~iod agreed to by eDFG , 

: ,79. Implement FERC Procedures and Restrict the Construction Period fot the First 
Sacramento Ri,"er Crossing. To prevent potentially significant impacts from temporary 
increases in turbidity and suspended sediment on anadromous fish from avoidance of 

·spaY/n!.n..& ~nd fearin habitat. im .lement FERC Procedures (Exhibit 3) and restrict in· 
cannel construction acthity to u y 1 -September 15., t the fits! Sacramento River crossing 
(l\W 755.3). Before construction, notify DFG according to Sections 1600-1606 et seq. of the 
Callfornia Fish and Game Code, and submit site-specific construction ptOcedures to CPUC 
or its designee and FERC for review and approval. . 
or to a p&riod agreed to by CDFG; 
80. Restrict Construction Period for Crossings in the Sacrimienlo·San Joaquin Rhel' Delta. 
Because the prolonged period of increased turbidity expected at these croSsings could lower 
light levels sufficiently and for a long enough time to significantly reduce feeding~ gro\\'th. 

• and survival of sight-feeding fish that use the Delta as a rearing atea, restrict in-channel 
conStruction activity at the second Sacramento River crossing (MP 906.1), the San Joaquin 
River crossing (MP 910.2). and the Dutch Slough crossing (hlP 913.6) to October 15-
January 15. If this construction period is nol feasible. develop a revised construction plan 
in cOordination with DFG and CPUC or its designee. and submit site-specific construction 
procedures to CPUC or its designee for re\iew and approval before construction. 

846 
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~~_1,! ir.[ep~~, ~.J9~_~~hntl\l -\\'Ork Plap Jor CrMslngsO In Ih~-Sa-crlnneJ\'tO':S~n JoaquIn 
Rh'et Delt~~ TO'f' revent si~rtificant impacts on_D~1ta ns~, popul~ti?~s !.rol1\ ~n~{~f}es i~'-.the 

, , ,~(W~J}t~a\lpn9_ t ~Jlt_3:fl\lnant$ released i1 from bot,tom-" ~~dlm~t\_t~ f dunog'l In.~hJ~nel 
~-, -:~¥~~f!{~~)J!. P!~P'~~~\~: .t?~,¢-\s~~im~nt ,work pta~ .deSCri~tng; th~' 'pr~c_ed~'f~~, f~r ~ ~esting 
- : .s,~~~m~~t~p~,~,~~~~f1g ~!t¢-~peclfic co~troJ and disposal plans.LSubnUt these p}~M .~o )he 
' San FraftClsco Bay and Central Valle)' R\VQCBs for review in accordanct'\i.;th Sectlon'401 

of the Clean Water Act. Submit copies of the approved plans to CPUC or its designee 
,.>~.~f<?r~l~nsHucti.Qn begin~ . .'~,'" ::' .:' : l' ,,:,,;.,-.; - < ;<'L!,~. :"':';"~ n 
·.f It·, ~1;~~} .' d :< : .. 1),' J!,~.j ,~'~ .'~'~~ ;, .... L::<:-.:i: t~~,:.»:-iJi_ t _ ;,:. ," ~(~. 1~ "~""t"""l :. q <~-: 
-, Mitigation ?tfeasures Specific to Brentwood Pipeline Route Allernatives2, 3. and 4 

-.' ,'~~ J~eJs~ric~ ,C~.,_st.ru~ti()~, r~nqd_ fQt Jh~ ~acrame~to~San :Joa_q~in .Rive~. ~eltaCtc?ssiJ\gs. 
,: i T~ p!~'y~n,\ ,~mp~c~ !r9In ,~~cre3:Se~ tur~ldlty and susl?end~d sedlment ?r\ sight-feedmg fish 
, that use the Delta as a rearlOg area and Impacts from mcreased roIi.tammahts released from 

bottom sediments during in-channel construction on Delta fish pOpulations, restrict .in. 
"" c~~.n,~~I.c6,M~~t:tig~ ~~tlvity ;at ,the Sacramento Rivet ~ross!n~ (M,~?;~~V). the Mayberry 
, ,Slq!lg~ sr~ss,pgJMP,.~.& ~V). ~nd the ,San' Joaqum Rl\'er"cro~mg, (MP 6.6 BV) to 

October IS-January l~. In-channel construction activity at the Dutch Slough crossing 
(MP 0.4 BV) and the Rock Stough cJo~ing (MP 3.5 BV) should be reslricted to 

, ,Octo~er I~-January ,15. ' , : ! ! 
, , - '. " :. I ""' 

, ' . : I 

Socioeconomics ;,' 

83. De\'elop and Implement a Formal Housing Plan for Construclio~ \~'o.r~~~s. ~e 
,emp~rary_ incr:eases in population associated with the' construction of the;,PGT/PG&E 

, ,proj~~t y.ould cause a shortage of available temporary housing supplies in 'rriost 'ootindes 
,: that .wQuI" be crossed by th~ project., . , , , , . , , '.' '" -' " , ' , 

.' -"-, 
.; "~~~ } _ ' """ .. • ' ~ L -" • > • ~. _ _ _ " " 

, . ':: ;Toe ~sure that temporary housing is. available for cOnstruCtion \vorkers,' develop' and 
implement a formal housing plan that incorporates the following measures: -

o ide ntiCy te mporary housing outside each consttuction' sprefid that could be 
utilized by construction workers; -, 

o p~O'ride written infotmation to construction employees concerning th'e location 
of t~mporary hOusing Voithin adjacent pipeline «HlstiUCtit)fi spreads and 
counties that are within commuting distance' of the project; and 

, 0 distribute the plan to each cOunty goveriutlent iIi' \\'hich h is estimated that 
temporary housing vacancy rates would fall beloW 3 percent during construc
tion and request that the county circulate the plan to other c1epartments,within 
the county, that may be affected by: the 'eXpected 'tempora'rY' iitci-eases tn 
population. ' . , " ,., , 

"; ~ : i 
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q~l;l:~;.:t~.,{.'~~~:;;t,:~.:~~Y),~,~:~_he.,~~i~a~,~~~~s~n~,:r~a;7 ;~?:~:~~~.~~!!~>,~~~,~~~~fl'~~rr.prI~~1. 
i~; 81; ;,,~:1ain,t.Jil ,Po1J~~ ,PtOtecilon at pfe(()nstructlo~, Ltv~ls' of . sehi~e. i : The' 1 te~p6ral)' 
ji.)I)He~~~ ~t:l popul~ti()1'l ~f (Qunties along the proposed pipeline mattau~e'p*b!iC."s~.fyice 
~:,;.c~p~~t!Y(t9 ~.~~c~eded (or I~~ enfotcen:tent,~~~J\d~S,~~d ~eat~~,seN.i~~~~' Imp,l~me,ri~:the 
: , (Qllowmg measures:, .,' . '.:' i. \ !'. . .': '''' '. " ',' I 1 .' I 
~ ''', :' .. '.;. " '., ;' ,', : I'; ~ , ;,: t;:.,· .. '~" , ... , .. ",' ., .":'.''. ,,:.' ,,'/ .-.::) S,:l'.: 

o contact all local law enforcement agencies whose jurisdkti6i't Would bS cr6Ssed 
by the pipeline or whose jurisdiction includes, areas that woul~ be. utilize~ by . l h - ~ . t 1 t ~." ~ ., !.,.'" .... Lt. t ~ ,:.Constructlon crewS or- ousmg.,;,,:;, ., ,:. I i- , .. ' " .' , .. , ... ,' 

, :., i.· ,,' 9; .' (\ ~ess the I?o~ib~lity of law enf~t(emeili ptobt~'jn~ I ~~clai~d ~1ih'~.~trl(;. 
.' ..' . tIOn,·. (oruSlOg. particularly . on' art as ! that would, be uSed . f~r. hous~ng. by 

" construction crey.'S~ and; , . '. , ".,: .... , ... 
; :. 

. . ~ 

. 11 " I.' 

o . .' provide fu~ding to locil.l~w eruorce'n'lent agencies. to 'maintain · seM~t at 
. i preconstructlon le\'els, if it is deternUned that. the ~bility to seNe restdents 
. would drop substantially below pteconstructl6n le\'els. . 

These funding levels must be agreed on by both the" applican't and the'· law 
enforcement agency that would be affected. If an agreement on the level of funding cannot 
be reached, CPUC or its designee shall appoint a mediator whose decisions will be binding 
on both the applicant and the law enforcement agency. 
, ! ~ ~ ; : • :' l / ,r

J 
•• ;'. ,~ • ,; '\ ..: • ; t . ~; ~ . ,'~ . ~ " . i ~ ; :: . :' ~ .- . 

; 8$., ~iMn·lain. Em¢rgency TranspOr:tation at Pfe(onstructi6n .~\'els of Seni~e.·. Emergency 
. " t~ansp,6itatAor may. ~e, ~dversety .. affecte.d · by the inc~ease in population' ~~~ci~~e~ ~~th 

pIpelIne oonstrucuon. Contact local pnvate ambulance 'operators or ser.'1ce '<list nets to 
determine response time from the construction site to available hospitals. To maintain 
ambulance service at preoonstruction levels 6f service, implement one'of the' following 
measures:' . . 

() provide funding to public ambulance services to' matntain service at 
preconstruction levels; 

o in cases where transportation is provided by private operators. contract \\ith 
those operatorS to provide ,ambulance service to the pipeline while maintain
ing Service at preconsttuction levels; or 

, 0 purc~~eand operate ambulances to be used 'only for emergencies associated 
with pipeline construction. . 

86. 'D~\'elop, and Implement a Fire Control' Plan. Meet with CDF. USFS, or the agency 
responsible for fire protection on lands that would be crossed by theptoposed pipeline to 
develop an FCP. The FCP should ensure that the project apphcant is following all local. 
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• e i.<J -Sll nrd-;!}:' h') r ( r· 'h (I :~) 0 ( J;" r. ',"' "'l.r:: k \' LJ" r, t'itl h J ~",'.' .f L\ n 
,~89~3-l f. 'YH, ;::[I(,fj~Lno-) r;'.n f'.·)}} ·;.,~I!,,\L.u.1-i!O~) pl,('l 
S::-)~CtX9 "lol j~~E"Y,L(ol 'j0iflF'3'~' ~Yj{) yIJr.b 'Hi" t'Jfj'jfJi) ':)(~F.: 

' .. 'v! ,<.&11£ .... ({pit{ ~o l~:}U? \,'ii(>!JlhIlO:) ":!f)iv6rt;:.:( t")~tll 
state, and J~deral. fire (egU1atio]U.( The plan 'shOuld ~ 'app{qved by aU affe~ted fire 
agencies before project'apPToval by CPUCor ifs design-eel' During the design phase. meet 
·~tn. CI?Ft~s~~ M~ 'ot~~r l~~~ .manatt~~~t ~~ent!es" ~th juris(ltctl?~ t? d~vel()p site
s~c!fic fir~ plans~ Subnut toPJes'of the.se approved p1~ to CPUC or Its deSignee. 

/< l() J 9VJ .. -rr ... --:-+-J:···:~)-l(J·)~{ 'ti~)il:<~l.:~·'" .. '~_- -, ,f'.:{'")":l(",-' J f r\,t C)if-Ld) ~-~'ll.) 

~1~riiddid6i\, to s'(~t6Ia~~~6ritalrled tn'cal. Nb; ReS:'CodeSettioM'4442, 4427. and 
44iS. include the (01l0\\10g precautions in the FCP (or lands under cniijiirisdicdon: 

r : .~ 

~~1~ :,~~ tn~~J~)Ji9~J~ ~e~~i~~-p~(;~' p,4~p'~4 ~h~\:~(}~'qy~~~ .i~~·)he irfurtediate 
welding site, 3: ,(ire. ~~J,;\\Iil) ,ll.e, ~!.1:\-{~y.l~t"e~, 9~ Jic~ye areas o( the 
project and available for use. Th~ lanker wid have at ~east a 300-galkm 

,,-, J .;' J t" ~pacity. ;wtth a live'. hose reel 0tJive bose .l?ask¢Lwitb 2S()Jeet of at least 
3/4 in,ch J.D. beaY)'-duly rubbet hos~~~ a portabte:ot power. takeoff pump Vtill 

\be tequired \\ith discharge capacity of at leaSt ,20 gpm at" 150 P~I pressure. 
Gear-type pumps Will be 'provided with a bypasS 'or preSsure relief valve, so 

" . t~at the hose nozzle can be shut while the p~mp is operating. The tanker unit 
l !, .':"ill havei $hutoff hOse' noule that is iidNstable fot straightstream,spray, or 

.. fog; ,at least Ji~.r~~,f o( l-in~h's~ctiqIr hose:\\ith' an intak~ screen; and an 
',' ,i additi()n~.1 ,2~O feet 'of 3/4.inch h,eaV)o-'duty .ru~bet hose or t:inth cotton jacket 

~" r,: '~" . , - Nb)Je{.li(l~d 'of )in~n hQs~., .Iopl~ 'adapters. ac¢e~<)rie~ a~4 fuel necessary 
to' opera't"e the' pump and tritck'v.ill be provide"d.·, Fud, s,u.ffitient to run the 
pumping unit for at least 2 hours v,ill be maintained \\{th the unit at an times. 

r· • 
~I " •• ' 

,~"" "~ .. -.--- i: ,·~;_'-I <:: ...... ) "!: '., •••• :._ ;~,: .: - l; ~ "._ }~) .:. ~.;-,\ ' t, . 

. 0 l Tool caches" seaJed,~ v,ith a hasp t witl be provided and maintained by 
PGT/PG&E or its contractors for emergency firefighting use at each 
operating landing and other locations, or moved in conjunction ",ith 

,>equipment being' used;' by the' contractors ~ as· :spedfied~ by the agency 
reptesentati\'~, and irnl quantity designated by the agent')' reptesent~ti\'e. The 
tool boxes Vt111 be red, labeled "for firefigbtmg only,- and proportionate for 

. "t,h~ operation, ~ ~pe~ifkd.ln Cal.·~b: ~~s: C~~isec~ioh"44~8(a). The chain 
saw 'requirementS' of Cal. Pub. Res: C6de'SeCtion 4428(b) Viill also be 
followed. ' 

, . ~,~ , ' 

"Ptn;'1rd~E or its contractors v,111 provi~e afire gua~d for each construction 
schedule who will be physically able, vigilant, and suitably traIned to detect 

.1;. 

: > , fires and use avajlable requited firefighting equipment to take prompt and 
efficient suppteSSion action on any fire thatstaru within the project ~tea:' The 
fire guard \\ill perform duties as o~tlined in the duty roster (Exhibit 3 of this 
appendix). Additional firt watchmen \\ith radio communication to the fire 
gu.af~s mayber~qllired if conslructi~n. actiyities are ,spread too tar apart for 

" 'one fire gUard t6manage the taskfeffecti\'cty.· ". , '" " 
, ' 
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o All welding aotivities will be curtailed duril19 -."~e~ 
flag conditions." Red flag conditions are a p~edibti6n 
aade during the daily, fire weather toreca~tfor extreme 
fire behavior conditions, such as high winds, low 

~l~:i k,j)])L hu.idltY,i; tligli Inoic:lenc~ :6f li9htn~Jlg aCt ivit.y ,I' or \')!t;p 

; .'. [it ":"'~q l;~ovezEm~iofl a~.ft;pntal: system' ~tO\lgll.l.the.:area~::dTh.s~.!: 
. /i, (in~:,;dl con(Htion~::9.·et\era~!y .. elCis.t ,f~J"i ~hO~, p~r. iO<1$' .. (1;$$s) ~~ 

.:':"' \:c.:, ',:-~lr~o~:~~ ('~~r~ ~~~~a~taih~~~:~~t'i~~~i:s!~i:~ie!J t~~ a 
j :,' ,\ t~~: :".~: ~~~e,~l,n~t~9J) j~S, ;tc? wh,~~ ,~ll. ,~e~~in9. ,a9~,~vJtYi:~,~~1 

:;~~J~!~i~f\:·~~~~e~~~.'.: .. l,<- r __ ~ .• ~.: ".:~ I~ ~: = {t ~ .-'._ :~~. -,,<'i !(~ •• >:~ .:'_OJ :.j~ ~~i1f .?t~: ~ 

. 0,. "Al,. ,.b~rn~t\g .w~l~.l:'eqUir~. a pe~i~re9ar<;l~~s~ ~t the 
-:'~?>~'!ji~; 'J ''ti.me "of,iyea~',;" ::' The 'applicant"1iiil 'obtain: .,t;he permit 
._.c~. :,1 "·:)11; 'thToucjh i ~~':ag'~nCY:' iepreseh~at~v:e{ ,? .. ' ;:~," .. , 
;-:t·.·~":3-~;t)[ ,r; !~'4;~ ;': _.~-;,:l :L./ ::' .. 7',1 .. ;' t .~::-- ~ .. ',: ~:~~.~- T'.i .. '; f)~~; LJ':'-~U;'i 

:-.': [ J.~ 6) L<Alf, i\inch :'a'nd: warming) fires, "Hl1 r~Ciuire 'a": permit to be 
:; .' l~!'~';j ··'iI'.:obtalned· by'the: applicant) tllr~~gh ,the' agenoy 
:,1('.,'-;.'1 1,·"; ,representative.: 'All tires will, be '.completely 

," ~i;'''";-·:';iextingUished.at the end of· each work: day •. :) 
: ".; ;»'~. ~ :-ii "',.0..,' .~ :-. _ ~ ;; " - : • _.-: ~~ •. -.... \ •. -.:~_.' :' 'i: ~J " 

, :.: <f:>i >. ) .EqUipment: pa~~tng a:re~s,s~orag~ ,~r~~s, 3U1cl, small 
. t ... '. . st~tionaryen91.1'le Sl.tes, where p~rmi~ted,·w~ll be 

' .. ,' r ;:::",.:., .• ~~~ar~d Of all. ,fl~~~e l ~~~.er~.a.l·, :and ~quipped as 
'" "'c,: ,:, r,equ1 rec:l.by iaw. :,Glass )U~~ or. ))9t~les.wll~ not be 
"", .:: : .. -. \i$.~.~ ,a.s, containers for. 'gasoline 'or other flammable 
.. , .. , -materials. ., ". 
~'._-~:l 4 •••• ,.;..~~ t .. ,_~~'- ~--

o Each fuel truck will have a large extinguisher with a 
.' m~nimumratin9 of 40 ~tC ~r high~r~.cbar~ed with the 
.... chemicals' necessary to control an electrl.cal or gas 
; tire~' ..' " '; ~ - . 

• 'J } - . 

o' All. .9torize~ equipment will. be . equipped with federally 
approved or. state-approved $park arresters. 

6 ' ~T/PG'E, wi~i. teach' ,bas~'ofir~fi~htirlgtechi\iques to 
crew members expecte:d to operate. :liiarea.s of extreme 
fire danqer. . '. 

o PGT/PG'E will designate in writing who on the job will 
. be responsible for the above activities~ 

. ~.: ~ 

:'1' Other agencies respon,sible for tire' protectlon shOUld use 
the FCPabove as'a mOdel for lands under their jurisdiction. 

'87 ~Bu.bIlit a' oUst control'PI'aD' to ).ffect(U1 iir p~iiution control 
Districts in the San JoaqUin vaii.y~ sUbi1l"it.' a diist control. plan 
to each air pollution control district (APeD) within the San 
Joaquin Valley through which the PGT/PG&E pipeline route would 
pass. The dust control plan must be approved by the relevant 
APeD before construction begins. Address in the plan all 
construction-related. prohibitions and requirements contained in 
the fugitive dust regulation, as 
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;:, ~~QPJ~d_lh~, ,fugi,t.ive. dust te~la\ion befofe pr6jectcot\structioil begins,- hnplemenr the 'dust 
",;,wmI:Ql m~~S\lf«S inc1\lded tn'the draft vetsion ~fthe'plan., {t ,',-j I. '\ :;,;~,.',' ...• ,. ';', ':) 

~-. ~':"~' fJl H~.~·~~; :~i; <i'~ I(~"i (l\~'i ~j) ,;;._~ ~ ,{: j~;f} ;.; ~.' _ <, ",~,,i . .:.':. ; .~ "4,) (:.t~~J) L '; 1 ~ ~~;' ~ ; ~ ::.,,~; ·f'.: ,~: p "~ 
·>~,~$":j~()ll,trol. Fugith'e,Dust at All 1imes> 'Apply "iatetora ~ust ~uppressant to exposed 
,', ~arth ~Qring cJearin&t gradirtg. earth' mo~ng, a_rid other site preparation "'ark. Construction 
_:' ~Pre~!1,<::O~tr:aCtorssh()uld cOntrol fugitive dust by applying dust stippressailtS t\\ice pet day 

or as deemed necessary to limit concentrations to safe levels.': Use a dust suppressant that 
has minimal impact 'on biological resources (such as lignin sulfonate or water). Ensure that 
an adequate supply of water or ~ust·suppressant corrti>oun~s i~ available to oontrcktors~at 
all times. The relevant APeD should monitor the dust suppression activities of the 

-: -.i.n~iyidu,al (Qnstructionspread ',contractors. ;;: ~ ~ i ,:::; j ~ /. ;-;"d' , ; i i Ji, .; I . J,' 

.:; ~.) .":! :", "' . .. :.1.::':'"; .·-".·:;~;t-. ~,,; ;.~ .. ~ .. ..- ' J _ .'; ,.oj" + • -: \ ,'~ •• , ~ • \ ;.~~ 

89. Properly Mahllain Construction Equipment. Pcoperlymaintain construction equipment 
. , \9. IWm~ze emissions fron" .internal combustion engines, ensure' effid~ht fuel combustion. 
,'. ~fld ~. redu~~' combustion byproducts. The 'local, APeD should monitor construction 

equipment maintenance procedures. 

,'; 'Q~ . .i.pht,ain ~ PSD Permit fot the Dele\'an Comptessor Station from, the Colusa County 
, , ~t J>Qllutitm Control District.' In Californi~ the only natural-gas-fired compressot statlon 
.,~'~u\d be tl~e Delev~m Compressor Station (MP 810) in Colusa County. Because ()xides ()f 
- ; p.h~ogen. (r-{Ox) ~missions for this compressor station' a're estimated to' be 492 tpy (an 

incre_as~ :of, )56 tpy). a PSD permit is required. Identify best available control technology 
(BACf) (or each pollutant emitted in excess of specific prevention of significant 

. ,d~~(~~i.orati(),n, (PSD) threshold~ perform air quality. modeJ,irtg.and obtain a PSD' perinit 
fr~!Il)he,Colusa CountyAPCD. As required by PSD regulations~ install BACf fQr ~Ox 
,co,*troland esttmate the air quality impacts of this ~mpressor station to, ensure that neither 
the Cla..(s I or II NOx increments nor the national or state ambient standards are exceeded. 

9,Ob. Install RACf or BARCf for Existing Gas Thrbine COinpressor Dril'ets. Install 
r~asona~le available c()ntrol technology (RACI) or best available fetrofit cOntrol technology 
(BARCI), as applicable. as defined by final Califomi~ Air Resources Board guidelines and 
implemented by local APCDs under the California Clean Air Act. Such retrofit shall be 
completed no later than 3 years aftet construction and startup of the proposed project. 

Noise 

. 9j~ . Li~it Construction Acth-ity to Da)1ime Hours. Limit the use of construction 
' ',equiprn~nt powered by internal combu~tion engines. the use of impact equipment. Or other 

'corlStiuction activitY that would 'result in disturbance of nearby sensitIve noise receptors to 
be,,',een 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.rn and 9d)() 3.m. and 5:00 p.m. where there are sensitive 
receptors within 1.000 feel. This would restrict disturbance of sensitlve receptOrs to less 
sensitive periods of the day. 
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" 92,,' E~t Te.pp<>rary Noise Barritt'S):' Identify'l~alioflS' where 'sensit,ve"norse tUeptors 
(residences within 660 leet) would be' exposed to tOn!tr\lcti()h'nt~tst'gteatetthat\ ~"daydme 
hourly equivalent noise level (Leq) of 70 A-weighted decibels (dBA) fot more than 10 days 

, and construct a t~r:np6raiy noise barrier (llthose l6~tl6m.~ Tht'bairiet'shbuld shietdthe 
; ",teceptors' sufficiently to J()~er, 'the hourly leq ,noise lev¢1 'to leSS'lhart'70: dBA:111f a 
: 1 temporary; noise barrier, is' deterinined: to be irtfe~ibJe' at, !Ome' Jocati6fis~ \ iedu~e ; the 
,: duration of. (Onstruction 'noise at those locations to less than to,days.,':- , I, ,: ',1), " , 

;,,;f: '~:.~~-"'. 1~~ .(~~~; .,:: ~."~". ~'.' - .; ~.- _.. '.' I. :{~: '~l" ~1:. ~ .. ; ~ ., :l~ .. -

:-:93.,:. Reduce Resldentlal Impacts from Blasting Acthity>f ",.,::,-, ,,:,,;:,' "':: I, :: 

: -:; .~ 1) ;, '~; : .: ~ ,- ~ . ~ :': ~. t· • . ~'.; _ " '. ~~ '. ~; ": _ :' : :.' ~ ~... t l_ ) r {./ -'. j ; i ~" I ..... 11 : ! ,,' .. ~ " 

93a. L1mtt Blasting Acthity to Da)1tme HourS;", Untit bJastirtgattivit>' to: beiY.;~en 
9;00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. to restrict the disturbance to less sensitive periods of the day . 

• i.~'~ ·It,:.: .. ;:~:· .' •. ~' ... 1:: • ,"i i··.~,'~~;~~'.-·f.:, ;!>L~~j!; ~i;}t1L'<!~d~:r;l, .~rl~'flJ"'"io\l .\.~~,: 

:t'.-" :" '93b:,' N~tity )U~idents of E~ected Bla~lh\g Adhiti. ' Notify residents Within: 1.000 
" feet of blasting sites' of the eXpeCted blasting: activities at least 48 houis befoie blMtlng. 

Submit copies of the notice to CPUC or its designee.' , . 

:",;1"') 1 93c. ,!Temporarily RelOcate Residents from' \\ithin ~5() Feel ot Blasting~cati("ns. 
,Relocate residents and domestic animals from within 250 feet ofbla5ting locationSCor safety 

';, and noise reaSons. prO\ided that thet agree to relotatiol1.: Notify these'residents direCtly 
at least'3 weeks in advance of the actual move of phiris to 'relo~te then'( te'~poratily for 

, approximately one:'half day. Submit a'list of affected parties (0 CPUC of it~ desigrtee. 
; _ ~ ~ '. . i ~ , 

:' 94. '.: Use Nolse.Reducing Equipment.' Construct' compressot stations' \,~th noise~tedudng 
'equipment; such as intake and cxhaustsilencefS, blow~owh silencer$.low-speed 'c6Qling fans, 
'buried piping, special ventilation systems~and masoruy walls- ar()undl'loi~e~geri¢iat!ng 
: equipment. '. " ' ' , -' : ( - , ! . 

Prevent noise standards from being exceeded and prtvent an indeMc'ot ambient 
noise levels or mOre than' 3 dBA at an times; . ProVide detailed construction planS and 
specificationS to CPUC or itS designee for approval. . ' . , 

Transportation 

95. De\'elop and Implement a Road Crossing Mittgation Plan. Develop a detailed. site
specific road crossing mitigation plan that identifies each road crossing, method of crossing, 
rieces..~ry permits. and penrutting agetlcyon 'land not, administered b~ USFS. (See 
Chaplet 2 of this final EIR fot a discussion of th~ tr'anS~ilati6il nUtigation pliln required 

, ' on land administered by USFS.) Subrnit the' plan to CPUC or its designee',and 'federal. 
state, or local agencies with jurisdiction (Or approval. Indude· the follo\\'ing trutigatlon 
measures in the plan: .,' 
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J; ',c() :2 ,: 'Sa. t ~6re Hlgh.Tramc .. Volur,n.e -Roads; IWte ,~I.l f~'a~ c,t?~ln~~"w.~~~(~'!~rt;~'*~1qme 
IS greater than 15.000 average dally traffic per lane and tan' onslte!(teloui' cannot be 
provided. 

,~ f "j i ~". ~~ -) ~ ; l~ ~ d . j 

9Sb. \\'ork \\itb Local Authorities to DetermIne the Best Method ot Crossing ;LOw .. 
: ;' ,'J'tcl.wS·YQl !lm~ .l{~~~s, ~n.d; Dfh'e~'8yS. ,\yolk .\\ilh local, au\ho'rides ~t6' dete'tmllie' the; best 

; :~,iiriJe:~~C;~(t9,fi crq~~rig low~tr~ffi~~\'olume r04\dways and dri\'e~~ys' that are t~e 'sOl~ 'a,t(e~ to 
j., l·~)l-!e~. 9~ ?re l~PQI:l~nt in sorn~ other v.'ay.' f ;r."" ;,; \",1 ,~',,': ,~ 1 i ) !,', : ,,~ ;1, :.) 
} , .' . ,:' .. " ~ ~ ~ ~ ... ) ~ ~'. \ ,.',;! : ~ . -. ~. ,1 l'. 1 • I 1 . ~ ." '. : i : ~ --', ; j ."', ~. . ~ . ,,' ~ _ ~_; ~ 71 1 .. J ,;' /". 1 . • r ( I ,~ ~ ~ '. ~.~ i '1 >. I ", ( ) 

~_. ~':, I', ~ >~', '9.~;,,~~~ ·~Oll~~.\"h~.te Neare~t Detour I~ 5 ~t.ires or More. Bote, aU road ~t6Ssings 
where the nearest detour is at a distance of 5 miles or more. ' .; . ';:-,,'" ; ,c' ' ;, 

96. Select Truck Haul Routes;TIJ~t; ,DQ.,~Qt Exteed Roadway \\'eight Capacities. The 
trucking operations may overload the weight capacity of some portions of the chosen haul 

:': W~~~'. ?~:~in~}o,a~~tlY ~u,r1~c~~a~age~ ,Select ,trpck l,aulroutes t~at ~o ~ot exceed ~ieight 
, ,capacu.e~ of T9adways, .Consult y,1th each 19cahty'sdepartment of pubbc works or other 

' '.ag~hpis-v.lth jurtsdictio'clto ensure selected haul rOlJtes .do not exceed roadway \\'e igh I 
. " capacities. , " , " j, 

"- l ~ : 

"9t 'lJseaBus:orcarpo(il'System'to Tran's~ort Construction Crews, 'Us'e'a bus or carpool 
system to reduce the number of \'ehicles during peak hour to below 100, eliminating 
single~p~engef and low-passenger \'e.hicle~. ~ight to 10 ~()-passenger~capacity buses would 

'"be'IYeed,ed t6' transpOrt the y"orkers.' Park these buses in designated' areas. ' ' 
} ; ~ " .. . . -". 

; , ~~~:pi't!H!'~, Di~iuPti~rtp'~T).~~,sP~rt~ti()n (In Road)~ht:~n~t~ 660 and 'hIP 678~ ,The 
',' rQad, ~etv;'e~,!l M,P .6~q ~~d .~tP .6!~ IS,;t one-lane road ~hal IS the only ~~e~ 10 a.l~g~ a~ea 

of land. :l1us road is ImpO~at:lt for fir~ access and hm~eraccess.· Plpehne ~nst-:u.ctIon 
would oc~r on the eXistIng roadway for several mIles. To prevent disruptIOn of 
_transportation on this road, work v.ith the USFS liaison o.fqcer for the, Modoc National 

". Fqi~s~ :16 .dejtr~ne th.e, b~,st meth~d of cOnstruc!ing th~ pipeline betWeen: MP 660 and 
. ~p 678. MItigation measures may mclude. but are notlmllled to:' .. 

o building a new road, 

o shifting the proposed pipeline alignment to maintain a travel lane at 
all times, and 

o timing the pipelin'e construction t~ avoid the-logging and fire seasons. 

99. Preyent Disruptions to Shipping Channels.To reduce the potential disruption of 
shipping from crossing tpe Sacramento deepw~ter ~~ip channel and other waterways, bore 
the '~l'ossing .. A COE permit is required for crossings whether 'they ate trenched or bored 
undet SeCtion 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. If COE determines that the crossings'can 
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:::;~},r5~~Jwdf.S(H~plY'owh~ 1l!},$.tip,~lal~QnS of the .Port,Of Sactan'le~\Q.~ ~BJ,the~.~: C;pasl 
:..,1 g~3f~ and.:~~~er ~h,IPPtng mtere$t~.· . _,;l>,ll ",;;' 'J '::,J:~ \,t r"\ il:~~' !" ,,' ;-, 

- . . ;. : .. ' ~ . ' ~ 

Public Safety _ 
. ' .. ,~ .,.- 1··t ... ,_I~.~~ I;I'\~ 

,t;,\J ""'i1i;; .. ,(> Ii) i.'J iLrt 1i.:,~1 ':!J '-'lllll; .j;!I II} "",1;\";,,'1,, d ,". Ii,\" -""",":.' I' 

;, : l09~i <;pmply with: U~ S~ Department of TranS~r1atl()J\ ai\~' CPUC'~~latto~~:' C;~I~\r:uctt 
"1 ,()~f~te~ and .f1.laintait .. the, pipeline in ac~otdance y.ith U. S. Department of Tr~r\sp~rtation 

regulations (49 CFR 190. 191, and 192; 18,CFR·~.69. and 29 CFR'1926); CPUC Gerieral 
Order No. 112·D, and ANSI specifications. In addi~i()n, implement th~. op~~ations and 

~', ',majme.nance plan and emergenq'preparedness plan describ'ed inrrutigatioll' ~easures 3 
and 4, respectively. ,) '.: -, : , "''''.; t:! ' ' ' . ' , , ' • . ' 

" i ,Vl·s~\al R'es'boltc',As'))!' '! I,,! 11 ;',"'1 \ ' .... ,',' ~~;1 r "- ": ~, j ; i '.' ,- , ~ t .) 4 L: ,~i / u u c-
o • • • ..' '.:i , ,1:! -', " -,', _ . j f ;., :" d ;: .:' : ,', ::. .- ~ ~ : ~ r ~ . ,- ... ' . _. _ 

< }Ol. i Blend Aboveground Struchiref\\;th Natural ~urt()l.iridings.', Pa:iiit'~rl seiniperfilanent 
~', and peimanent facilities to blend Y>;th the natural·surroundings. Palm ,the faCilides a 
: uniform, no ncontrastirtg color. Semipermanent and permanent structures are those facilities 

that are onsite more than 90 days after completion of the project Choose the rotor at each 
site from the BLM 10 Standard Emironment Color System. Follow BLM selection criteria 

, for colors." . !, l . • . ':'. , _ '.: :;. ' '.' . . 

, .. : ~ " ,\': 

.,' '. L6~ate pt)v.'tr lilies at the base of sl9pes t6 proVide a backgr9und o(tppogtaphy or 
natural cover. " Materials used to construct to\\iers 'or poles should harmonize \\iththe 
natural surroundings. \Vhere natu~al wood po~es are appropriate, the ~;lor rctng~ should 

-:~ be Urillt~d (0 'present auru~ed seri~s of poles. Choose coq~u.c~or )naterial t~ avoid a strong 
" silhqueUe' and. to provide blending Of the C6Ii.ductor$ into their seuing. \\'hen' lines are 
'. '. adjacent to roads,; avoid guyed tov,'ers to limit the visual impact. , . 
. -' : - . 

Prepare photographic siiillilaliOns of areas' in \vhicbfadlities ate proposed v.ithin 
fotegrouhd·middleground areas of high scernc value or sensitlvity .. ust~g the 'simulati.o~ as 
a guide. design and locate the pipeline touteand ancillary structures to blend into the 
existing environment. On federal land, obtain BLM and USFS approval of the design 
before beginning construction. Obtain approval from CPUC or its designee for structure 
design on nonfederal land. 

102. Minimize Clearing. Monitor dearing by an onsite inspector. Minimize dearing as 
much as possible at stream and road crossings. Leave trees as dose to the dO\\llhill side 

.' of the pipeline as possible. Do not locate landings and tum6utS on exposed slopes or on 
crests of ridges. 

. '. Do not leave abrupt. straight lines (rom dearing in fore~ted lallds.,¢reate curvilin,ear 
, boundaries instead of straight Hnes when ctear~ng. and minimize sc~iring; of the hmdscape. 
Minimize etos16Ii. by grading, and conform (0 the natural top6gtaphY. Clear the alignment 
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"';11 bf. lJ'I,mt.pg ;~.t\ll?pJ.e •. ~~lh¢( .th~:,$Cr\l.pin. 8( ~ .dctetmin.' ed, by; thcl'~\wit~nfr\el'tta{ ;~6~it()r. 
r, ;;~~ple~~n,t (he .~GR pl~ ~~cot>ed lo:E.Jubu' 1. ":rhpl ~,.:: :'0'1 "; 'Ji,l" ~1: .:~'\![:}r~,! 

.<1 _. ',:. "Il ," • 

103. Mintmue the Area Affected by Road Crossh'lgs. Locate staging areas and additional 
r.' :lri8hts-pr~\I{aYl r_~q1,liljpg, ~teari.ng . <;If {vegeta.\.i()b~)atlleast} 50 I feet ; fr()~ th~: toa~sider on 
; ,) ,~9r.f(h~s!~,d If#t~t.~n~.' at least ,00: (eeF.tl'om' the: t6a~side in' (otested ,la~ds.'-\il/~tf03d 
:, )lS!,~~i!lg~; m~.og.fqr~s.\e4. are<l$t,where lahdo'wner ~r applIcant \'ehtde ~~ess t~t~e I!!peline 

Tlght-of-way IS not reqmred, benn lhe road crossmg to prev~nt 8ctt.s$ to the nght-of-v,'ay 
by off-road vehicle users. At toad crossings in forested areas. where landoy,1ier or applicant 
vehicle acceSS to th~.pi~I~I}~t~i¥~t:Q(~¥<~Y ,is Iwt r~q\lit~d. lta\'~ in p,tace or plant a 5cr~en 
of trees across lhe nght-of-way tn a manner to screen Vlews whIle not affectmg the buned 

~,p.~f:<1F:~e~:[r'~'\,l i'·:i'i!i!/ "'Il"':':; L,Ji!lh) t-: J;,::,,:,~.![,d :'11' Il"L:~n .~,I[ 
~"lirJ~~'. ~~,i~I¥J4~:'~h~~~~ Me.ct~d,~~):,$~~'~~·~*$~~R~;~:'_~)~~~~,~g!~~ ~~~~(~~~'~id:i~i~nal 
~ :,,; J.W~~-9\f~~'~y :~t,l~as~; ~oo., fee,t f{~I!l tf~ ~!r~~p~, OJ ~),Qnd the: TlPatla~\'eg~tall~n zone . 
. ', JfIl~J.~~e.n.';t:~~.~~~ pt'aI1 ~esc~lb~d,ln ,E$I~Jtl t9,rr,~~geJate and rest()Te,Shea~ ~ver •. and 
',9Jl1.er wa\er $horehnes to a natural-appeanng condltlon"", :,":,..:-.J (,i'l; ~ '~l ,1;/. 

• ';.>. ~ ..; , -

1: .. . .... . .L ,-'... >- ~ ~ ~ ~ .::.. • :1 t l ~ I . ~ '-;'.' '. ~ .>' ~ ~ .! : _ l r " 

".05. fniplement the Erosion Control and RehabiJitalio" Plan. Imp1ement nlitigation 
-- measure 16. " , 

., ~Q6'lt ~~duc~, S~nface Con~rasJ. ,Repl,~~~tlrf~c-.es9JI,m~\~ri~I,,,,ith ,the.same colot'material 
.. , .. w:h~t~,exist~r1g 'soil ~~iface and backfill colors contrast. ,Stockpile and spread the ongillal 
. ~ ;s~r;t;a:~~ trialena1. " . , " . .; '; 
- .- .... (.' :- -, -:: -'. < I I • .. j': . I: [ " ~: ~ '" .. :, . ~' ~ ". ~ f ~ ~ .- .' ~ __: : ~_ ~ ;. r' _. ~ -~'.l. " ~ ',' ~ .• :' ~ ... _ : I .. : 
~', l~? ~e;st~fe ~arth~oirlt.s:,'- Rt:store ~H. 9.i~furbed, I~nd ~Q Hle 9~iginal, contours.; Inspect~ all 
" ,~'Sh\rb~~ iai1d l,ye¥ afJ~r construcYP~}~coQ1pl~t~, and ~~me.nt all areas,w~ere set,~hng 
. and other defects have occurred. Restore th~. CQ~to~rs: \lwl\h.'p J ye.iif, of .l~pectlon . .' R?und 

cut-and-blasted slopes at the top to blend the cut and pro\1de a transition. Redlstnbute 
. ,,~ollld¢rs that have beell displaced ,al1d ,stc)fed tQ one, ~id~ pf the right-of-way oYer the area 
, 'in a random manner. Do not leave rows or bour:adaries of newly,pJaced boulders.'.':, ; 

" ' ., -. • ;:,'~ '_,~ •. _ 4 >~:~:' (._.,'_' ... ,-~, .. {~ 
J08~ .Res(6re Rock Faces. Cut Or bt~,t roc~ ra~~ul}evenly.; They ~ho\l14 varr4-6 feet from 
the p~ane,()t 'the rut. . ,Smooth-~t or blasted .~oa~ (a~es, are not vis!1~ny, acceplable~ ; Treat 
(6'c~ outctoppings and blasted rock laces occurring in visuaUy sensitive areas \\ith ail aging 
~~.. '. . 

. . ',' ". ~.-' ~ .- , . "~- -:. .' . . . ". . . -. :. : i 
:': 1,<!9~;,;R~t~t~ Rotk' Q'~tcropp.ings., tp ,~~;Qi,d~ ~istulhii~f~,tovnjque QJ: vjsuaHy, senSitive rock 
.. '~}l,tc~opptngsJ. the; appl,itarif~haU ,c~ndHc( .a PfeS~)I.1~trn~ti,(m ~4rvey to id,entify such locations 
a~d ~h'fill.rel6litethe piPe~in.e route arQun~ ,o~~ ()l,1,tc~opping~, 1£ a rQck outcropping'cannot 
be 'a\'oided, ol?tain '.appill\lfll tro~ c:;Pt1~Qr' ~lS designee Jo document and, replace_ the 
outcropping. DoCumenting shall include photographing oute-roppings' from at least three 

: '~I~gt~s ~~f~f(~<;I~m~l,it~<!~ or ~<?,di~caH~Jl' . ft.epl~~ep)~nt sh~n, include .rc<:OoSt,ruCting tOc.k 
, ,ou.kroppingsas close to their origmal condltu:m ~ possi\>Je. f;l.nO setting the rocks, to theu 
• o'ritinat,soil Hde. " " i "", :. 

'-.. ~ .: " 
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,;,):UO(I R~toute the PipeUr\~ to AVOId, the Jep~rt,Pratrie Pre~e~e. ' i>.<S{'tiot 'c6nst~~': the 
pipeline route across the Jepson .PtairlePtderVe,,"ptoperty~'(~fP' 892.5)~:·l,Se)ett 
Alternative B. 

, •• I '. I ., ')1' U ·i f • c·\·1.' _'11' ":l"\i,,ji,;I/ ~(!f !~'i~")11dH;t; i ... U;~ 1'~-;')) .. , \.t;,'-:: :., :t ",:-:' .(~.~iq~-.·11 !' '.'~' '.1. ,,'J}.1.' 1( ... ', :', t .. - '~. I.''', 

;:0 I,H. ~Re$tn(t CleariJ\g t6 t~e Exisdng Righl.or.Way .. Coru.tne·~JeaI1ng to,- POT/fO&E's 
'. ,,~~~ting right-of·way in Cahfotnia at MP 673.5·687.0, MP 688.0t :and MP 6~.7~7l4.6 to 
; .. ~WQid producing a wider scar aer:oss the natural landscape. Col'tfirte' the 'coilStructUnf area 
.-t, J() !the existing righH)f-way. < : .,.:,' . - ", . • - -., '.' :,', ~ : :., 

~ . (1: . _.... • l _. r ~ ,': _' 
!i': .... !>t=.}:: :,'-~ :,";{/.~ .. ~ -~.~.'( .. /. J .}~. • 't _:. 

L ;')l)~ :~; 1~·"'" -.:: :', :'; CuUur~1 Resources and Pale~ntology', ',r,:,: " . / 
i ; '; ~ 1 ~ ~ ; { .:'.;: ~ 1 :: i l : 1 :' ~. ", ~ -": . ",,:. ... ~- ~:. 2; ~ ~. , ,I; , . .; _,;, ..' ; ,I . ~ #' _ I, . , 

112. De,'elop and Implement a Cultural Resources Mitigation Plan. The': iliitig~'i()n 
measures presented below ar~ general in nature a.~d .ar~. pendi~g .t9.rpP'~\i,qn pfl the 

i: . iriven~oty and eva1ua~i()n. ~f t~~' ~~tio~aJ ,Re&.l.~t~r?t ~i~torit. P!fc~~. ~l':1~.~pr~!~ti~~~,~~ of 
, ' resources along the plpelme routes .. Spe~j~c measures to aVoid ~r mlltgate a~\:~rse Imp~cts 
!., on historic ptoperties \\111 be developed in tbe Context <?t the NaVotl~' ~~stor~c Pteservation 

Act (NHPA) Settion 106 process' before 'the iSSuance' Of a FERC licenSe. Before 
t6nstruction and in acoordanct y,ith Sectio!l l~. develop and implement a detailed. site. 

;', \ specific cultural resources: mitigation plan that· inoolporates the f01l0\\iog mitigation 
measures. 

! " 113.- . Relocate the Pipeline to AVoid the Cuh~ral ResO"l'ce,' Retotate the" pipeiM~i to ~~'oid 
:" P!ehis\Oric and· histonc resources and speCific areas' ofootltern to the Native AIDe'rican 

community. Any resourtes formally determined ineligible for indusio" tn'the NRHPare 
not covered by th~ provisions of Setl~On 106. of the NHPA. H<?weyer., s~ch reso~!ces 

'. located on federal. state. cou~ty; or Na:ti\~e Ainertca.-n lands ~ay' be consldeted stgruficanl 
by these agencies and avoidance may be' rtquiied (e.g .• state historic landmarkS). _ Resolve 
these concerns-during thepetrniuingprocess.- - ., . , .' . 

~ : . . 

-, Avoidance or CUltural resoutces is based on the values~hat tnake them eligible for 
indusiori in the NRHP. For example. for -a prehistoric attheologi¢al she that is' eligible 
based solely on the scientific data tontained \\ithin the site boundaries. avoidance can be 

. achieved by testri~ting any ground-disturbing activities 'within' the site. However. it 'the 
'. NRHP eligibitityof a site is based partially on the setting of the resource (e.g.) a segment 

of historic trail in a rustic setting}. avoidance must take into consideration such factors as 
the introduction of visual and audible elements that are out of character with the resource. 
Boring under intact segments of linear features (e.g., road~ trails) ,andrestorati~~ of 

.; . vegetation' may be needed to 'avoid resources Of thisnaluie ... De\'elop ~his' iriitigation 
, measure in consultation with the -Orflteot Historic Preservation. FERC, Advisor'yCou[ldl 

on Histori~ Preservation (ACHP). Mid any interes,ted paryies. arid Implement it. CPUC or 
its designee may provide an arbitrator; if requested by any involved part)'~ .' 

, _114~ hnpl~tnertt '8 Data Recoyery Plan In -Consuitation' "ill!' 'the 6nite' or IJiStoric 
Pl'eservatton, FERC, iuid ACHP to Recol'er S'gnhica'ot Values. \ Prehi,storicand' histo,ric 
resources wIth significant values (those values resulting in NRHP eligibilitY) that tie solety 
in the scientific data contained in the archeological deposit may be excavated under a data 
recovery plan developed in consultation Ytith the Office ot Historic Preservation. FERC, and 
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• e 
;'" lh~ ,ACHf .. De\'ctop and implement an apptoved 'data: 'reMvcry' plan' l.h avold)tfi aa~hse 
:'eff~c, cJ~\ermiI\ation under Section 106 6fUle NliPA1 (36 CFR 800.9)." ,'1:.' ,':':"'-:'-; 
»1;\::,') j)jj:/ ''"," ,'':', 1: ['" ;"~ ';,:, ' I '. ,: " , ;;.,:, i '; , ".:' , : :,;.': ,:' ',.; ':\ 

n: lei >, 10 .\h~case·of a standing hist6rifstiucture (e.g.~:bndgelcab~n) ,li~t Is 'eligibl¢'for 
"'" JI)cI~sjop ,~n' the NR~P baSed on Jts pOte'ntial «mtnbution (,0. atchitt~tural ttse~td{data 

recovery would depend on recording the sttUCture aC«ltding to thestarldaids of the Hl$t6ric 
American Building Surver. and the !J.ist,oric ~~~~n E,n~inee~n~ ~~c6rd. The compJ~tion 
of research w0414 ~ ~esJ~ed to preserve the slgruficartt tichlttdural va1ues and aVOid an 
adverse effect determinatl()n,un~efSe.cti()n H)6 of t~e NHPA (36 CFR SOO.9). 

115. hfonitor Trenching of the PipeU"e, d~ring Construction. Subsurface excavations 
related lothe trenching Of the pipeline have the potential to reveal previously unidentified 

: ~r~peo16gical, re:sourc~, t~at, ~~y. ~ ,e!i~~b~e. f(l.r, listip~ ,i~ ~~~ ,~RlJP. : An ru.:~he~logist 
,'! s~ould ~ prese~t,dunngconstruct~on ~cttV1hes \l.1t1) the pptenttaJ ,to un,~~'er suC;h r:~our~es. 
, . InHude' detailed measures tor the evaluation and treatment of an)' cultural reSQutces 

discovered during such construction activities in the cultural resources midgation plan (rder 
to 36 CFR 800.11). 

, 116. Monitor Identified CuHural~esou.rces anet C;onstructil:m or the Pipeline. l A 
;" profesSional atcheologi~t shQutdmonitor the pipeline Corridor r;ght-of-\yay and conduct an 
: : annual field check Qf aIr 4r~heologt~1 r¢soutc~ ,th,at have not been officially determined 
'; ineligible fot IistiJig in the NRHP., Include in the field ch¢ck fm asseSsment of any obseliied 
, , disturqance; to oj alteration of 'the reso\irce~" as v.'eU' as proposed meaSures to rectify 

resource degradation (e.g., stabilization of unstable slopes affecting archeologtcaJ resources). 
Submit an annual, statu,s P!port documenting the moni~oring eff~rt, resource status, and any 

, proposed 'action' to the Office of Historic Piesetv3tio,n for consultation. , ' 

117. Solidt the Concerns of Nath;e AmerIcan Groups. Areas of'traditional religious or 
cultural values and practices identified by Native American groups are specifically protected 
under the American Indian Freedom of ReligIon Act. The NHPA (36 CFR 8(0) also 
emphasizes the consideration of the concerns of Native American groups in t~e evaJ,uation 
of cultural resources. Consider the expressed concerns of Natlve Americtul ;gtbups \\"hen 
developing mitigation for impacts on areas of Native American interest (e.g., traditi9nal 

, plant-gathering "areas). and include relocating the pipeline as a poSsible mitigatiori' meaSure 
to avoid the area of concern. 

, " 

, 'U8. ' Del"elop and Implement a Paloontologic ResourceS Mitigation Plan. , Devel6p and 
, ,implement adetailtd, site-specific paleontologic resources mitigation pla"r'l in consultation 
. v.ith scientific researchers and any other interested parties (e.g., USFS and BLM resoUrce 

personnel). Submit the plan to CPUC or its designee and the land management agenCy 
with jurisdiction for approva1. 

,119., Relocate the Pipeline to A\'oid the Paleontologic ResOurce. Relocate the pipeline'to 
avoid knoWn paleontolOglC' resOUrces where these resources' have been de,termined by. 
detailed scientific, investigation to be unique within ~ particUlar' geologtc rock unit; or ' 
formation (e.g., a vertebrate faunal ot paleobotanical floral 'quarry site). ' , 



,,)!~9! .. ~~ll~q~Lf~l~ntOJogic ,<:011«,10"5 to, ~ecoverlm~rtant R~s(hn'(~t "Pa'e6n(~1ogiC 
' , resources y.ith si~fi~t 'w:alu~ ,th~t lie sOltly in the scientific data (()ritatned in the deposit 

may be excavated under a data recovery plan developed in oonsultatiOn with qualified 
v;P~~~:H;i,t9logis~ ~d ~gen'Y:9f~cials (e.g.j.CPUC or; its 'designee/FERc,'USF$. ~L,M). 
, ~,D,e~~\op, ~~, ,Implement: ~ ,data recovery plan ,as 'part' of, the :paJeoniologic'resotiices 
~ 'jnjtigation pJan described in mitit~tion measure 118.· ,.:: :-.;, "l':': ': ,',' ','-:'" '-" 
". ~ ,-', . ~ - . . .' . l . '.. " .' t', "'~ " ,,', • - r ~ .' -.' ~: ~ ,j .' ~ ~ .: ~ t ~ L' ; ~ : { • : i ~" .. ~ ~ > , •• ,', ;,:~~;i·.!f':;.·'.f " :-.c ~;.;. ~. ~~.} .. ~ .. < > ... • 

", !",,,' ~lmGATI()Nl\1EASURES FOR LESS .. 'IHAN..-' ", , ,~:,! '~, 
", ': SIGNIFICANT I~fPACTS " :, 

• .... -' l ,.,', .• ~.! . ~,\ ~",~'., '., .. ~i~~ _;~'.: ~-t" ~,;~::~ f/ .=. f ( 
~, ",.,' .. ' Ii, ",' :',. ',Vege(ati6n',' , "",: . , ~. '.' . 

'l~I/~nS~lan\ih~ ~eHa ~I~ Pe~.~i~ni:.tr~hsp!ant \~.t~J~gl~·.P~It~:I~le pe~ 1'1~~i in 
, 'thecon.s,tructi6n right-ot-~'ay at Gallagher Slough: to the nearestsiutable habit~t ups~r~am 

from the conStruCtion site. .' . . " ',: ' ' 
" ' 

. ,; t \ -. , 

\VildIi fe 
, < ' 

. " . >, , r ' 

/, l,2i~i 'Resf:ed Ptete~d Br6~'se'Spectes on {leer '\1n'terRa~g~'~ ~ 11o:~itrl~~e'the l~~ of 
." . p!et~tr~(J . bro\\~e si>ed~s. c)~, ~~ratorY ~uteand, I>lack~taH.e~ 4e~~, winter ranges. reseed 

blllefbrush. b~ty,'een MP ,619 and MP 642, MP, 649.0 apd MP; 653.5" and MP661 and 
"~fr 66Y., . ~tse~d buck bru,sh beh .. ;een Mp 681 and ~ip 6'86.' ~fP 715 and MP 1i8~" and 

.-. MP 739 'and l\fP 749. . 
. ~ ... ~ .. .: ;: ' - . 

12.t·, Ai-off Acorn.produchlg· baks along: the' 'Corlstrucdon 'Right~r.'\'ay .. Avoid acorn
producing oaks along "the construction r~ght-of-l\.a);in the range of the wild iurkey because 
it is aI,l Jrnportant cOmponent of the wiJd. turkey die~.:, . " 

. " 

Uitid'Use 

, AU Resources 

124. Notify Affected Par1ies of Construction Acthities. To minimize altland use impacts 
assodated y.lth the pipeline project. riotify 2 weeks in advance and by direct contact, all 
local residents, permitted users, lando\\ners. and land managers whOse safety, property. 
bu~i:ne~.<?r ~pe,r~tio~ ,might be affected ~y any construction activity, : A~tivitieS such, as 

". te,~P:O,ra.ry road closures,: removal or cutting of fences. or d~sturbaiices. i~\'olving range 
Improve~ents or other range-related structures. could affect property, busmess, or land use 
operations. 

125. Clear l\Jinin'lunl Right.or.\Vay \\1dth and Minimize rugJit-or.~Vay Damage. To 
: minimize constructioQ impacts On sensitive areas,: dear· the miniIJitlm' tequire'd·· righf-of. 

wa Width and minimize ri ht·of-W;i damage.' :do nOt strip vegetation l~sS than' 4" inches 
. ,n height. leave trees standing, an . mow ra er than cleat taller vegetation .. Adjust the 
pipeline locally to avoid areas with sensitive comnlunities, species, or activities. ' 

Wherever feasible,_ 
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126. Restore Structures to PieConstruciton CondiUons, To minimize impacts on stl\l~{ures 
, 'i;~~ag~d .~udn8 «>mt~~tion, restore all s,tructutes,such as iehace!,lIeveeklu?d~~$}~und 

draimige syStems. irrigation pipelines. and canals, to pteconslruction conditions.') Remove 
aU unnecessary r()ad~ and bl~ck all uI'tn,ecessary .a~~~ c1e~.ryn~~ c~e.~te~10,! .,~¥try~lion, 

., ' I ' '.. ".,. . , ',: ' 'I 1 " . ,! • ,~ t ',' d ! i 1 ., t ", t't ,',,, ,. , , .' 1 " i I H -". " '.' , 
:~1:~J~~; .'~~~~lp~~$~I~'/~~~LOsse$j9iReso~tct' Pi6duttio~\. COtri~hSa'te if faii'm'!til\e.l \.alti~ all 
.t,; ),andq~1)er~ who e~erlence a loss in.resource proou'ctiotl.;"ni)·_ ,.::d :', :,t,f:,.:. ',": 

~ '.' .,'" .,. j ~ ." • "!.. 1 .- _·~,~t·~·1 -:: ~.;J ')I.·l,r:: J 1 ~- ;', ,:·:lj'-;:-;i~_~.',·~···.~·e·:~t·-"-' _ .) 

Agricultural Resources ',':: . . .... ; l' "." i, l;t ; ,-,; ~:jl ~'\ :-,' ;'.,1 

Wherever feasible, 
. 1';'; ~~.8f.~ ,.V~e. ~9,D,~~.r:'-'c::tlc)n. T«hniques S:ensithe t() Crop PiOductl6if~ y~ th~d~le ':~hstN~tion 
'." ~c!iyi~ies, ~~~~. ~r9~ing se~(ms_;. ,,' (On~ult ,,:itb ~~ gr~~'~rs~il ,~teve~tin;& ~:~,ictSv.itb 
",,)~l~~mg,lrrlg<itlOn;andhaf\leSlmg ... ",",! ,':'0,,: 1 ,_I ~ ,,':11.: "", " 

.' I~. i ~ I : ! ~ J -r' ,. • < •• ~ 1 I • - • 4' Z, '. _ • • ~ ; • _ • 1 -;: .. !., :: ~ ~ . ~ ~; :. '! ~ ~ ~ .• :. ~. :, :, , .:. .-. ~'. ;'." .. : 

.' . 129. uSe Construction T«hniques Sensith;e to Orchards' and, Yh'le,:atds.' Pr6tece the 
, '. ~'e'g~tation that would'not be' cleared from construction actl\'ities~; • " . ", 

130. Design and Implement Rewgetation Plans. To minimize impacts on agricultural 
resources. design and implement site-specific re\'ege tat ion planS: actOtdlng 't!O,1 the 
requirements or guidelines or the land management agenc),. state agency, or lando\\ner. 

,i; ~nd!J.d~; ~.n ,t~ese pl<iIl$ provision for. necessary t6psoi! ieplaceriient~ 'seedbe'd piepaiat'on. 
' .. mulching, and (erli.lization; a,dvocate use of seed mixtures oontainiIig native' species;'-and 

providF . for control of noxious weeds and erosion. , 
1-=,_ i<! ; 

131. Monitor Re\'egelation and Erosion Control. In cooperation \\ith USFS or BLM, 
mo.rutor. ,the sQ~c~ and maintenance of erosion contiol and tcvegetati6n' piograifu! on 
(ederal larids (or, a't least t\liO gro',l,-ing seasons. . . . 

, p~. ~.alxage and ~epra<.:e,Tops()iI Cot, eulth'aled Land~ ,To minimize 1 impactf 0'0' !crop 
" P~Q?~~ti~.t;l~"s,e"e,cti\'ely salvage and replace topsoil as directed by the lando\\'Ilci fot all 

cultivated lands that would be affected by the pipeline project and on all other lands' as 
requested by the land management agency or lando\\'Iler. Notify all land()\\'Ilers of 
culti\'ated land of their option to ha\'e topsoil salvaged and replaced. '. Db 'not use topsoil 
for filllng sack breakers or for padding in the trench. 

, "-;: _: ,. . . " .. : . : . _ t· . . ~ ;,. ' _.; 

l~,~. ' Ai~ "egelation Regn)~1h "ilh Soil Amendments and Seeding Methods. To minimize 
. ; i~,p~~~s on crop production.' add soil amendments. including fertilizer. and use see~ing 

methods to aid 10 the development Of a positive growth medium (or regrowth of vegetation. 

134. Retain a Reclamation Specialist. To minimize impacts on agricultural resources 
during construction (or each construction spread. employ an onsite reclamation specialist 
certified by the U. S. Soil Conservation Service. The specialist should direct restoration 
procedures when special conditions ate encountered and act as a liaison .... ith USFS and 
BLM. 
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": 1U' U1J,> l~O ?))t:'l,il i ~.\' i;\ :i1;,' ~ ·,T ,,'Cl(,; li b ,1(l') fl,ljJ )lni/l!(';') III ,'-d ( Jill i)l' 0% ) • e",nH, .~\I 
~,,:; :. ,>~~, :: t, ~e~I~~~,)\:'aJ~t: 1 W,nes.;:' Replace any water· ,line,s . th~t· 'are:' dama$e'd • bf 'pi~tline ; ~': ,ii::~~::'~~.i~~~ t';' :~;;(;~l): ":: ;!,'; ~\"i~ [::' ~'; .:::~, ".,' j.~~ ,;: ':':':j' .,1~~ ,t~ .:/;;\1 '~'; ::.(,I:! ~ ;\~.!:!,~-,,;,; ':i~ [ \;~ i :.~ ! ~', c '.: ':::1;'~;',: 

t· t~~.' Fen~elhe Rlgbl:c>t."'ay to AId RevegehltlOrt. To ,nUru~ize !~~~~lS. ~~ ,~~ng~I~~4 and 
;:. p~tY~~J' ,f~nc~. '~~l1ght-Qf.:way for;. the ,3~! to IS·year1 peoOd 111\: sensttlve 'ate~\ w~ere 
. . reestabltshment of vegetation WQuld be particularly difficUlt to achieve.' COfistruct~·maintain. 

and remOve these fences. Locate crossovers at least every 500 yards, or elsewher~ at the 
request of the 10000land manager or permittee. ~nH",-: ,,~l ',If./)!l.ii,'! 

Il::--- _ ~ - '.~ -~'--. ~ ,'",: _'--;"'0.:"'; . . --r 

.' ,; 137., ~\'elop and· hnplemtnt Pf1}teetive Gnizlng' Proctdurd' fot' VegetatlQn' R&stQb\ish. 
~: .iit:e~t;,/tQirunh1)~ (mpacts on ~ahgetand and pasture. delay ~ng'6ifrarig~Jaricfto :a\low 

, .. ~lege'l'ad{)n to become established. Develop procedures (6i 'excJudirtg 'grazing' \\i,hh~' the 
righH)(-way ",ith participation of the land manager or,landoY'lle,r on a si~e·sp~dfi~ basis. 

, .:, Inclu,de; protective 1 procedures, . such, as fencing; temovihg' range' alihnals' (roIh att~cted 
.. alioinients. compensating the range permittee: and adjusting' gtuirig schedules\\;thin 

allotments . 
• '- -' ! ! ~ . '. : ; - .... ., ~. ~ ~ . 

Urban' Resources '-'. ," 

.. ." ~ 

• - .; • t •. :- J > ~ -. .." .' _ - _, ~: .~ _. _. _ 

., i,38.·.·C06rdlnate \\ith Byrrin Airport Management dOring ·C6nstnl(:tlon~. Coo·rdina.le'{\'ith 
. ~yrort'A1rP()rt management during cOnstruction to ensure' that no ~n~icts o~ciir. 

I 
Fotest Resources 

. . ; f ~ . . f ~. ; 
1 .' 1~·.i . . ':- ~ -,~ ~ .' , .. : 1: ,;. i g. f i ! ~ .): . - . '. .~"_ .' i; ~ . t. • . : ,_ . 

. ' , 139. ~Je~rM~rcl1antable Timber. ,To minimize impatts6n timber ptOducdon,' cl~ar all 
areas containing merchantable timber befote clearing the nght-of-\\,ay .. ' . . 

l~Q. " Pl'9t~t. ~entaining Vegetation from Construction Acthi~ieS;Tor miniffiii~ ImpattA on 
. timber yield, protect the remaining' vegetation' ftom CoJ\St~ction activilies. by fencirtg or 
flagging. . . . . .' ,.,,', . , '. 

Recreational Resources 

141. A"oid Construction during the Peak Tourist. Sea~n. ~o mini.miz~ ;mpa~t,s, on 
recreatioQaL activities., 'avoid· constructiOn' during' thepeakt6urist' season. '\Vhere 
recrea~ional ~ctivities ,tann6t be avoided. minimize 'distu'rbiiI1ces totl~oseactivit~es' by 
limiting COnstruction to the minimum righf·6f-way: . '.. ".:' '. , ..' . 

. ' r 

:. • 1:' 
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, ,PJans and PnU""ipc: t ,'1" "",;I,.~,:(! ',.11 ';:;i," <;', t/ (, ';'l',ll ",e'l ',' :':,{ d-I",' ",'! .': !':;l '.'ll;I;O) !ll ·I·tl--':~I.i. !~~~.t\'''''l ~~ .. t ~ .. } .. tll.i 1 .. J . • "I .• , r < 

; ", ;"~lI:'iCo~~~Jin~~w~~: ~~~ "&~~~'~i~~ni:g '~;~~~~~;; ;:;;~ \~~.i$;;;;~;;~~·:~';;'elr 
JurisdictltlRs. To m1rumize impacts on the local plans and pOlicies for existing and future 

,,;,;.!~~.~~,S9~¥',t ~~th ~l.1_~ty ant;! ~u~ty pla~ng dePartIn~~tS:~fo,r~_~~t~~~i~n _i~~,thelr 
. JurISdIctions ,',' "''', - .. - -, '" ,'-' _., ',' ,',-, "')" j." - ,", Ito ",', _'_.," 

"I, '\'; ,;;, ;;; :\,<l,':',;,,;' 'p~bii~s~,t~'~' ,;':'" ! "",,:,,1,',: ,; "',," 
,. I I r' '. ,,' J -:, 'f ,'" I' , .," f·,.·' \ . ~ -', " 1 , I , : , ) -' jill:): f ; : ' 1 1, " ,) _', J . \ I ( :~~ i1j::1 ~:,-i):.t:.:.1'" ....... '.., .. ~ ' .. -I:.~ ) ••.• ~. ~ ,_... ".;; - ~ .:- • _ "._ 

!, r; .4~~'.:'il_N.QJ.ity ;.Qper:at()rs, oti'l~tended f!xcavation ;-and i Implem¢nfQii·e~'CalrrSys,ems. 
I';! 19)qJ!~~or~: ~oall poliCy, pipeline opeta'tclrs '61 ,intt~de~' e~ca~ath)r' ari~ 'p,Toytd.c ~'~n~~~ll 
!,: ~~~t§ms_ ~" ~.Jjl¢chanism for C\:)Ordinating notification and pipeline' .1bt3.tio~.-', Desigl1.'.6ne • 
.' t ,s~ll ~~IlJ~~., J9. provide the full' ra~ge of services' needed by- pipeline 'opt,raf(.lrs'·'(O'·~~~~sCy 
,,:' ,fe:~C!r,at "regu,lat,ionsJor preyenti6n' of damage.'to the pipeline by' o\itsi~e fOrces: ""~':;' " 

" (' n:;;; ~ : )! " ,! .I:" i'r -.; '; '. ,,- , , '; ,- ':; , ' :' , ' __ > -- J ',' • ' ',: d ".: '. :" , i 1 

'144. Regulate' (and Use to Pre\'ent Conflicts near Pipelines.' . Irripleirle'nt "the (01l0\\ing 
measures to prevent land use conflicts near the pipelines. At a ~n~ml!m. lan~ use coMrol 
eQuId focus On .the pipeline right-of.way by requiring pipellne operators to:' ,,'.: .) , 

I ' • • , 

.. :i < .. ~'~-,:~~,.~ 
.. , ,0 ::'.: ~reVieweasement agreements to ensure that they ~nta.iri a~eqti3:t~,p~ote~t~on 

against, encrOachments 'that may. adversely affect the safe 'operatiOn' of 
pipelines; 

.' - .. 
,'" ::.'~ ~ : r; I .:. ~~. ~ }. ~ ." L t ;.: '.' 

.', ~, 0,," conduct right-Of-way suiVeilla,nce programS at i~terv~ls adequate to identify 
, : ;, ~ " ~ new encroachments; and : . " 

•• 1 :. '.' • . ~,~ ','~ -, .~ ~r ,'/ .~ ,'1 ~.( . • 

'c" ,.;, ,.9," ;.initiate, semi-annualli~ison ~ith all local pla~ngand development 
! ~ : :, • '., ; 1..' 'dep~ments ~hrough wh6se jurisdiction' the p~peli ne 'runs to discuss 

development plans and preventive measures thatensute p~peline safety. 

1he,applica~t shall fund local planning departments to~' 1- • ~ 

o· , " m()demize land records systems to 'ensurt that the' t)'pes~ ,'boundaries. and 
holders of easements are identified by parcel and that easement holders can 
be contacted readily by local go\'e~ents: and 

,. L 

o prepare planning guidelines in consultation \\ith pipeline operators and 
,; d~yelope,r~,«~ safelyintegrat~ pipelines into developinent projects and pr6tect 

the lines during construction. 
'.' , 11-".' i ., j • ,-) ~ i j t ~ ;; l :. : l_ ~ .' i f \ } > "'" : ; : ~ : • } ; ~ ", _. .' ,: : .' 0,. _: . 

; 14S~ f~· .. e(l.tDamage CrO!D Seismic Fotc~s. Because there is flexibility in determining t~eir 
location,' vaive's~compressof stations, and other suppOrt facilities shaH be located so that 
the oilly seismic hazard to which they may be subjected is gtound shaking. Locating the 
facilities away from potential seismic hazardS is preferred to designing the system to 
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oompensate for such hazards. \Vhen designing the pipeline and dH~iin{r\iiig 'alighlrlent. 
identify sources of r~lath'e displacement. such as faultio$ and Iiq~efa~tJon,. and ensur~ that 

lidl}e.n~~. flexibility eXists to acco.mmodate 'these·disp)a~m¢qis.i' i,,;.' ., .... ~.'.~.:'~. t 
'.' ..... • '. I. • . ' • " .. ' ••.. 1 ." •• i:'! r..... :', ,., It 1 ...:! .,:' <' I !,' ! .' ' •. 1[1) J. ·It' U illi j.t (J ill, , j,.-:.,:- 1 : I " • " .;. '.'; . . •• 1'" '.. 

.. l~ .• ~ tJ~ a:"J,l .. . •••• . ~ 'r ,", • _. >.t',~ .• 

·,i~:,J.#; ,~J~ta Route 10 Mlntmlze ~lsmlc Hazards.' Ct6Ss active fault breakage zQnefbruy 
once and in as short a distance as possible to minimize the amo.Unt of pipelitle 'subject to 
distortion from ground dispJacements. thereby minimizing the possibility of rupture. 

t :-'-. " : • i ~ ~ 

147. Use Construction Te<:hntques CO A,'oid Pipeline Damage. Use shallow burial 
; " ~~Jlf':1~~~J) J~~J1l1)q!'l~ i? a .moderately l?w·sh~ar~strengt~ ~~ckf,il! ~? ~i!~t. th'~ iong~{d~l~al 
i i· mf\i,Ot;J~.t.~r.~ p~~y~ pre.ss~rej and uphft reslS~Ct when, crossing a fault .. Deep bunal 
: $~·@,\>~JI.s~~\Y~~I1.t~e pip;¢line is eithetencas~d in a larger diameter ~h'ert Of sUrT~~ilded 
'·;)YFa~s~~~~k~e. pa~1qng~ucbasgrave1. .' Contmgency plans shaH be developed .to e~ute 
" 6iderJ{~,hJJJ.~q~J:apjd repair, ,aI)d timeJy startUp' of the pipeline in the vicinitY of major 

fault crossings. Incorporate contingency measures into. the emergency preparedness plan 
. d~cribed in mitigatio.n measure 5. . . . 1 ii' " : : . ' : : 

;-, :' i!4'8~: "rrt~\e~,k~t Fe~e·..ai a~d 'State Emergency Pr:eparedness programs. 'To ~ruIIlize public 
safety impacts, emergency preparedness programs shaH be implemented near pipelines. The 

... ~:e\'~Vty ()f pip~F.t:lr acc.iden~ s~allbe redu~ed b~ the .tim~ly and informed response of local 
. p:u,b;h~. ~af~ty officl~ls working In ooope~ation Ytlth plpehne operatOrs .. 

r ; 

PG&E/PGT shan develop a centralized or regional emergency 
c,Q~unicati()ns systems through which local fire departments and Other safety 

. officials and the pipeline operators can report and receive information about 
pipeline accidents and appropriate response measures. \Vork Ytith emergency 

~.s~f\icesin each county alOng the pipeline route to de\'elop an emergenc), 
.. ~mlnunication netWork that linkS emergency services to each other and to 

the pipeline operators. 

o PG&E/PGT shall contact organizations and fedetal and state 6ffices that 
provide training programs (or emergency response to hazardous materials 
accidents and shall provide instructional materials on emergenc), planning and 
respOnse procedures fot pipeline failures. 

Visual Resources 

). ~iUi~ationMeasu~s' SpeCific to Brenh\'OOd Alternath'e Compressor StatiOn Sites 

149. Minimize Visual Impacts from Ab(n-eground Structures at Alternath'e Co~pressor 
, ~Cation Site C •. To mininiize visual Impacts from libO\iegr6und structure's· at Alternative 
. Compressor Station Site C, implement mitigation measure 101. 

I ~. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES FOR SIGNIFICANI'iJr:ll0'cld1 ,:lT 

IMPActs ASSOCIATED WITII~GA.TIOJ;iRF;~O~ )~ 
I ". ' 'II' I· .... :- ';t: "t, .' ·.····.1 I·' ..•. [ ,··'1 '·ll,;',·~Jl" '''1,:11 It' 1,'!;u,I!·fii Il. ,,), ( t • < t ~ J , l"... _ ~ ; ~ 1 ~ .• ",. 1 i r. 'I- to .'.' '.1 ... - _ ".- a. .. ' - " '1 . • - -i - ~. ~ 

,,: [,: Ii: 'Midgation'.~e~u,~es ate ~i.ste~, ~~9~~_ t~"(re~o?~e'~'~~fr~~f~~~:*hi9W~~~;t~~}rnp~cts 
for the reroute would differ from tho~e destnbed tot the proP6sed rotife.·· . , 

. !-. .: t·',:,' , I .:) . 'j r - ~:. ,:' r 
Shasta County C)llress Forest Reroute West' ,', 

Land Use • Plans and foli~i~s.: .".' .. ' ", .. ' . ,I.,,') 
/~r ~, ~ ~ ~ - . ! i 1: t .. ~ ~ i -. ./ ~ ~ i \ . '.'" 1 > ! ,,:~ J _) • J ~ ,~ ~ '- ). " 

150. Obtain a Use Permit from Sb'~sta'c6JntYrohiai[fa use permit from Shasta County 
to mitigate for the othelVoise significant and unavoidable impact of i.nronsistency witl\ an 
existing land use designation. (The reroute right-of-wayts'nbl irlootp6rat'ed'as'ahilhlity 
corridor into the plans and policies of Shasta County.) . . . ..' '. 

". , ·!;.~i7.· .;'};.<_~~~:. ",-; . .1 17" I~')'}~ 

Vegetation 

lSI. Minimize Impacts on Special.Status Plants. To nlinin\ize impacts 'on' spetial~status 
plants. implement mitigation measures 47 through 55. 

~ ": ; .) , ;;. .. f ;' ~ ~ '.'-. 

: 1 • 

,'~ 152,' .Reduce Conslru'c~ioil Emissions. To redutethe intremental increase inronstiucdon 
emissions associatedwitb th~ rermite in Shasta County to less-than-signiflcant 'Jevbls. 
implement mitigation measures 88 and 89. ., . ; 

Visual Resources 
t - I ). <-. '1~' d 

153. Minimize Clearing and Implement the ECR Plail. 'To iedtl(t lorig-term'\'ege'tation 
impacts on montane chapparal and mhed conifer forest and the highly \i~ible linear 
corrid,or created by nght-of-\\'ay clearing, mlilinUie rlght-6f-way cleaHng and' implement 
mitigation measure 18. . . . .. 

Cultural and Paleontologic Resources 

. 154 •. Reduc~ Direct and Indirect linpacls on Cultural and paleontologt~'Res~urtes·trOm 
Pipeline' Construction, Operation, and Increased PubliC Atcess. ' To reduce direct and 
indirect impacts on cultural and paleontologic resources from pipeline q:)nstruction. 
operation.·and increased public access. implemerit 'mitigation meaSures 112 th't6Ugh:t20. 
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Transporlad~n.'i!.' ) I I, ~", ~) t;~ }!( rt (~:{ H U / f.: It I~ ~ 0 1 r.\ ~) U If /, 
'YlltJ(H':J!! ~<OJ rJ.;)lllft. ittI'll (l~lTlJ:)O?'~~!. (~J'.)!,fli,"1 . 

ISS. Peennt nlsruptlon of Transporttltion on Road be""een MP 703.5 and MP 704.1. 
J~r,?Vi~~! a ,I~~~r~" ~~.tqy~ JO~J~~}p~d, C,~~S:$\ng ~~~~n. MP 7t)l .. 5 and· MP 7M.1 to 
pteVent· the ~"s~pU9no( transpona1lon (pr the sole access. to, ~~ area..· i; - ~ .' : 1 ~.: 

156 • 168. Deleted " 
, i - -) '.' ~ f; .. 't') ": . '"! ,} 

,< ,it,','J k;" ,-f"! : . -. J '~'" i 
Contra Costa County Alkali Meadow 

and Ve~n~d Pool Reroute ii, . ,jt! .. ' T 1. " 

'. ": t ~ .~ ~~ • -. . 1 1 .' . ~ ~ -: _ ~ . ~- '~j t :.1 ,_: ; ~ : .' . 
. '., ,Hydro.log)' ,and 'Yater QUality.. ~. 

• 1_·; , 
.: . .t_ 

169. Minimize Stream Crossing'i~·p·acts. To r~~~ce impacts on;s~~e~m cross~~~~ \\~'th the 
potential for moderate to high bank erosion, implement mitigation measure 20." ,.,' 

Land Use • Plans and Policies !' -

170. Obtain Appropriate Authorization Crom Contra Costa County. Obtain appropriate 
authorization from Contra Costa County to mitigate for the othernise sigrufitarit 'and 
unavoidable impact of inconsistenc), \\ith an existing land use designation. (The reroute 

. "righko/~~ay is not incorporated as a. uJility. rorridor into the plans and poHdes of C6ntra 
- C;osta County.) Provide a copy of that authorization to the CPUc. ' '. ' 

Vegetation 
: ".' / 

171. MinImize Impacts on Special·Status Plants •. To reduce impacts on spedal.status 
plants, .implement mitigation measu.res 47 through 55. • - . , i.' ; .. ', ( . ' 

. '. ~ 

17i! ' ~,inimize Impacts on \\'etlands and Riparian Habitat. To ieduceimpa~ts, on 
wetlands and riparian habitat, implement mitigation measures 44 through 46. 

\\1ldHfe 

)7.J~R,e<l!Jce,l~pact,s on San Joaquin Kit Fox. To reduce impacts on San Joaquin klt'lox, 
:imp.teinent mitigation ,measute69. ;. '.' . - ., .: . :' ': 

1'14. Reduce ImpaCts on BUITol\ing Owls du'ring Construction. To a\'oid'destruction of 
acti\'e burroy.lng owl nests during construction, implement mitigation measure 67. 
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Ait Quality 

:;'lilbliV{ bill) nOiJln::.:pV 
175. Reduce Construction Emhslons. To reduce the incremental increase in cor\Slruction 

.-- . '~t~~iiR~ ~~'N~dl'n~th ~~I ~~.~~\!\~, J~. ~QJl\Ul,<;ost~ CQ\Ul,ty.lQ_le~~than·sigrufi~an~ ~e\·els. 
unplemen~ nutlgatton measures 87 and 88. _,': :1'",;,)1[1) ~; ,0 >'11 ~:: ';:11 fi\',lh',!jilfl 

-_ :~;t~,~S~~~'}~~ ,'/i?~'l.'~ d;;-:i ''-_ '::; '," f:!. \',~ ,>;; ;J, o":_ -'!(Ir:'i~-~J,~~? ,:q_(:j<!,>:;~!!., ,,' 
, t:/r'l~"..:"n l'j)t);l~(\~' · ... "hl!J ~tl q;f;l~ '~",i:) ;~ 1it,,:-:.~~ .. l~',;"f i.. ~i':i.; 1~ t~ .. nitl~.J ';';~)1I'1~{ [).I.} .. , .. duq.L,;!., 
.:: .-, ; 11~! }~~~~~il~j:r.trHJic J);l-~IJ.Pt~R~~ -',~~ ,,~tU~g o.ft~l~ ~~~e~~}~,o,~d$p To, r~du~ ,Impacts 
~'~:" ,;~r~.~, ~!~~p~~~ t~!Mt&~ ()ll, s9,1~ ,~~~~. f9a4,s, .Ippl~pent Jru~lga,\lo.n_ ~e~urc ~~5. : 1,~ lin;,;? 

.... ~ ... t: .. ~ , .. i r \ : ~<, ; .. -:. ") .. _~ ~ ~; 1:. ··Y1' l', ;' t ~~; :·1) : .. :. j:; . P .': : 1 ~~ ~'~")"1! t 1 
Cultural and Paleontologic Resources -". ,.",. ,,' - l' , • - • 

Ji ,.~ ,-~'tii';lill IjO!~ )Ol;\t{ (!'ld%-'L;') ... ;\~~ L, ,?(d '}/ilfiu!;1U') ')dl~d ~.l)!'~i}itl. JYI 
177.' Reduce Duett ~~d;~~d,l,~, Jfl1p~ct,~ '?A J~~'t,ural~,IJ~ r~,I~lltQI6_gu~ Res6urce~ from 
Pipeline Conslructt60. Operahort. and Increased PubUc Access. To reduce direct and 
indirect impacts on cultural and,: p~,e6{llologic _. resources from pipeline construction, 
operation, and increased public £c~ess;' trnplem'ent' mitigation measures 112 through 120. 

. "-) . . r ' '.; , .I:::-~:i·i ,'-·'···!,~!l i~_'! : -. {I: .. ~' ~:.-t " ••• ~ ... ;:.»~. '11 1'lltlf,fl!t}! ~:~. ~:11,~IJI"to .,t .l~ 

',' i.e-. ~~uATIO~ ~,1~.~U,~f;$ FQ.It-.lf::'i I f;,"~ -:',.;," .... , "'--': 
SIGNIFICANT CUl\IULATIVE I~tPAcrS ,- ,-.- 1','~ 

The foHoy,ing mitigation me~,~r,es (Qr ~ignificant cumulative impacts were specified 
by resqurce in Chapter 6 of the draft EIR. 

. ... : 
, <. ? 

} 7,~~ ~~~~,tg~te ro.-.:: l~e Cumulath-e Increases in Soil Erosion Rates~' Implement mitigation 
measure 18. 

,- " ~] _ \,' ,~_' i ',1 ",', ;',': ,- - ,_ :,,:, ;:ji",-iU :1.,li~',}j --";) ';:"i._';~IL-'~'I') ;'\ ,-,', ·,'i,,_ 

,Hydrologya'ndW~tet'Quality.'-':-,,:- . " .,' \j 

,~. !.'. .::' : . .1:;;.:..... :~ .. ~.-~ .. r·.~FI.i~;-:~~I:,-

:: '17i. :·~Jitig~~~\~t 'theCuniulative'lmp~~i~ ·~tA1t~ratton or Streamn6~ ~rtd,ToP'o~Phy • 
. ~ , Implement mitigation measures 20 through 24. '> :. ',: :e, -::, . '<, :',----' ,', ._ -", :: 

, - '. l~ : '.. " . -: ~ , , -. . . 

:, -.- ',- Land Use ," ",', :J ,:'" 

, ! " " ,! .' /' " " , -' '-;' ' ,: -' ,~ ':: , - - ' ' - • ';, , :; -;, , ." ; , !' ~. 

ISO. ',; Mitigat~' tot the, Cumulath'e P~rinan~-Ilt: Redoctioll' In"Agrlcuit'u'i~{ R~soUtces. 
Implement mitigation measures 128 through 137. , , . 

• - • ,,' • :",' _. " _' " ,,',~ ~', ,. • - -:,. 1- - • • -, I ~ - ~ _. - i J1 .,: :,' .• ,' I . - . ~' .' - -' _ J; - .~:. " , _ t ~ _:.; " : ,.. " _ 

iS1. -~~itigate fO'f the CUnlulath'e' LOss or r.liri~~al Res~iir~~s: Imprt~ent l.mi~,g~t~on 
, 26 ' - " '~" _,1. ., - I' 1 , -;: measure' ." . ' _,' , I,! 1, '. ' __ ' >,' __ 

.t ·~·:r~ljt·:;i '.!1 -~ , . 
-' :. 

.! . 
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-~lifiiIlO li/, 

Vegetatl~n and W~ldJir~ _' _, _" "._'" , ~ 
..... II- ,. ) .. ; '.," "I'~; 't' ! ...... : "-"l~" ,,·,t '-':"::-»1 I) I .?fll)l;illH.I J:t,'LdIIPol~\) ·.'_',fl. ,h . .-:.\1 :~ '~,Jll ~,;'~.l' ii~ _ ')" .I~ , ,,:, ~·_I .... _. i ~ 1. ..... ~. ~ • 

. '!:, 182,' lt1itlgate (ot'the Cunlulath:e U·s$e'sot\\r'ell_.hd'$·~·nd R1pariart'V~gelaif6n,,':IiMpt¢W:tent 
mitigation measures 44 through 46. .,' .. ','.~ \,', ; )1'" >:,rii r;,''1''slli,,1 !,1.'(':·'i,;;l 

184. ~Iittgate for CU"lt}IMi,-¥ Incr:e~~e~ Jp ~?Pll\aJion ali~! Demand tor HOUSing, Public 
Senices and Utilities: arid Othel ~n\'~t~ ~~~ices~" In\pJe19~nt. ,mitigation measures 83 
through 86. ,'j },.dlf/l;.'!U I·Jt,',!) \.!. )!,d ... ,)I··, 

I '} . : - "',' ~ .' , ; 

185. ~tittgate for Cumulath-e ShOrt.T~nn Increases in Dust Emissions. Implement 
mitigation measure 88. . " 

~ 186.' Limit CUlnulath'e hitreases in So'utte Emissions. iimplement' irutigatfon:n\~asu~~ ;87 . 
. (, i )1,'''' . : 

187. ~fitigate for GrEenhouse Gas (Carbon Dioxide and Methane) Emissions. The 
applicant shall develop, ~ubmiffot:appio'val tOJhe CPJJc, and implement a proposed 
mitigation plan addressing the significant en\1ronmental impact, as identified in the EIR, 

_;. d,ue ~() ~roi~jops of greenhouse gases (GHG) assQciated with the' ExPansion ProJect.· These 
. emiSSions include: carbOn dioxide releaSes associated Ywith· the e·nd·use oomblistiort of 

natural gas transported on the Project and the generation of compression necessary to 
support the transport of gas on the Project; and the intentional or inadvertent releases 
of methane associated y.ith the transport of gas on the Project This plan shall be 
s,~ppUt~ed .t(~,tlJe.C;PJ)G ~i:th~nJour .m.onths {Qllo\\;ng the certification of the Projett) 

. . - - , 1 

The plan shall include realistic pr6posats ~ f th~t ;he ~ppJi~~~t' 'int:~n~s- ~~ , ~u~su~ to 
. address th~ gr~e~.ous~:g~/cHroaJ.~~f;h.~ng~ issu~,and mOre specifically, to mitigate fot the 

tad that the Expansion Project would effect the emissions to the atmosphere '6f substantial 
quantities of additional GHGs. The plan should reflect a thorough understanding of the 
relevant literature pertaining to poJicies (or and methods and costs of reducing net GHG 

• -
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emissions. The plan should indud¢;r()Ji Hot'?h'e'Cessari1y be limited to. the appUcant's 
proposals for tesear~~ WHey dev~l()pment (including .how, better Jo integrate,~lectrl~ artd 

d',; . g~' fCSOutCe' plaIirtlrtg to' optimiio effident 'use -ot iill' ~nergy~ i!solltceS),l and tor dir~~tly or 
indirectly abating OHG emissions associated \\ith the Expansion Project. ,! r I 

The appllcanr~ pt6p6sals'lof·OHO'abatementsho\ild'he presented in the form of 
a ·supply cuf'\'e- (analogous to energy collSelVation supply curves). where the enti~ being 

Ui}:supplltd ,is net reductions in'GHG emissions to the' atmosphere. 1'Such Ji!supply'-~rur\'e 
would indicate the quantity of net GHG emissions ted~ctiohs' that could be achievtd \\1th 
each measute, beginning with the least expensive measure artd ending with the mosl 
eX?ensive ll\~~{el nt~ ,tcr'completely--mitigate fo't, the') EXpaiision Project's OHG 
e~i~Plfl~ MV~.sPaJ~.WSp.tlS.!nt~e4jJl ~ n~t.WSJ·.f~~t~il,J¢!"jt.sJJould i~di?ite 

r .••.. :o~~~~~~~~;~:~~.f~\'J~~1~~~te~(N~!ti;;;;i~}~~~:-; 
•.. , " .. ' .. The appl,¢;iilt.$~a)lI1'1 lcale.,nl~ pla!l meas~es ~ropose~.~OJmp,,~m«tp.t. t9 ,,,bate 
: .... ~,:.'q~.A!iti~.:o( (q~9 :e~sSlo '.:~J'1~~t.~q~art« ~~,~t.;~~,C~~~~~ )~l~ ~~~'*'J~~~!cf/d 
- ,su.bs.cnptIOQ t~e .app~~t has, J.i.~sued otw~n P\i~u.e ~Iigmnec~'(~)Jl, ~~~, any, pf Its ,othet 
" .. activities' incIlidin 'those'stemmh\ troIT\' itS' artld atioIi iri Calif6irita Ene .. " 'r;.liiiruSsion 
. ~:.§t .', Sf9~ ,Pt~~¥~~lIgs; NWihf~'81!f6,Jia'E#,t!:i: .Elftc~t~ '··:<;o,!.I~~q~'ilR ri:OFtSs . 
. :' :, ;fol.!9.~d~, th~~~,~d. ~~p~(l~.~ ~r.J~r ic;rys, t~,P ~p.p~~,~, ~~#. b~gtI\ ~~pl,~m~mi~g the 

, l ,~~M~l~Sllj~~Il~e,d IUlts P~~; ~?: a(~mph.s~l tll~q~~~ty .o( G,JIq aba,tWT)ept.) 1 i',:) 
" :'.,-:: ~ /. ( ~. ~ ~~ .. _ '- ~ ~ : ' '. .' -' - \' r '. < ,t ; '. r .' _ ~. ~ ~ , .' ~ ". . _ ~ ." ::! 

.' NOlse . ',",. . i. 
; , I: .) ~ • \. • 

'., ., 18~. -::. ~,Ii~igate. Jo,r (:umut~~i,\·e. ~~Cl'eases .in Const~(don NoIse,. Implement mitigation 
. . measur~ 91 through 93. ';,. :':' . '-;, -: '.' . '. . . . '" ;', . :.1 . "< .. 1. : 
". ,'. '.. • • • • < • • ~ " 

'. 

. ' .. i', .- ~" '~ .'" -, ;. ~ . • :. .', ~' r ~ • I /: ~ ,". ~ • ;.. .... ~'> ~ ~', ': 1<: )~.': ~! L·: ' :. " ; .. ~ '., -;; : ~ ,l:.£ ,i / . 

189. ?flhga(e tofCumulati\'e Compres,sor Statlop NoIse J,mpacl,s.· Implement ~ttgation 
measure 94.' 

•• t " ~! .' ::' ~ ~ ~ .: . .:.~ ';. .. :. ' .: ~ i 
TransportatIon'.. . .. : ... '. .' i; " 

': ,,"1'1 -' .. ' :,- ,'-'_ .. "J -" i' . _.: ,) i.< '-,l '.; i~. U ",t'" ! 

190. ~fitigate (or Cu'muJath'e Irtcreases in Peak·Hour Traffic. lmplement ~tigation 
measure 97. 

; , . -i' . 
, '. Pubhc Safety, ; : 

'. 

.:,', ;.',' .' If> .' • 1 '. • 

'191~ "Mitigate tor Cumulative Risks Co Public SaretY_ Impleme~t mitigation il'l:easure S. 
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\} .·:l,d· i ) !.! Cultural Resources and Paleoqtology .,:\;: :". j t 
\~;i-)~{ ~:;~~~! \ : :~ )~'.,: _\~" 1'.' '~ .. ~l~: - :~.'~- . ,-,-,. ': -.) I:! ;~~ :~;~:!:~. 0,) '·j,;I.:~~ 't~~q'::l:~-' L 

~.,' ~ ,J93.': Mitigate tor the Cumulative Degradation or Cultural Resourte' SUes. b Implement 
: i:;,' mitigation measures ·l1f through 120. . .... . .~): ; , '\ J 'I : '. ':::;" ,>, ;) : i: .'! L;;: .~ i i: 1! '/ '; 
:- ~ . ; -:i ~: ~ .,' ~: I •• ! ; " : l i ~. ; !'; , :'~. . -:. L t ! ,;, ~ ~ : _ ~ ~ -: .~ ... ~~ ~ _: :'; ! l ~ J t .~.. ~: 1 i ~; ~ ~ ~ .'~ ,'; !' j 1 r,' ,; < ~, .,,: : ~ , 

;jH;) ,)! ,;:",'i ,':. MITIGATION MEASURES FOR SIGNIFICANT; ':'i":l">'~ 
_~!i',:i.,.i ;,-' CUl\ruUTIVE IMPACTS OF DO'VNSTREAMFACitiiTIES: .... ) 

~,.,:,,!(!:,<,,; ,I;',. : " AND Tin~;:;PRpPOSEn'PG:rIr~~};'~~t)JE8'~'::,:;';,'l':> '.: 
- - , ~ '- ~.' -.. ,--: - , -

" • >, ~ •• ' 194~' ',~ono~ ~QA ()f ,C.EQA.Equivale~t Proted,U~$ for f~rroitling, N~ .9[ Expanded 
:,:',' ,\I.9~$~rea~ :F~~H~tles. ,l~ew facilhie~,rp:a~ h;e'ttqui~~d~' ~(~et_t~ ,~~Jiyerg#,~~l?9rted 
,. " on' th~ ExpansiOn Project to the pomtS of end use .. , pnder CEQA,. anY"slgruficant 
, ~ e'nVir~D¢ental ~pactS ~6clate<J With such -dOv.'liSlfeain- facilities, ~h,ic:h ipclud,~ n~w or 

• • 

. '~~an~e~ d.istribu~6~ Syste~ need ~o ~ a~Uilt~d' fo't i.~ ~e~ing '~<;l~tigating the 
, ~' E#~~io.~ ,Pr6ject'~: urpac~. ,1h~retoief ~y, ~d ~l (a~~l.~~~ 'tf,a~, m.a~ ~ !~qW!~~.tll ,Qr~er a 

.. , t6 att9mm6~ate natural, gas trom the: PGT/pG&E ,expansion proJ~~ ~~,<;tver ,~hlCh ,., 
CPUC has junsdicdori, 'shaUreteive full eil\1t6nmental ie'viewas 'per CEQA' requIrements. 
This requirement shall apply e\'en if a particular project would n()t require CEQA review 
under normal CPUC certification procedures. 

,':. ,'; •• :. \Vhere the environmental reView ~ddresses'ptotected Pl~~ or abitj\al s~~cle$ oiiheir 
habitats, the ptoject sponsor shall consult \\ith and reach agreement With the U.s. Fish & 
Wildlife Servi,ce and the California Depaornent of Fish & G,arpe on ~PPJ()pri,*~ mitigation; 

, . thiS' mitigation shall be incOrporated inter the design of the' ptojett· ut'qu'estlon: ' ,. , 

H mitigati()n decided on by F&\V or DFG includes providing fundS to acquire habitat 
or enhance existing habitat to compensate lOr a project's impacts, these funds shall be 
levied on the project spOnsor and administered by a ,trus~ee approved by the CpUC or its 

'. designee. . " : 0" "', :, , ; 

The applicant shall include the above stipulations in its contracts with the sponsors 
of facilities as referred to above. The applicant shall also require that each of its 
subscribers provide plans for all propOsed new or expanded facilities to the apptopriate 
permitting agencies. '. . . ,.,' .. . , ; 
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, " ",' J9Jf ~ t'W,' ,,~~Yi ~"t~lg~~'9~" M~a,' $:Ull' I ~~ri~ : to ,be ,DOl, ft EIR tor SOurce I E~lssloJ\$. 
, ' ,J~p~l.ei~~nJ. lJ'¥~g~tiq~. rn~~uJe 90, JO,r ,S()~t~ ~mls$~o~. fQrdownst!eam faci,hues. j In 

addiilon. PGT/PG&E shall Include these stJpulauoD.$ In us contractS Wllh downstream end 
users of gas from the proposed project. . 

, '!,1, J?~;:·~~ppiY~tUig~ilo~ '~i~~i~'~~$i>:e~ri~d,t~'t'ht D~.ft :EI'~'r~~ ~;;u~l ~~J ~i~i~~~~~ogiC 
tl ~e~,9.~s, t~ POWll~t,reatp Jadlitles •• Implement IIiittgatton measures tl.2. ~rough 12~. for 

.. 1'pnP'~crt$, on .'~tu,r~ ,and PateQntologlc resources nom downslfeam facihties.) to additloIls 
~,'; I rQT/g(J~p s~~, mc)ud~ these stipulations in its contracts With d6Wl'lStreanf end 'users of 
; ~ >; gas, ~()~ ~~, proposed project." , , ' : '''' ,," ", l:; L,,; ,!,:' , "I : 

; ~'1 1; ~ . l' I·! ) '.'. ' ~ ~ L .. ~ , ~ ~'; .. ' .. : . ' .. ' .. ' ~ ~ ~ :.: ~;" l! <o_.} "_~, ; ~ (} _"i ~ "i ... <: 1 t :..~" ~ ; f d ~ I ~ " ") 

?flTIGATION ?IEASURES FOR SI,GNIJ!lCANT " 
CUl\fULATIVE EFFECTS OF PGT/PG&E'S EXISTING 

PIPELINE AND THE PROPOSED PIPELINE PROJECf 

199. Compensate rot Cumulath'e Impacts on Vernal Pools along the Existing PGT/PG&E 
Pipeline. To mitigate for the cumulative impact on \'emal pools along the existing ngM· 
of-way in California resulting from the siting and construction of theproposedpipeline 
adjacent to the applicant's existing pipeline, PGT/PG&E shall determine the number and 
acres of vernal pOols that existed in the right·of-way before construction of the existing 
pipeline and shall compensate for those impacts by, at the option of DFG, either recreating 
and ~rmanently managing and protecting vernal pools at a 4:1, replacement ratio or, 
acquuing property \\ith habitat qualities acceptable to DFG and conveying that prOperty, 
subject to restrictionS on use intended to protect those habitat qua}itie~ to DFG at a 
replacement ratio aoceptable to DFG. Submit methodology and results to DFG and CPUC 
(or its designee) for review and concurrence. 

For all areas established as mitigation for direct or cumulative impacts of the 
propOsed POT /PG&E projec~ PGT /PG&E shall include funding tor long-term permanent 
management and protection of the areas in accordance \\ith guidelines established in 
coordination \\1th DFG. This funding shall also sUPpOrt associated research and 
development efforts as needed to ensure the success of the \'emal pool ~ecteation efforts. 

200. Midgate tor the Cumulathe Losses of Fotest, "'oodland. and Sagebrush.Steppe 
Habitats along the Existing Right-of.\\'ay. To mitigate for the cumulative loss of forest, 
wOOdland, and sagebrush·steppe habitats along the existing right-of-way in Califontia, 
PGT/PG&E shall, in consultation with and \\ith the approval of DFG, determine the 
number and acres of each of these habitats that existed in the right-of-way before 
construction of the existing pipeline. PGT /PG&E shall c<lmpensate for the loss of those 
habitats either by recreating the habitats in protected areas at a 1:1 ratio or by contributing 
to a fund to be administered by a trustee to acquire habitat and enhance exisdng habitat. 
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Exhibit 1. Special.Statu~ \'egetation and \Vilrllife Resources 

SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT SPECIES 
. . 

SpeciaJ-status ptant species i~dude: 

o species that are currently listed. propOsed for listing, or candidates under 
re\;ew (or listing as threatened Or endangered under the federal End~geted 
Species Act (ESA) (50 CFR 17.12; 55 FR 6184-6229, February 21, 1990): 

o species that are currently listed. prOpOsed for listing, or candidates under 
review for listing as rare. threatened, or endangered under the California 
Native Plant Protection Act and ESA (DFG 1989): _ 

o species that are considered "rare, threatened. and endangered in California and 
elsewhere- by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) (Smith and Berg 
1988): 

o species listed as sensitive .by the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) (Forest Service 
~fanual 2670) in Region 5 (California): and 

o species listed as sensitive b}' the U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM). 

SPECIAL-STATUS 'YILDLIFE SPECIES 

Special-status \\itdlife species include: 

o animals that are listed, proposed for listing, or candidates under review for 
listing as threatened or endangered by the federal government (50 CFR 17.11, 
January I, 1989; 54 FR 554, Janual)' 6. 1989); 

o animals that are state listed. proposed for state listing, or candidates under 
review for state listing (California Administrative Code, Title 14, Section 
670.5)! 

o California's species of concern identified by DFG (Remsen 1978. \Villianis 
1986. DFG 1988a): and 

o animals listed as sensitive b)' USFS (Forest Service Manual 2670) in Region 5 
(California). 
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,',' !l,. [q "MITIGATION. MONITORING pROGRAM.·n c f _, ' ".r, ,','. ,);,., 
A.89-04-033 - PG&E Pipeline Expailsion~6ject.i:·:'J;'(! ",~':d"; 

A. Introduction 
',:,' The Califo'rnia PUblic utilitiesConuniss,i<>n' hasicertified 

the, final, Environme·ntal.' Impact Report '(EIR)! .fo~ the l application· oftq 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company. (PG&E) ; for. a certificate'.of publio, 
cOi1Venience'and authority . to' expand its.existing, na~ura~ _g,(s'(,~,""J ~', 1 

pipeline' from' Malin,: Oregon,,· to Kern River, station,': cal,ifornia -, ".; 
(A~'8909409j3).':' .... '., ':"".';': .·.'fl".:-: .... '., ... :.j ;·_~·~,:,,,'i:{" 

,The EIR identifies sev~ral significant negative -impacts; ::: 
to th~ environment· that ~are iikely to ~occur as the result of· the""'f,! 
proposed expansion. It recommends certain mitigation measures be,>~ 
undertaken to avoid or lessen the potential' harm to, the , 
environment. The cpuc has adopted those mitigation measures as a 
condition of 'its issuance of. the certificat.e of public convenience r 

and necessity. : 
The required mitigation measures are attached ,as' . ',:: 

Appendix· B to 'the' cPUC decision g~anting the certificate.-They " 
have been morefUllY"described in the certified EII~. ' 

ThecPUC :is required by Publio Resources ~ode section· 
21081.6 to adopt a monitoring program for the changes to the· 
project which it has adopted or made a condition of . project , "';'" 
approval in order·to mitigate or avoid significant effects oh the 
environment. The monitoring program is to' be designed to. ensure 

compliance during· proj~ct iinplementation • .-
"The construction of the expansion project shall be 

undertaken consistent with the Mitigation Monitoring .Program., The 
goal· of·this'prOgram'isto ensure that the mitigation measures; 
outlined in the EIRa.hd subs~quently identified by further studies 
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to be conducted after,'finalizationof:construction plans are fully 
I • I' " implemented..':)'\{')\ p,,,;' 'c'!": qil !".,~;'; ;":,;'! i ~'\\ ':.1 ·':';';.,'i. 

B. Mitigation Monitoring Program !.!. I i.:,;.: • .,. ill I ,1\ 

'. [ 0 :. } • " The Mitigation Monitoring Program shall'consist of a 
preconst.ruct.ion- survey and the lO.ar)dng of: sensitive, resQurces ,'an, f'" 
en\lironnientaledu'cation plan for the ,co!'lstruction crew, a ,; : i ",'f 

restoration plan~· enforcemEmt and reporting l'eqUirements/·.·~.ancliQJis 
for violatilig- ehvironmental plans;', and a.mitigat,iont!lonitoring pl?n, 
containing resource-speci fie mitigation measUres. The Mitigati()n .:.) 
}-lonitoX'ing Plan:is attached as a separate document~ The general 
provisions of the Mitigation Monitoring Program are summarized. 
below. ' 

1. Preconstruction Survey 
Upon certification of the project,by.the CPUC, the 

utility shall conduct a preconstruct ion survey of environmental: : 
resources. The preconstruction survey shall be conducted for t,he 
final design and route of the pipeline. The survey must be 
performed with sufficient accuracy to precisely identify th~na.tur.~, 
of the resources, the iesourcelocations, 'and 'its susceptibility, to. 
impact from the'pipeline construction and any other mitigation 
measures, The survey must be conducted'for the entire pipeiine· 
route and the'route shall. be clearly narked by the survey team. 

The survey shall be performed by a qualified 
environmental'monitor (EM) representing those disciplines where 
specific sensitivities have been identified in the EIR. The EM 
shall identify and mark sensitive resources for protection and 
f6l1owsurvey procedures outlined in the EIR.All chililges JD.a~~ by 
PGT in route alignment shall be resurveyed-following the procedures 
listed above. 'Hence, the preconstruction survey must bekept:up
to-date through completion of the project. Resurveying can be 

• e 
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conducted by 'th'e :saTll.a or'diffet:'ent personnel';' but cPuc Inust:be y;. 'Y,1 

J\'otifi'ed .'ofchanges and supplied 'with "lnaps,-""'i .) f·' , ",': : .~'.i ; i ['/ 

Prior to any construction, there 'shall' be 'a t: '·F '~'\' .. ': ~~ ,"1 

preconstruct ion meeting at the field ',sitei~ iThe1ltleetiriqqshall have 
a mitdmurtl att.eJ\danc'e 6f the: EM' and Construction; supervisor for that 
site) 'i ,The, C6nstrucitio'fl superVisor. shall; 'certify ;that.the, current ,"
construction plan, is accurately : shown 'on' ,the! resource 'maps;'" and' Yilt 

sJheishall'state the'construction schedule for the,sJte,\,':The EM;,'~':' 

shaliexplai'ri th'eenviionmental' sEmsitivitiesr':l.ist the applicable' 
construction restrictions,' and shov the location of ,the markings on 
both the ground and On the resource 'map. " . 

2. Envirol'oletlta1 Education P1an ' 
<, . ' The utility shall' prepare and have approved in: final f9rIn 

by the CPUC staff an Environmental Education plan'~ (EEP) , : The EEP :, 
is intended to serve as a practical guide for use by'field .' 
personnel as to the prior construction,proceduresthat'must be 
followedabevery stage of construction;; Thusithe EEP 'will, 
contain 'general 'and specific prOVisions. The 'general ~provisons _''>' ~ 

shall be the good environmental practices adopted for the project!-
as a whole (e.g. no pets, fire avoidance, etc.). ,The specific 
provisions apply to identified portions of the project., ; 

The EEl" must be based on a series of maps-showing the 
project and :-resource protection areas at a suitable scale and~ . 
accuracy to allow both theconstru.ctionsupentisor'and the EM in' 
the fieid to-unambiguously determine whether the environmental 
protection provisions of the plan are beinq followed. The maps in ' 
the EEP shOUld be the final version of the map presented ,in the 
prec6nstruction:survey, and it must be up-to-date, - The first map 
willbe"an index map to the entire route. The map will show 
schematically 'the set Of more detailed maps of those area of the'· 
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route where sensitive' resources are'located.-,'! Thedetail.ed ,maps f-,,:," 

will be at the scale necessary, to' delineate the resources ,that must: 
be qiven special protection.",:, .. "',' \ " r , 1 

,",':(; 3.' ,~,"onitoring and supervision ". 1:,,: " ') ;It'(: ,,>:') '-l,,_,cqq 

}",' :"i. Upon approval of the,EEP.by~the CPUC, ,the i\,ltility ,may .. c-, 1> 

commence constructi~J\ providing:thatthe monitoring :an,d supervision 
proced.ur~s :,are: followed.,' These' proce.dures linolude !.tha,tLthe 't::r,' "~'=' 

construction superVisor must'have a copy ofrthe EEPon sit~J"the EM 

nust' be 'o,n. site during portions of construct1.on, most, likely ,to l r " 

damage a" sensitive resource and if the markings of a sensitive. 
resource change, the change must be approved by the EM and the 
change marked on the relevant, maps,,· 'After·' all construction, is 
complete, the EM and construction supervisor shall inspect the site 

. " 
, , 

and asses the 'level of damage' to the resources, it, any. .. " 
" • : Enforcement " " . ! 

The EM is the pri~ary means of inspec~ing and documenting, 
the utility's compliance with the Commission's environmental " 
protection re,q\.iirements. In addition, the CPUC must.establish·the 
appropriate chain 6tauthority to enforce sanctions-in the event of 
violations ot the monitoring program. 

5. Restoration Plan 
If the EM believes that there is a deficiency:in the 

utility construction process or, in the success ota mitigation 
measure, s/he will notify the utility and the Commission ot the 
deficiency and convene a meeting to determine the nature and extent 
ofth~ deficiency and the remedial action to be taken. 
c. sanctions' 

The utility constructs and operates' the pipeline under 
the authority of the CPUC., That authority is granted by a;,CPC&N 
which carries with it certain conditions to be fulfilled by'the 
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utility. In the proper administration of its statutory authority, 
the CPUC will take every step available to ensure that the 
conditions are carried out exactly. In the event that the CPUC 
finds sanctions for inadequate administration of environmental 
protection are necessary, it may either issue a stop-work order and 
or establish that portions of the project cost are ineligible for 
inClusion in the utility rate base. 
D. Periodic and Final Reports on the Mitigation Monitoring Program 

As specified in the EIR and Mitigation Monitoring Plan, 
the EM and construction teams will be required to submit reports to 
the CPUC to document ongoing success of the program and the degree 
to which the utility has demonstrated good faith in meeting the 
objectives of the progran and fulfilling its individual measures. 
The CPUC should keep a permanent record of the mitigation program 
including the reports, neeting notes and any complaints made 
relating to the construction phase of the project. 
B. Mitigation Monitoring pian 

The mitigation nonitoring plan is detaiied and project 
specific. It includes the following: specific mitigation measures; 
the approvals required by the CPUC or its designee for certain 
measures; the timing for implementation of measures in relation to 
the construction schedule: the designation of specific staff who 
are responsible for monitoring and documenting the successful 
implementation of each neasure, and as necessary, for developing 
and imposing remedial actions when a measure is not s9ccessful: the 
reporting requirements the utility or monitor must follow for each 
measure: and the standard of success against which the performance 
of the mitigation can be evaluated. 

(END OF APPENDIX C) 
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Resources canada Limited: Tom Beach, for Alberta Petroleum 
Mar)<eting COIlll!lissiorf; Messrs. :B~ady:& Berlinerj, by JohnW.f-<.-,,· 
Jimison,! Attorney at Law; forCahadian,Producer GroUPL;Adriarr J • 

. ~ Hudson, for Californla Gas ProdUcers 'Association'; Brian ,Sway;", 
. ~or.Capitol Oil company: Recon Research Co rpor.at.i on I , by,Alidrew 

safir", for, city of: Palo ',Alto; Recon: Research :Corporation" byRon 
Oeschl er, for., Westcoast En~rgy' Company I' Sheldon {Reid i ' ,for North 
can~dian Oils Limited; Christopher Ellison, and Messrs. GreVe, 
Cli,fford, ~Diepenb'roCk & Paras" by Matthew V. Brady, for -
Department of Gen.era~, services; Nancy, I., Day, . David L. Huardi' 
and Michael A. ,cartelli l Attorneys 'at LaW,' for southern 
california Gas' ~ompany: JOhn H. DUnn,' for' Salmon Resources, 
Limited: Richard K. Durant,· . Frank J • cooley; and Florence J. 
pii1igis;', Attorneys at, Law i, for Southern California Edison 
Company 1 Tony 0.' Hemming, Attorney' at Law," for ,Texaco Inc. and 
Te>!aco producing Inc.1 Luee, Forward j :' Hami 1 tOll' & Scripps i 'by 

',John' W. Leslie, Attorney at law. for, Producer/Shipper Group -
,,(Slincor lric., Pail' continental Oil;' Ltd., North C~nadian 

Market ing Inc. " Canadian Hunter Explorat ion Ltd q BP ResoUrces 
Canada Limited): Maurice Randall, : for Pan Continental'pil; Ltd.: 
Randy SchUltz,' for Pacific Northwest Shipper Group:' Ed H. 'small, 
for Suncor, 'Inc. I Michael st. Clair i for' American Hunter ' 
Exploration,' Limited; c/o Senior Vice President' Administration, 
University of California Office of the president, by Thomas A. 
Tribble, for Regents of the university of California; TimothYT. 
West,' Attorney, at Law, forBP Gasjlncd and Messrs. 'Armour,:·st. 
'John, Wilcox, Goodin & Shlotz, by James D. Sgueri and Barbara' 
snider; Attorneys at Law, for self. 

commission Advisory and compliance Division: Anne W. Premo and 
ClYde Murley. 

Division of Ratepayer Advocates: JamesS,R6od and Li6nelBl 
Wilson, Attorneys at Law, a'nd Grayson Grove. 

(END OF APPENDIX D) 
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