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Introduction and Background

This Action Statement represents the assessment of the California Public Utilities Commission’s
(CPUC) Wildfire Safety Division (WSD)* on the 2021 Wildfire Mitigation Plan (WMP or Plan) of
Liberty. This Plan is an update for the comprehensive 2020-2022 plan filed by Liberty in 2020.
Liberty submitted its 2021 WMP Update on March 5, 2021, in response to guidelines provided
by the WSD.2 Assembly Bill (AB) 10543 mandates that the WSD complete its evaluation of
WMPs within three months of submission, unless the WSD issues an extension.?

Liberty’s 2021 WMP Update is approved.
1. Legal Authority

In 2018, following the devastating wildfires in 2016 and 2017, the California Legislature passed
several bills increasing oversight of the electrical corporations’ efforts to reduce utility-related
wildfires.” AB 1054 created the WSD at the CPUC and tasked it with reviewing annual WMPs
submitted by electrical corporations under the CPUC’s jurisdiction. As of July 2021, the WSD will
become the Office of Energy Infrastructure Safety (Energy Safety) within the California Natural
Resources Agency (CNRA).®

The main regulatory vehicle for the WSD to evaluate electrical corporations’ wildfire risk
reduction efforts is the WMP, which was first introduced in Senate Bill (SB) 10287 and further
defined in SB 901,8 AB 1054, and AB 111. Investor-owned electrical corporations (hereafter
referred to as “utilities”) are required to submit WMPs assessing their level of wildfire risk and
providing plans for wildfire risk reduction. The CPUC evaluated the utilities’ first WMPs under
the SB 901 framework in 2019.°

AB 1054 and AB 111 transferred responsibility for evaluation and approval or denial of WMPs
to the WSD; AB 1054 provides, “After approval by the division, the Commission shall ratify the

1 Because the WSD transitioned to the Office of Energy Infrastructure Safety (Energy Safety) on July 1, 2021, any
references herein to WSD actions that post-date this transition should be interpreted as actions taken by Energy
Safety or for which Energy Safety will take responsibility. Section 10 of the associated Resolution provides further
detail on the transition of the WSD to Energy Safety.

2 The Commission approved 2021 WMP guidelines in Resolution WSD-011.

3 Stats. of 2019, Ch. 79.

4 pub. Util. Code § 8386.3(a).

> In this document “utility” should be understood to mean “electrical corporation.”
®see AB 111, Stats. of 2019, Ch. 81.

7 stats. of 2016, Ch. 598.

8 Stats. of 2018, Ch. 626.

9 See Rulemaking (R.) 18-10-007.
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action of the division.”*? The WSD must ensure utility wildfire mitigation efforts sufficiently
address increasing utility wildfire risk. To support its efforts, the WSD developed a long-term
strategic roadmap, Reducing Utility-Related Wildfire Risk (2020).%! This strategic roadmap
informs the WSD’s work in updating the WMP process and guidelines and the WSD’s evaluation
of the WMPs.

2. Multi-Year Plan Process

In February of 2020, the utilities'? submitted their three-year 2020-2022 WMPs. The WSD
conducted its evaluation and either approved, conditionally approved, or denied the Plans. In
the case of conditional approval, the WSD identified items missing or incomplete in the Plans
on a scale of severity, with Class A Deficiencies representing issues that required resolution
through a Remedial Compliance Plan (RCP).13 The 2020 Class B Deficiencies required resolution
through Quarterly Reports,'* and Class C Deficiencies were to be resolved in the 2021 WMP
Update.

In 2020, the WSD issued a conditional approval of Liberty’s WMP. Liberty submitted its RCP*° to
resolve Class A Deficiencies on July 27, 2020. WSD released its evaluation®® of Liberty’s RCP on
December 30, 2020, and provided direction to address “insufficient” responses in Liberty’s
updated 2021 Plan. Liberty submitted its first Quarterly Report on September 9, 2020, to
resolve 2020 Class B Deficiencies.!” The WSD released its evaluation of Liberty’s Quarterly

10 pypb. Util. Code § 8386.3(a).

1 The wildfire Safety Division's strategic roadmap Reducing Utility-Related Wildfire Risk (2020) (accessed July 14,
2021): https://energysafety.ca.gov/who-we-are/strategic-roadmap/.

12 tilities that submitted a WMP in 2020: PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, PacifiCorp, Liberty, Bear Valley, Trans Bay Cable,
and Horizon West Transmission.

13 An RCP “must present all missing information and/or articulate the electrical corporation’s plan, including
proposed timeline, to bring the electrical corporation’s WMP into compliance.” See Resolution WSD-002 at 17.

14 «Class B issues are of moderate concern and require reporting on a quarterly basis by the electrical corporation
to provide missing data or update its progress in a quarterly report.” See Resolution WSD-002 at 18.

1 Liberty’s Remedial Compliance Plan of July 27, 2020 (accessed July 14, 2021): https://energysafety.ca.gov/wp-
content/uploads/docs/wmp-2020/r1810007-liberty-utilities-calpeco-electric-lic_s-2020-wmp-remedial-co....pdf.
16 The WSD’s evaluation of Liberty’s Remedial Compliance Plan, issued December 30, 2020 (accessed July 14,
2021): https://energysafety.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/docs/wmp-2020/liberty-rcp-action-statement-
20201230.pdf.

1 Liberty’s Quarterly Report of September 9, 2021 (accessed July 14, 2021): https://energysafety.ca.gov/wp-
content/uploads/docs/wmp-2020/liberty-calpeco-first-quarterly-report-on-2020-wmp-9-9-2020.pdf. Subsequent
Quarterly Reports addressing conditions requiring ongoing reporting will be evaluated as part of utilities’ 2021
WMP Updates.
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Report on January 21, 2021, and also issued direction to address “insufficient” responses in its
2021 WMP Update.'®

3. 2021 Evaluation Process

On November 16, 2020, the CPUC adopted updated WMP requirements (Guidelines) and
procedures for the 2021 WMP Plan Year pursuant to Pub. Util. Code Section 8389(d).%° The
updates to the 2021 WMP Guidelines are intended to streamline the reporting and evaluation
process. Pursuant to the adopted Guidelines, the three large utilities?® submitted 2021 WMP
Updates on February 5, 2021; small and multi-jurisdictional utilities (SMJUs) and independent
transmission operators (ITOs) submitted 2021 WMP Updates on March 5, 2021.

The 2021 WMP submissions are updates of the 2020-2022 WMPs and are intended to show
progress since 2020 and report changes from the 2020 WMP. Importantly for 2021, the WSD
amended its review process and will no longer issue conditional approvals. Instead, where the
WSD found critical issues with 2021 submissions, the WSD issued a Revision Notice requiring
the utility to remedy such issues prior to completion of the 2021 WMP Update evaluation.
Upon receipt of the utility’s response to the Revision Notice, the WSD could determine that the
response was sufficient to warrant approval, although additional ongoing reporting or other
conditions may be required, or the response was insufficient such that denial of the WMP is
warranted due to the utility inadequately reducing wildfire risk and its potential impact to
public safety. The WSD did not issue a Revision Notice to Liberty for its 2021 WMP Update.

The WSD evaluated 2021 WMP Updates according to the following factors:

e Completeness: The WMP is complete and comprehensively responds to the WMP
statutory requirements and WMP Guidelines.

e Technical feasibility and effectiveness: Initiatives proposed in the WMP are technically
feasible and are effective in addressing the risks that exist in the utility’s service
territory.

e Resource use efficiency: Initiatives are an efficient use of utility resources and focus on
achieving the greatest risk reduction at the lowest cost.

e Demonstrated year-over-year progress: The utility has demonstrated sufficient progress
on objectives and program targets reported in the prior annual WMP.

18 The WSD’s evaluation of Liberty’s first Quarterly Report, issued January 8, 2021 (accessed July 14, 2021):
https://energysafety.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/docs/wmp-2020/liberty-qr-action-statement.pdf.

19 see the adopted 2021 WMP Guidelines: https://energysafety.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/docs/wmp-
2021/attachment-2.2-to-wsd-011-2021-wmp-guidelines-template.pdf (accessed July 14, 2021).

20 The three large utilities are PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E.
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e Forward-looking growth: The utility demonstrates a clear action plan to continue
reducing utility-related wildfires and the scale, scope, and frequency of Public Safety
Power Shutoff (PSPS) events. 2! In addition, the utility is sufficiently focused on long-
term strategies to build the overall maturity of its wildfire mitigation capabilities while
reducing reliance on shorter-term strategies such as PSPS and vegetation management.

To conduct its assessment, the WSD relied upon Liberty’s WMP submission and subsequent
updates, input from California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE), input
from the Wildfire Safety Advisory Board, public comments, responses to the WSD’s data
requests, utility-reported data, and utility responses to the Utility Maturity Survey.

Upon completion of its review, the WSD determined whether each utility’s 2021 WMP Update
should either be:

e Approved (approval may include the requirement to address certain issues in the
utility’s subsequent WMP and/or through existing ongoing reporting processes), or,

e Denied (the utility does not have an approved WMP for 2021 and must reapply for
approval in 2022).

4. Cost Recovery

This document does not approve costs attributable to WMPs, as statute requires electrical
corporations to seek cost recovery and prove all expenditures are just and reasonable at a
future time in their General Rate Cases (GRC) or an appropriate application. Nothing in this
Action Statement nor CPUC’s Resolution should be construed as approval of any WMP-related
costs.??

1. Summary of key findings

Pursuant to Pub. Util. Code Section 8386.3(a), this Action Statement is the totality of the WSD’s
review of Liberty’s 2021 WMP Update. Liberty’s 2021 WMP Update is approved.

1.1. Areas of Significant Progress

The WSD finds that Liberty has made significant progress over the past year and/or has
matured in its mitigation strategies for future years in the following areas:

21 A public Safety Power Shutoff (PSPS) event, also called a de-energization event, is when a utility proactively and
temporarily cuts power to electric lines that may fail in certain weather conditions in specific areas to reduce
electric facility-caused fire risk.

22 The WSD’s approval and the Commission’s ratification do not relieve the electrical corporation from any and all
otherwise applicable permitting, ratemaking, or other legal and regulatory obligations.
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e Liberty has implemented a risk-based decision-making framework and improved its risk
modeling capabilities.

e Liberty has completed its wildfire risk model and can now perform risk quantification
methodologies including calculating Risk Spend Efficiency of key initiatives.

e Liberty’s new risk assessment methods will be used to prioritize projects beginning in
2022.

e Liberty has developed a Fire Potential Index tailored to its service territory which
provides greater insight into the risk within its territory.

e Liberty will be the first utility to fully integrate Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR) for
use in vegetation compliance inspections for distribution circuits.

1.2. Revision Notice
The WSD did not issue a Revision Notice to Liberty in this WMP Update review.
1.3. Key Areas for Improvement and Remedies

The WSD evaluated 2021 WMP Updates with a particular focus on how the utility’s chosen
mitigations and strategies will drive down the risk of utility-related wildfires as well as the scale,
scope, and frequency of PSPS events. The WSD approves Liberty’s 2021 WMP Update; however,
the WSD finds that Liberty must focus over the next year on the following areas set forth in
Table 1 below. While continued progress toward maturity is important in all areas of a utility’s
WMP, the WSD finds these areas to be key for Liberty to continue to drive down utility-related
wildfire risk. The WSD expects Liberty to take action to address these key areas and report on
progress made over the year in a Progress Report due by 5:00 p.m. on November 1, 2021, and
in its 2022 WMP Update. The WSD will closely monitor progress in each of these areas over the
coming year.

In addition to Table 1 below summarizing key areas for improvement, each key focus area and
any required follow-up are denoted by a table in the respective detailed evaluation section.

Table 1: Key areas for improvements and remedies

Remedies required and alternative

Utility-# Issue title Issue description L .
¥ P timeline if applicable
LU-21-01 | No Climate- Liberty does not have a Liberty must describe how it applies
Driven Risk program that addresses existing risk analysis models to consider
Mapping climate-driven risk future climate projections.

mapping as required in the
WMP guidelines.
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- . . Remedies required and alternative
Utility-# Issue title Issue description . -q . .
timeline if applicable

LU-21-02 | Lack of The utilities do not have a The utilities?® must collaborate through a
consistency in consistent approach to working group facilitated by the WSD?* to
approach to wildfire risk modeling. For | develop a more consistent statewide
wildfire risk example, in their wildfire approach to wildfire risk modeling. After
m?fj?l'ng across r|§k models, utilities use Energy Safety completes its evaluation of
utilities d'ff?r?”t, types of data, US€ | all the utilities’ 2021 WMP Updates, it

their individual data sets in . . . .
. will provide additional detail on the
different ways, and use fics of thi ki
different third-party specifics of this working group.
vendors. The WSD A working group to address wildfire risk
recognizes that the utilities modeling will allow for:
have differing service
territory characteristics, 1. Collaboration among the utilities;
differing data availability, 2. Stakeholder and academic expert
and are at different stages | input; and
in developing their wildfire | 3 |ncreased transparency.
risk models. However, the
utilities face similar enough
circumstances that there
should be some level of
consistency in their
approaches to wildfire risk
modeling statewide.

LU-21-03 | Limited The rationale to support The utilities?® must coordinate to develop
evidence to the selection of covered a consistent approach to evaluating the
support the conductor as a preferred long-term risk reduction and cost-
effectiveness of | initiative to mitigate effectiveness of covered conductor
covered Wildfire risk lacks deployment, including:
conductor C(’[).T.i!sterlmcyda.mong the 1. The effectiveness of covered

u I ' !es, €ading S_Ome conductor in the field in comparison to
utilities to potentially .

. alternative initiatives.
expedite covered ) )
conductor deployment 2. How covered co.n(?Lfct'or |n.stz?llat|on
without first demonstrating compares to other initiatives in its
long-term risk reduction

23 Here “utilities” refers to SDG&E and Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Edison
Company (SCE), PacifiCorp, Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc. (BVES), and Liberty Utilities; although this may not be
the case every time “utilities” is used through the document.

24 The WSD is transitioned to the Office of Energy Infrastructure Safety (Energy Safety) on July 1, 2021.

26 Here “utilities” refers to SDG&E and Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Edison
Company (SCE), PacifiCorp, Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc. (BVES), and Liberty Utilities; although this may not be
the case every time “utilities” is used through the document.
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Remedies required and alternative

Utility-# Issue title Issue description . .. .
¥ P timeline if applicable

and cost-effectiveness. The
utilities’ current covered
conductor pilot efforts are
limited in scope? and
therefore fail to provide a
full basis for understanding
how covered conductor
will perform in the field.
Additionally, utilities justify
covered conductor
installation by alluding to
reduced PSPS risk but fail
to provide adequate
comparison to other
initiatives’ ability to reduce

PSPS risk.

LU-21-04 | Lack of current While some Quality Liberty must:
inspection Assurance/Quality Control 1. Inits Progress Report, explain how it
QA/QC Program | (QA/QC) measures are currently conducts quality checks of

conducted by Liberty its asset inspections.

personnel, Liberty does not | 2. Develop an interim QA/QC procedure
currently have a formal for asset inspections between now
QA/QC program in place and the establishment of its new

for its asset inspections, QA/QC program by January 2022 in
with one currently in order to ensure that work is being
development for completed accurately and effectively.
completion by January 3. Provide updates on the development
2022. of its QA/QC program in its Progress

Report, including:

a. The scope of the QA/QC
program;

b. Procedures of the QA/QC
program that Liberty and/or its
contractor have developed; and

¢. The implementation status of the
QA/QC program.

LU-21-05 | Lack of Liberty makes minimal Liberty must enhance its current asset
improvement to | improvements to enhance inspection process and maintenance
visual and asset inspections outside of | programs in order to specifically target:
detailed asset meeting GO 165 1. Assets and asset components with
inspections that | requirements, with little higher ignition risk; and
specifically focus specifically on 2. Areas of highest wildfire risk.

25 limited in terms of mileage installed, time elapsed since initial installation, or both.
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Utility-#

Issue title

Issue description

Remedies required and alternative
timeline if applicable

target assets
and asset
components
with high
ignition risk and
areas of highest

wildfire risk. Given Liberty’s
high instance of ignitions
due to equipment failures,
as well as large number of
Level 3% findings in 2020,
Liberty must work to

wildfire risk improve upon its current
inspection practices.
LU-21-06 | Inadequate Quarterly Report Action Liberty must:
Justification of LIB-9 (Class B) requires 1. Clearly detail its VM inspection
Vegetation Liberty to “provide a frequency by inspection type and
Management justification with HFTD Tier.
Inspection supporting data of its 2. Fully and completely justify its 3-year
Frequency three-year vegetation detailed inspection cycle for all
inspection cycle outside of circuits.
Tier 3 HFTD areas.”?® 3. Describe the implementation of any
Liberty has not provided findings from the third-party
such justification. evaluation.
4. Provide the third-party’s evaluation

Additionally, Liberty does
not provide a clear or
consistent explanation of
its VM inspection
frequency. Liberty states
that it performs detailed
inspections of entire once
every three years per
circuit.?’ In its 2020 WMP,
Liberty stated that it “plans
to inspect its overhead
system within Tier 3 of the
High Fire-Threat District on
an annual basis.”* It is
unclear whether Liberty
implemented this plan to
inspect its overhead
system in HFTD Tier 3 for
VM compliance annually as

of Liberty’s VM program as an
appendix.

27 |n accordance with GO 95, an low safety and/or reliability risk.

28 wildfire Safety Division Evaluation of Liberty Utilities’ First Quarterly Report, January 21, 2021, p. 15
29 |iberty 2021 WMP Update p. 107
30 Liberty 2020 WMP p. 89
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Utility-#

Issue title

Issue description

Remedies required and alternative
timeline if applicable

it is not mentioned in its
2021 WMP Update. Liberty
does state that is
“conducts annual
inspections of its facilities
in order to identify needed
vegetation management
work”3! but does not
specify any HFTD Tier.

In 2020, Liberty engaged a
third-party to “provide a
comprehensive assessment
of the vegetation
management program,
but does not detail in its
WMP any finding regarding
the effectiveness of its VM
inspection frequency.

732

LU-21-07

Equivocating
Language Used

Liberty uses noncommittal
and equivocating language

Liberty must report on its risk-based
decision-making in measurable,

to Describe to describe improvements | quantifiable, and verifiable language and
Risk-Based to its risk-based decision- discuss its progress and future
Decision- making process in section improvements to the risk-based decision-
Making 7.3.7.1. making process.
Improvements

LU-21-08 | Limited Liberty has limited Liberty must report on its plan to

Discussion on
Reduction of
Size, Scale, and
Frequency of
PSPS

discussion on its progress
for reduction in size, scope,
and frequency of PSPS.
Liberty stated that due to
its minimal use of PSPS in
the past, it is unnecessary
or impossible to further
reduce PSPS. Nevertheless,
Liberty must still report its
plans to minimize PSPS
scope, scale, and frequency
normalized for weather

minimize the size, scope, and frequency
of PSPS events normalized for weather
events and climatic conditions, and fully
describe how its planned initiatives
minimize PSPS impact.

31 Liberty 2021 WMP Update p. 119
32 |iberty 2021 WMP Update p. 111
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Remedies required and alternative

Utility-# Issue title Issue description . .. .
¥ P timeline if applicable

events and climatic
conditions.

In many evaluation sections, the WSD lists additional issues for continued improvement to
increase maturity in addition to the key areas for improvement. Additional issues are denoted
by bullet points and must be addressed in Liberty’s subsequent WMP Update.

1.4. Maturity Model Evaluation

The WSD introduced a maturity model (the Utility Wildfire Mitigation Maturity Model) in 2020,
providing a method to assess utility wildfire risk reduction capabilities and examine the relative
maturity of individual wildfire mitigation programs. In 2020, the utilities completed a survey
setting a baseline for maturity as well as anticipated progress over the three-year plan period.
In 2021, the utilities again completed the survey, enabling the WSD to monitor progress and
ascertain potential improvements to maturity based on progress to date.

The ten maturity and mitigation initiative categories are listed below in Section 5, with further
details in Appendix 10.3.

The WSD makes the following key findings regarding Liberty’s maturity progress in 2021:

e Overall, Liberty reports steady growth towards its projected 2022 maturity, largely in
line with the other Small and Multi-Jurisdictional Utilities.

e Liberty reports significant growth in Emergency Planning and Preparedness, and
Stakeholder Cooperation and Community Engagement categories.

o Liberty reports lower current maturity in Situation Awareness and Forecasting than it
reported in 2020. This has been attributed to a possible misrepresentation in Liberty’s
2020 maturity survey.

2. Wildfire Safety Advisory Board Input

The Wildfire Safety Advisory Board (WSAB) provided recommendations on the WMP Updates of
Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc (BVES), PacifiCorp, and Liberty Utilities on May 12, 2021.33 The
WSD has considered the WSAB’s recommendations and incorporates its input throughout this
Action Statement. The WSAB’s recommendations focused on the following areas:

33 The WSAB’s “Recommendations on the 2021 Wildfire Mitigation Plan Updates of Small and Multi-Jurisdictional
Utilities,” approved May 12, 2021, can be read here (accessed July 14, 2021): https://energysafety.ca.gov/wp-
content/uploads/docs/misc/wsd/wsab-recommendations-on-2021-large-iou-wmp-updates-issued-4.16.2021.pdf.
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e Risk Assessment and Resource Allocation
e Vegetation Management

o System Design and Grid Hardening

e Emergency Planning and Communication

3. Public and Stakeholder Comment

The following individuals and organizations submitted comments by April 14, 2021, on Liberty’s
WMP:

e Public Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities Commission (Cal Advocates)
e Green Power Institute (GPI)
e Rural County Representatives of California (RCRC)

On April 21, 2021, Liberty submitted reply comments.
The WSD has evaluated comments and incorporates the following stakeholder input into the
Action Statement:

e The Small and Multi-Jurisdictional Utilities (SMJUs) (Bear Valley, PacificCorp, and Liberty)
have substantial differences in PSPS thresholds, costs of covered conductors, and
inspection practices. (Cal Advocates, GPI, and RCRC)

e Liberty follows in the footsteps of the larger utilities (PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E) with its
covered conductor program, however Liberty’s research into risk reduction from
covered conductor in its own service territory is limited. (GPl and RCRC)

e Prioritization of hardening and inspections are not well explained. (GPl and RCRC)

o Long detailed inspection cycles which are significantly less frequent than the large
utilities. (Cal Advocates)

e Overall limited oversight of programs and contractors. (Cal Advocates, GPI, and RCRC)

4. Discussion

The following sections discuss in detail the WMP, progress over the past year, issues, and
remedies to address by the next annual submission.

4.1. Introductory sections of the WMP

The first two sections of the WMP require the utility to report basic information regarding
persons responsible for executing the plan and adherence to statutory requirements. Section 1
requires contact information (telephone and email) for the executive with overall responsibility
and the specific program owners. In addition, all experts consulted in preparation of the WMP
must be cited by name and include their relevant background/credentials. Contact information
and names may be submitted in a redacted file.
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Section 2 requires the utility to specify where each of the 22 requirements from Section 8386(c)
of the Public Utilities Code are satisfied. Each utility shall both affirm that the WMP addresses
each requirement AND cite the section and page number where it is more fully described.

Liberty has met the letter of the 22 requirements of Public Utilities Code Section 8386(c)
4.2. Actuals and planned spending for Mitigation Plan

The WMP requires utilities to report a summary of WMP expenditures, planned and actual, for
the current WMP cycle. This also includes an estimated annual increase in costs to the
ratepayer due to utility-related wildfires and wildfire mitigation activities.3* The WMP requires
that ratepayer impact calculations are clearly shown to demonstrate how each value was
derived. Nothing in the request for such information should be construed as approval of any
such expenditure, which is left to the CPUC pursuant to Pub. Util. Code Section 8386.4(b).

e Liberty provided the three required tables, Table 3-1: Summary of WMP Expenditures -
Total, Table 3-2: Summary of WMP Expenditures by Category, and Table 3-3: WMP
Electricity Cost Increase to Ratepayers.
e Liberty reports an increase in 2020 actual spend of 8.6% over its 2020 planned spend as
reported in its 2020 WMP ($33,331,000 from $30,699,000).
e Liberty reports a notable spend increase from its 2020 planned spend in five categories.
o Risk Assessment and Mapping (SO to $67,000)
o Grid Design and System Hardening (15.7% increase, $13,241,000 to $15,325,000)
o Vegetation Management (44.6% increase, $8,770,000 to $12,685,000)
o Grid Operations (SO to $371,000)
o Emergency Planning (109.2% increase, $240,000 to $502,000)

e Liberty reports a notable spend decrease from its 2020 planned spend in two categories.
o Asset Management and Inspections (47.1% decrease, $7,259,000 to $3,842,000)
o Data Governance (99.8% decrease, $665,000 to $1,000)

34 WsD-011 Attachment 2.2, 2021 Wildfire Mitigation Plan Guidelines Template, Section 3.2 “Summary of

ratepayer impact”, p.23 (accessed June 2, 2021):
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M352/K460/352460864.pdf
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Planned and actual spending (SM)

Liberty plans to
spend the most
across SMJUs & ITOs
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(M) (M) (M) (sM)  (sM)  (SM)  (SM)  (SM)  (sM) (sM)  (sM)  ($sM)  (sM) (sM) (SM) (SM)  (SM) (sM) (sM)  (SM)

LIBERTY PACIFICORP BEAR VALLEY HORIZON WEST TRANS BAY CABLE
Total WMP Cycle Planned Normalized WMP cycle spend per
2020Plan ($M) 2020 Actual ($M) 2021Plan ($M) 2022Plan ($M) Spend ($M) overhead circuit mile (M)
Liberty $31 $33 $52 $50 $136 $0.09
PacifiCorp $25 $18 $28 $24 $70 $.02
Bear Valley $14 $14 $18 $12 $43 $0.1
Horizon West $4 $5 $10 $19 $33 $1,650
Trans Bay Cable S$11 S11 $6 $0.1 $17 Sot
Source: Tables 3-1 and 12 of 2021 utility WMP Updates Horizon West only
Note: In the 2021 WMP Updates for Liberty, PacifiCorp, and Bear Valley, Table 3-1 did not match the totals from Table 12 exactly. The totals from Table 12 are used here for reported .02 OH circuit
those utilities, in the 2020 Actual, 2021 Plan, 2022 Plan and Total WMP Cycle Planned Spend columns. The 2020 Plan columns are taken from Tables 3-1 in 2021 utility WMP N . N
Updates. miles in their WMP
1. TransBay Cable does not have any overhead circuit miles

Figure 4.2.a: Overview of total WMP spend across SMJUs and ITOs.

Average increase to monthly electricity bill ($)

0.10 ~
0.05 -
$0.00 $0.00
0.00 T I T 1
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
~— Increase in electric costs to ratepayer due to utility-ignited wildfires (total) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
= Increase in electric costs to ratepayer due to wildfire mitigation activities (total) S0 S0 S0 S0 S0

Source: Table 3-3 of utility 2021 WMPs

Figure 4.2.b: Cumulative increase in cost to ratepayers due to utility-ignited wildfires and
mitigation activities, Liberty.

4.3. Lessons learned and risk trends

This section requires utilities to report how their plans have evolved since 2020 based on
lessons learned, current risk trends, and research conducted. This section also requires utilities
to report on potential future learnings through proposed and ongoing research.
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Utilities must describe how the utility assesses wildfire risk in terms of ignition probability and
estimated wildfire consequence using Commission adopted risk assessment requirements (for
large electrical corporations) from the General Rate Case (GRC) Safety Model and Assessment
Proceeding (S-MAP) and Risk Assessment Mitigation Phase (RAMP) at a minimum. The utility
may additionally include other assessments of wildfire risk. The utility must:

1. Describe how it monitors and accounts for the contribution of weather and fuel to
ignition probability and wildfire consequence.

2. ldentify any areas where the Commission’s High Fire Threat District (HFTD) should be
modified.

3. Explain any “high fire threat” areas the utility considers that differ from Commission-
adopted HFTD, and why such areas are so classified.

4. Rank trends anticipated to have the greatest impact on ignition probability and wildfire
consequence.

Liberty provides all required Lessons Learned and Risk Trends information.

e Liberty primarily relies on its Fire Potential Index (FPI) model to account for the
contributions of weather to ignition probability.

o Liberty tracks fuel moisture levels through a combination of analysis and field sampling.

e Liberty has completed an analysis of wildfire risk in its service territory. The analysis
finds that fire risk in its service territory largely aligns with the Commission’s HFTD in
except for the Fallen Leaf region which was identified as “Very High” fire risk but falls
within HFTD Tier 2.

e Liberty only has reliable outage data going back until 2015 and its WMP strategies prior
to 2020 were mainly routine providing a suboptimal foundation to investigate long term
trends. Liberty is increasing its focus on accuracy and detail of its outage reporting.

e Liberty reports that vegetation-related outages and animal-related contacts have been
increasing in recent years.

4.4. Inputs to the plan and directional vision for WMP

This section of the WMP requires the utility to rank and discuss trends anticipated to exhibit the
greatest impact on ignition probability and wildfire consequence within the utility’s service
territory over the next 10 years. First, utilities must set forth objectives over the following
timeframes: before the upcoming wildfire season, before the next annual update, within the
next 3 years, and within the next 10 years. Second and more practically, utilities must report
the current and planned qualifications of their workforce they expect in order to meet these
objectives.
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Goal, objectives, and program targets:

The goal of the WMP is shared across WSD and all utilities: documented reductions in the
number of ignitions caused by utility actions or equipment and minimization of the societal
consequences (with specific consideration of the impact on Access and Functional Needs
populations and marginalized communities) of both wildfires and the mitigations employed to
reduce them, including PSPS.

The WMP requires utilities to provide their objectives which are unique to each utility and
reflect its 1, 3, and 10-year projections of progress toward the WMP goal. The WMP also
requires utilities to report their unique program targets, which are quantifiable measurements
of activity identified in WMPs and subsequent updates used to show progress toward reaching
the objectives, such as number of trees trimmed or miles of power lines hardened.

Liberty provides all required information on its overall objectives and WMP program targets in
Tables 5-1 and 5-2.

Workforce planning:

This subsection of the WMP requires utilities to report their worker qualifications and training
practices regarding utility-related wildfire and PSPS mitigation for workers in mitigation-related
roles including:

1. Vegetation inspections
Vegetation management projects
Asset inspections

Grid hardening

Risk event inspection

G W

Liberty provides all required information regarding worker qualifications within each listed role.
4.5. Metrics and underlying data

The WMP Guidelines require utilities to report metrics and program targets as follows:

e Progress metrics that track how much utility wildfire mitigation activity has managed to
change the conditions of a utility’s wildfire risk exposure in terms of drivers of ignition
probability.

e Outcome metrics that measure the performance of a utility and its service territory in
terms of both leading and lagging indicators of wildfire risk, PSPS risk, and other direct
and indirect consequences of wildfire and PSPS, including the potential unintended
consequences of wildfire mitigation work.
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e Program targets measure tracking of proposed wildfire mitigation activities used to
show progress toward a utility’s specific objectives.3> Program targets track the utility’s
pace of completing activities as laid out in the WMPs but do not track the efficacy of
those activities. The primary use of these program targets in 2021 will be to gauge utility
follow-through on existing WMPs.

This section also requires utilities to provide several geographic information system (GIS) files
detailing spatial information about their service territory and performance, including recent
weather patterns, location of recent ignitions, area and duration of PSPS events, location of
lines and assets, geographic and population characteristics, and location of planned initiatives.

Ignitions per 10,000 overhead circuit miles

113
87
= 47
46
Most of Liberty's 43
S M Bear Valley reported 0
ignitions caused by ienitions
equipment failure 20 15 g
7 6 12 12
0 0 0 0 0 0
O S T

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Liberty PacifiCorp Bear Valley
M Other ignitions per 10,000 circuit miles 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 6 0 0 0 0 0 0
m Wire-to-wire ignitions per 10,000 circuit miles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
® Equipment / facility fallur:|§:|tlons per 10,000 circuit 20 47 80 7 87 3 12 9 3 15 18 0 0 0 0 0 0
W Object contact ignitions per 10,000 circuit miles 0 7 0 7 0 27 3 3 3 9 18 22 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total ignitions per 10,000 circuit miles 20 53 47 87 7 113 6 15 12 12 43 46 0 0 0 0 0 0

Source: Tables 8 and 7.1 from utility 2021 WMP Updates
Note: The total number of ignitions for each year was normalized using the 2020 reported overhead circuit miles for each utility, in their 2021 WMP Updates.

Figure 4.5.a: Number of ignitions per 10,000 overhead circuit miles.

35 Objectives are unique to each utility and reflect the 1, 3, and 10-year projections of progress toward the WMP
goal. See section 5.4 for review of the utility’s objectives.
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Risk events per overhead circuit mile, excluding ignitions

0.32 0.30 0.31
When normalized by OH circuit mileage,

PacifiCorp has highest number of risk 0.24 0.23
eventsacross SMJUs 0.21 0.21 0.20
0.18 0.18
0.14
0.08 009 o0y o8
0.04
r N

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Liberty PacifiCorp Bear Valley

W Other events per overhead circuit mile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.14 0.06 0.10 0.07 0.13 0.08 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01

m Contact from object risk events per overhead circuit
mile
m Equipment/facility failure risk events per overhead
circuit mile

0.02 0.03 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.08 0.06 0.00 0.09 0.06 0.02 0.01 0.04

0.06 0.06 0.06 0.13 0.02 0.11 0.11 0.09 0.12 0.08 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.08 0.14 0.05 0.04 0.08

m Wire to wire risk events per overhead circuit mile ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
Total risk events per overhead circuit mile 0.08 0.09 0.07 0.18 0.04 0.21 0.32 0.21 0.30 0.20 0.31 0.24 0.00 0.18 0.23 0.08 0.06 0.14

Source: Risk events from Table 7.1 of utility 2021 WMPs, overhead circuit miles from Table 8 of utility 2021 WMP Updates
Note: A risk event is defined as an event with probability of ignition, including wires down, contacts with objects, line slap, events with evidence of heat generation, and other events that cause
sparking or have the potential to cause ignition.

Figure 4.5.b: Risk events per overhead circuit mile.

Red Flag Warning (RFW) overhead circuit mile days per year — entire utility territory

23,680
RFW days _
increased for all 19,667 PacifiCorp had a
SMJUs in 2020 17,740 spike in RFW
days in 2017
and 2020

10,678
8,500

6,873

3,134 3,284 3,313

; 2,988 2,232
now w2 m 2
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

LIBERTY PACIFICORP BEAR VALLEY

Source: Table 6 of 2021 utility WMP Updates.
Sum of overhead circuit miles of utility grid subject to Red Flag Warning each day within a given time period, calculated as the number of overhead circuit miles that were
under an RFW multiplied by the number of days those circuit miles were under said RFW.

Figure 4.5.c: Red Flag Warning (RFW) overhead circuit mile days per year.
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Level 1, 2, and 3 asset inspection findings for transmission and distribution, per circuit mile inspected

Most of Liberty's inspection
findings are Level 3

5.9 5.6
31 37 L6 3.2 31

1.4
I IIII°°°-°I H -

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Liberty PacifiCorp Bear Valley
M Level 3 asset inspection findings, transmission and

o M 93 52 63 71 151 99|16 |29 18 19 07 08 00 00 32 29 23 1.2
distribution per circuit mile inspected

M Level 2 asset inspection findings, transmission and

e N 00 07 00 01 08 14 22 19 12 16 18 17 00 00 00 27 08 0.2
distribution per circuit mile inspected

m Level 1 asset inspection findings, transmission and

o e 5 g o 00 00 0O 0O 0O 01 0O 01 01 02 01 01 00 OO OO 00 00 00
distribution per circuit mile inspected

Total inspection findings, transmission and distribution

B 93 | 59| 63|72 (159 11.3| 38 (49 |31 37|26 |25 0000|3256 31|14
per circuit mile inspected

Source: Inspection findings from Table 1 of utility 2021 WMP Updates

Note: A Level 1 finding is an immediate safety and/or reliability risk with high probability for significant impact. A Level 2 finding is a variable (non-immediate high to low safety
and/or reliability risk. A Level 3 finding is an acceptable safety and/or reliability risk.

Figure 4.5.d: Asset inspection findings per circuit mile inspected.

5. Mitigation initiatives and maturity evaluation

This section of the WMP is the heart of the plan and requires the utility to describe each
mitigation initiative it will undertake to reduce the risk of catastrophic wildfire. The utility is also
required to self-report its current and projected progress to mitigate wildfire risk effectively,®
capability referred to in this document as “maturity” and measured by the WSD Utility Wildfire
Mitigation Maturity Model (“Maturity Model”). Utility maturity is measured across the same
categories used to report mitigation initiatives listed below, allowing WSD to evaluate a utility’s
reported and projected maturity in wildfire mitigation in the context of its corresponding
current and planned initiatives. The ten maturity and mitigation initiative categories are listed
below, with further details in Appendix 10.3:

36 Utilities that filed a WMP were required to complete a survey in which they answered specific questions which
assessed their existing and future wildfire mitigation practices across 52 capabilities at the time of filing and at the
end of the three-year plan horizon. The 52 capabilities are mapped to the same ten categories identified for
mitigation initiatives. The results of the survey can be found in Attachment 11.1. The most recent survey for each
utility can be found on the here: https://energysafety.ca.gov/what-we-do/wildfire-mitigation-and-safety/wildfire-
mitigation-plans/2021-wmp/.
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Risk assessment and mapping

Situational awareness and forecasting

Grid design and system hardening

Asset management and inspections

Vegetation management and inspections

Grid operations and operating protocols

Data governance

Resource allocation methodology

Emergency planning and preparedness

10 Stakeholder cooperation and community engagement

LN R WN R

Maturity score (0 — 4) actual and projected
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B. Situational Awareness and Forecasting

C. Grid design and system hardening

D. Asset management and inspections

E. Vegetation management and inspection

F. Grid operations and protocols

4.00

G. Data governance

Bear Valley and PacifiCorp report highest
Maturity in Emergency Planning

H. Resource allocation methodology

I. Emergency planning and preparedness

w'mw

J. Stakeholder cooperation and community engagement

MBVES mLU mPC mTBC mHWT

Source: 2021 Maturity Model survey data

Figure 5.a: Self-reported maturity by category, SMJUs and ITOs.



Wildfire Mitigation Plan Update - Liberty 20

Maturity score (0 — 4) actual and projected
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Projected growth through WMP cycle in Maturity by Category:
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C. Grid design and system hardening | IR [ ] . X . 1.00 | 0.80 1.20
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G. Data governance [INN—— F. Grid operations and protocols 0.67 | 0.83 1.33
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H. Resource allocation methodology 0.00 | 1.17 2.33
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W Start Current ®End engagement
Significant current growth in
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Source: 2021 Maturity Model survey data Stakeholder Cooperation categories

Figure 5.b: Projected growth through WMP cycle in maturity by category, Liberty.

Below, WSD evaluates Liberty’s initiatives across the ten categories in the context of its
maturity model survey scores.

5.1. Risk Assessment and Mapping

Introduction

This section of the WMP requires the utility to discuss the risk assessment and mapping
initiatives implemented to minimize the risk of its causing wildfires. Utilities must describe
initiatives related to equipment maps and modelling of overall wildfire risk, ignition probability,
wildfire consequence, risk-reduction impact, match-drop simulations,” and climate/weather-
driven risks. This section also requires the utility to provide data on spending, miles of
infrastructure treated, spend per treated line mile, ignition probability drivers targeted,
projected risk reduction achieved from implementing the initiative, and other (i.e., non-ignition)
risk drivers addressed by the initiative.

The parameters of risk assessment (discussed here) and resource allocation (discussed later in
the “Resource Allocation Methodology” section) to reduce wildfire risk derive from the S-MAP
and RAMP proceedings.

37 Simulations of the potential wildfire consequences of ignitions that occur along electric lines and equipment
effectively showing the potential consequences if an ignition or “match was dropped” at a specific point in a
utility’s territory.
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The risk modelling conducted should ultimately inform the RSE analyses discussed in category
8, resource allocation methodology.

Overview

Liberty has made significant progress in implementing risk-based decision-making; however, it
must work to incorporate climate projections into its risk models and minimize the number of
ignitions caused by equipment failure.

Progress over the past year

The WSD finds that Liberty has made the following progress:

In 2020, Liberty had no risk-based decision making in place. Liberty has since formed a
risk assessment team and models the larger 10U’s38 risk framework by utilizing Multi-
Attribute Risk Score (MARS) and Multi-Attribute Value Function (MAVF) methodologies
for wildfire risk modeling.

Liberty’s risk modeling approach now includes risk factors such as tree risk, asset risk,
wildfire risk, and performance risk to target areas of concern.

While still in the early stages of risk mapping efforts, Liberty is at a point where it is able
to use its risk mapping at the span and circuit level to prioritize mitigation efforts.
Liberty added 19 weather stations and added fuel moisture sensors to new and existing
weather stations. With the improvement to its weather station network, Liberty should
see improvement in its weather data in support of its FPI and risk-based decision-
making.

Liberty has room for improvement on the following points:

Liberty’s risk mapping does not include a climate-driven risk mapping program. Liberty
must describe how it considers future climate projections in its risk models.

Liberty contracted with a wildland fire modeling vendor previously used by other
utilities to conduct fire spread and consequence modeling and completed a fire risk
mapping tool that will be utilized as a baseline for Liberty’s wildfire risk assessment. The
large I0Us have all moved away from the vendor that Liberty is currently using and have
contracted with a new modeling vendor. Some of the reasons for this shift include that
the first vendor has limitations with some of the critical inputs such as outdated asset
and fuel data, leading to a less granular output. The new vendor uses more recent
weather, fuels, and census data; leading to a more advanced fire propagation modeling
techniques such as urban encroachment. It is unclear why Liberty chose to use a model

38 “Larger IOUs” consisting of Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E), San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E), and Southern
California Edison (SCE).



021 Wildfire Mitigation Plan Update - Liberty 22

with more limitations. The use of this vendor results in a lack of consistency with other
IOUs” models.

o The majority of ignitions with a categorized cause are due to transformer failures, as
seen in Figure 5.c below, yet Liberty fails to identify a program to specifically target
transformer failures within its 2021 WMP. Liberty must adequately address reoccurring
issues seen such as transformer failures.

e Liberty’s reported main ignition driver is from equipment failure, with the majority of
causes from “Other” equipment failures as shown in Figure 5.1.a below. Within its 2021
WMP Update, Liberty does not provide any details on programs to further minimize the
number of “Other” equipment failure ignition causes. Liberty therefore fails to properly
identify its systems’ risks since it cannot target reducing ignitions from unidentified
causes. Liberty must develop a program to investigate and identify cause of ignitions
from equipment failures in order to fully understand the risks its system poses.

Ignitions by probability driver type

17 14 15
PacifiCorp and Liberty 13 .
reported their highest .
ignitions in 2020 3 Bear Valley reported 0

o 7 ignitions

> 4 4
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. o 0o o0 o0 ©0 o
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2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

3

Liberty PacifiCorp Bear Valley
W Ignitions from other & wire-to-wire contact 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ignitions from additional equipment failure 3 2 4 3 0 4 0 3 1 1 4 6 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ignitions from transformer failure 0 4 3 9 1 7 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ignitions from conductor failure 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
M Ignitions from other object contact 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
M Ignitions from balloon contact 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
M Ignitions from vehicle contact 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
M Ignitions from animal contact 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
M Ignitions from vegetation contact 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 1 1 2 2 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total annual ignitions 3 8 7 13 1 17 2 5 4 4 14 15 0 0 0 0 0 0

Source: Table 7.1 from utility 2021 WMP Updates

Figure 5.1.a: Ignitions by ignition probability driver type.
Key Areas for Improvement and Remedies

The WSD finds that Liberty must focus on the following areas as significant to reducing utility-
related wildfire risk:
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Ut':;ty- Issue title Issue description Remedies required

LU-21- | No Liberty does not have a In its 2022 WMP Update, Liberty

01 Climate- program that addresses must describe how it applies
Driven Risk | climate-driven risk mapping. existing risk analysis models to
Mapping consider future climate

projections.
LU-21- | Lack of The utilities do not have a The utilities** must collaborate
02 consistent approach to wildfire | through working group facilitated

consistency
in

approach
to wildfire
risk
modeling
across
utilities

risk modeling. For example, in
their wildfire risk models,
utilities use different types of
data, use their individual data
sets in different ways, and use
different third-party vendors.
The WSD recognizes that the
utilities have differing service
territory characteristics,
differing data availability, and
are at different stages in
developing their wildfire risk
models. However, the utilities
face similar enough
circumstances that there
should be some level of
consistency in their approaches
to wildfire risk modeling
statewide.

by Energy Safety*° to develop a
more consistent statewide
approach to wildfire risk modeling.
After the WSD completes its
evaluation of all the utilities’ 2021
WMP Updates, it will provide
additional detail on the specifics of
this working group.

A working group to address
wildfire risk modeling will allow
for:

1. Collaboration among the
utilities;

2. Stakeholder and academic
expert input;

3. Increased transparency.

Additional Issues and Remedies

In addition to the key areas listed above, the WSD finds the following issue and associated
remedies. All remedies must be addressed in Liberty’s 2022 WMP Update.

e |SSUE: Targeting Equipment Failures: Liberty reports a high number of ignitions due to
transformer and other equipment failures but does not have a program that specifically
addresses reducing such ignitions.

39 Here “utilities” refers to SDG&E and Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Edison
Company (SCE), PacifiCorp, Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc. (BVES), and Liberty Utilities; although this may not be
the case every time “utilities” is used through the document.

40 The WSD is transitioned to the Office of Energy Infrastructure Safety (Energy Safety) on July 1, 2021.
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o REMEDY: Liberty shall develop a program to target and reduce equipment
failures, specifically detailing what “other” equipment consists of.

o REMEDY: Liberty shall develop a program to specifically target and reduce
transformer failures.

Additional figures
Below are additional charts, maps and tables used as part of the WSD’s review of Liberty’s risk
assessment and mapping section:

Maturity score (0 — 4) actual and projected
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Source: 2021 Maturity Model survey data

Figure 5.1.a: Risk assessment and mapping maturity score progress.
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Actual and projected spend ($K) per HFTD overhead circuit mile

$0.60
$0.50 $0.48
$0.40
$0.30
$0.20
0.10
? $0.06
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$0.00 > .
Bear Valley PacifiCorp Liberty
W 2022 Planned total $0.00 $0.16 $0.01
2021 Planned total $0.00 $0.16 $0.01
W 2020 Actual total $0.00 $0.16 $0.05

Source: Table 12 of utility 2021 WMP Updates and subsequent data requests

Figure 5.1.b: Risk assessment and mapping spend per HFTD overhead circuit mile: SMJUs 2020-

22.

5.2. Situational Awareness and Forecasting

Introduction

A strong weather monitoring and situational awareness system is an essential fire
prevention/mitigation risk reduction strategy because it effectively alerts a utility’s preparation
and response to potentially dangerous fire weather conditions that can inform its decisions on
PSPS implementation, grid design, and system hardening. It is also one of the most inexpensive
strategies.

The situational awareness and forecasting section of the WMP requires the utility to discuss its
use of cameras, weather stations, weather forecasting and modeling tools, grid monitoring
sensors, fault indicators, and equipment monitoring. Situational awareness requires the utility
to be aware of actual ignitions in real time and to understand the likelihood of utility ignitions
based on grid and asset conditions, wind, fuel conditions, temperature, and other factors.

The WMP Guidelines refer to key situational awareness measures, including:

1.

Installation of advanced weather monitoring and weather stations that collect data on
weather conditions so as to develop weather forecasts and predict where ignition and
wildfire spread are likely;

Installation of high-definition cameras throughout a utility’s service territory, with the
ability to control the camera’s direction and magnification remotely;

Use of continuous monitoring sensors that can provide near-real-time information on grid
conditions;
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4. Use of afire risk or fire potential index that takes numerous data points in given weather
conditions and predicts the likelihood of wildfire; and

5. Use of personnel to physically monitor areas of electric lines and equipment in elevated fire
risk conditions.

Overview

Liberty has made significant progress in its Situational Awareness and Forecasting and WSD
finds this portion of Liberty’s 2021 WMP Update to be sufficient subject to remedies. Liberty
has expanded its weather station network and has developed its own FPI model tailored to its
service territory.

Progress over the past year

The WSD finds that Liberty has made the following progress:

As highlighted in the Risk Assessment and Mapping section above, Liberty has improved
its weather station network by adding more stations and fuel moisture sensors.

Liberty plans to have sufficient coverage and adequate data with 40 total weather
stations with full implementation by end of 2022.
Liberty is piloting a Distribution Fault Anticipation (DFA) project with Texas A&M
University and expecting to install it on ten distribution feeders by the end of 2022. This
is also being tested by other utilities and is a promising technology to help detect issues
prior to failure.
Liberty is also piloting a High Impedance Fault Detection (HIFD) project with the
University of Nevada, Reno. The deployment of HIFD is scheduled for 2021 and has the
potential to clear faults quickly prior to an ignition.
In 2020, Liberty developed its own FPI for each of its 11 zones. Each zone has its own FPI
thresholds based on historical weather analysis. Liberty’s FPI uses similar methodologies
as the larger I0U’s, such as SDGE and PGE.
Liberty is adopting eight Alert Wildfire HD Cameras which will aid in fire detection and
the monitoring of its assets. This is in line with peer utilities and its maturity
assessment.
Liberty proactively patrols power lines and deploys personnel to observe conditions
along the electrical system by using its FPI and PSPS forecasting tools.

Liberty has room for improvement on the following points:

Liberty did not provide Risk Spend Efficiency (RSE) values for nearly all initiatives within
the Situational Awareness and Forecasting section.
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e Liberty currently installs fault indicators on an as-needed basis and does not have a
specific plan or program target for installations.

o Liberty fell one weather station installation short of its targeted 20 for 2020. However,
Liberty installed more than its peer utilities.

e Liberty is showing a decrease in its Maturity Assessment in 2021 for situational
awareness and forecasting capabilities compared to 2020. Liberty scored a higher value
in 2020 by reporting to have had well-equipped equipment for detecting ignitions along
the grid, including remote detection capabilities, and HD cameras with ignition
detection software that can be used to augment ignition detection procedures in (Figure
5.2.a). Liberty does not appear to have this capability in its 2021 WMP update and its
rating in 2021 appears to be a better representation of its actual Situational Awareness
capacity, which resulted in a lower score when comparing 2020 to 2021 below (Figure
5.2.a).

Issues and Remedies

While the WSD did not identify key areas for improvement in this category, the WSD finds the
following issue and associated remedy. All remedies must be addressed in Liberty’s 2022 WMP
Update.

e |SSUE: Liberty installs fault indicators on an as-needed basis and does not have a specific
plan or program targets for installation of fault indicators.
o REMEDY: Liberty shall describe a plan for prioritizing and installing fault
indicators including program targets.

Additional figures
Below are additional charts, maps and tables used as part of the WSD’s review of Liberty’s
situational awareness and forecasting section:
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Question

Starting state as of 2020

Current state as of 2021

Planned state by start of next cycle (2023)

10 - Are there well-defined
procedures for detecting ignitions
along the grid?

i. Mo

i. Mo ii. Yes

10b: What equipment is used to

iii. Well-defined equipment for
detecting ignitions along grid,
including remote detection

i. Mo consistent set of
equipment for detecting

el e B WIS ) i detected ignitions reporied?

detection?

detection procedures

detect ignitions? equipment including cameras ignitions along grid ii. Well-defined equipment for detecting ignitions along grid
fiii. Procedure exists for notifying

10 : How is information on suppression forces and key ii. Procedure exists for notifying
stakehelders suppression forces ii. Procedure exists for nofifying suppression forces

10d: What role does ignition ii. Ignition detection software in i. Igniticn detection software not

detection software play in wildfire |cameras used to augment ignition | currently deployed ii. Ignition detection software in cameras used to augment

ignition detection procedures

Figure 5.2.a: Wildfire detection processes and capabilities,
Capability 10 of the Utility Maturity Survey.
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Figure 5.2.b: Situational awareness and forecasting maturity score progress.
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Actual and projected spend ($K) per HFTD overhead circuit mile

$1.60

$1.49
$1.40
$1.20 $1.10
$1.00
$0.80 $0.70
$0.60
$0.40
$0.20
$- o )
Bear Valley PacifiCorp Liberty
M 2022 Planned total $0.56 $0.25 $0.17
W 2021 Planned total $0.37 $0.20 $0.21
M 2020 Actual total $0.16 $1.03 $0.32

Source: Table 12 of utility 2021 WMP Updates and subsequent data requests

Figure 5.2.c: Situational awareness and forecasting spend per HFTD overhead circuit mile,
SMJUs 2020-2022.

5.3. Grid Design and System Hardening

Introduction

The grid design and system hardening section of the WMP examines how the utility is designing
its system to reduce ignition risk and what it is doing to strengthen its distribution,
transmission, and substation infrastructure to prevent causing catastrophic wildfires. This
section also requires discussion of routine and non-routine maintenance programs, including
whether the utility replaces or upgrades infrastructure proactively rather than running facilities
to failure. Programs in this category, which often cover the most expensive aspects of a WMP,
include initiatives such as the installation of covered conductors to replace bare overhead
wires, undergrounding of distribution or transmission lines, and pole replacement programs.
The utility is required, at a minimum, to discuss grid design and system hardening in each of the
following areas:

1. Capacitor maintenance and replacement,

Circuit breaker maintenance and installation to de-energize lines upon detecting a fault,
Covered conductor installation,

Covered conductor maintenance,

Crossarm maintenance, repair, and replacement,

Distribution pole replacement and reinforcement, including with composite poles,
Expulsion fuse replacement,

No vk WwnN



10.
11.
12.
13.

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
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Grid topology improvements to mitigate or reduce PSPS events,

Installation of system automation equipment,

Maintenance, repair, and replacement of connectors, including hotline clamps,
Mitigation of impact on customers and other residents affected during PSPS event,
Other corrective action,

Pole loading infrastructure hardening and replacement program based on pole loading
assessment program,

Transformer maintenance and replacement,

Transmission tower maintenance and replacement,

Undergrounding of electric lines and/or equipment,

Updates to grid topology to minimize risk of ignition in HFTDs, and,

Other/not listed items if an initiative cannot feasibly be classified within those listed
above.

Overview

The WSD finds that Liberty has made progress in Grid Design and System Hardening, and finds
this portion of PC's 2021 WMP Update to be sufficient. Liberty’s progress includes developing
an expulsion fuse specific replacement program, increasing sectionalization of its system, and
progressing on pilot programs.

Progress over the past year

The WSD finds that Liberty has made the following progress:

Liberty installed 6.82 miles of covered conductor in 2020 and plans to install 10.1 miles
in 2021 and 12.7 miles in 2022. While locations for planned installation were not
prioritized by using its wildfire models, Liberty identified areas of wildfire risk based on
wildland/urban interface location, HFTD, asset condition, and egress. Liberty states that
projects post-2022 will be determined using Liberty’s new risk assessment methods.
Liberty is also supplementing its covered conductor projects by piloting microgrids in
Angora Ridge in order to minimize PSPS impacts.

Liberty has a specific expulsion fuse replacement program to replace fuses with CAL
FIRE-approved non-expulsion fuses. Fuses are prioritized for replacement using fire risk
maps produced by Liberty’s wildland fire model vendor, with areas of very high wildfire
risk prioritized first. Since the implementation of the program in 2019, Liberty has not
had any ignitions from non-expulsion fuses. Liberty plans on replacing 1,500 fuses a year
until all 9,000 fuses within the HFTD are replaced.

Liberty is installing additional line reclosers to better sectionalize its system. It installed
four additional line reclosures in 2020, plans to install three more in 2021, and plans to
install a minimum of three per year starting in 2022.
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Liberty began a Distribution Automation (“DA”) pilot in 2021, which will continue into
2022. Installation of DA controllers will allow for FLISR (Fault Location, Isolation, and
Service Restoration) that allows for fault isolation and faster restoration times after a
PSPS event.

Liberty is installing “Green Jackets” that protect substation equipment from object and
animal contact due to an increase in squirrel- and bird- related outages observed in
2020.

Liberty has room for improvement on the following points:

Liberty does not have separate inspection and maintenance programs for much of its
asset types, instead relying on GO 165. Liberty should develop specific programs for any
assets that prove to be of higher wildfire risk, such as transformers, as described in
Section 5.1 above. For example, Liberty includes covered conductor maintenance as part
of its standard GO 165 inspections and does not have a separate maintenance program
at this time. Liberty should demonstrate a full understanding of maintaining covered
conductor given that it is relatively new to Liberty’s system. Failure to properly identify
needs for repair and improvement may lead to premature failure of covered conductor
and therefore presenting an ignition risk. Liberty also currently only performs case-by-
case work for the following replacement programs:

o CAL FIRE exempt hardware

o Tree attachment removals

o Open wire secondary/grey wire replacement with tree wire TPX or QPX

secondary/service wire

o Equipment and conductor guards
Some of this equipment has shown to have direct correlations with heightened wildfire
risk, and Liberty does not demonstrate that it is sufficiently moving these replacement
programs forward to reduce such risk.
Liberty does not have a wildfire-specific undergrounding program, and all current
undergrounding projects are due to Rule 20A. While such projects will reduce wildfire
risk in the areas implemented, Liberty should include evaluating undergrounding as part
of its wildfire risk reduction mitigations to ensure all alternatives are being considered
for fire mitigation, given the high risk-reduction benefits of undergrounding.

Key Areas for Improvement and Remedies

The WSD finds that Liberty must focus on the following areas as significant to reducing utility-
related wildfire risk:
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Utility-
#

Issue title

Issue description

Remedies required

LU-21-
03

Limited
evidence to
support the
effectiveness
of covered
conductor

The rationale to support the
selection of covered conductor
as a preferred initiative to
mitigate wildfire risk lacks
consistency among the
utilities, leading some utilities
to potentially expedite
covered conductor
deployment without first
demonstrating a full
understanding of its long-term
risk reduction and cost-
effectiveness. The utilities’
current covered conductor
pilot efforts are limited in
scope*! and therefore fail to
provide a full basis for
understanding how covered
conductor will perform in the
field. Additionally, utilities
justify covered conductor
installation by alluding to
reduced PSPS risk but fail to
provide adequate comparison
to other initiatives’ ability to
reduce PSPS risk.

The utilities* must coordinate to
develop a consistent approach to
evaluating the long-term risk
reduction and cost- effectiveness
of covered conductor
deployment, including:

1. The effectiveness of covered
conductor in the field in
comparison to alternative
initiatives.

2. How covered conductor
installation compares to other
initiatives in its potential to
reduce PSPS risk.

Issues and Remedies

While the WSD did not identify key areas for improvement in this area, the WSD finds the
following issues and associated remedies. All remedies must be addressed in Liberty’s 2022
WMP Update.

e |SSUE: Liberty lacks separate maintenance programs and does not demonstrate that its
GO 165 programs adequately cover maintenance specific to wildfire risk. Liberty also

41 |imited in terms of mileage installed, time elapsed since initial installation, or both.

42 Here “utilities” refers to SDG&E and Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Edison
Company (SCE), PacifiCorp, Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc. (BVES), and Liberty Utilities; although this may not be
the case every time “utilities” is used through the document.
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does not demonstrate that its maintenance programs effectively maintain its covered
conductor.

o REMEDY: Liberty shall describe how it plans to expand specific equipment
replacement programs for equipment known to increase wildfire risk, instead of
relying on case-by-case replacements. These replacement programs include, but
are not limited to:

= CAL FIRE exempt hardware

=  Tree attachment removals

= Open wire secondary/grey wire replacement with tree wire TPX or QPX
secondary/service wire

=  Equipment and conductor guards

o REMEDY: Liberty shall enhance its maintenance programs for assets and asset
components with high ignition risk and in high wildfire risk areas. Liberty shall
develop and deploy these enhancements in conjunction with the inspection
enhancements discussed in Section 5.4, in Issue Liberty-5.

o REMEDY: Liberty shall provide all supporting material to demonstrate that its
maintenance programs effectively maintain its covered conductor. If its existing
maintenance programs do not provide maintenance specific to covered
conductor, Liberty shall enhance its current operations to provide such
maintenance and provide supporting material to detail the enhancements to its
existing programs.

e |SSUE: Liberty has no planned wildfire-specific undergrounding program at this time.

o REMEDY: Liberty shall evaluate undergrounding as a potential mitigation as part

of its full wildfire risk reduction analysis.

Additional figures
Below are additional charts, maps and tables used as part of the WSD’s review of Liberty’s grid
design and system hardening section:
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Maturity score (0 — 4) actual and projected
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Figure 5.3.a: Grid design and system hardening maturity score progress.

Actual and projected spend (SK) per HFTD overhead circuit mile
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® 2021 Planned total $34.34 $16.45 $23.40
M 2020 Actual total $25.06 $7.51 $10.90

Source: Table 12 of utility 2021 WMP Updates and subsequent data requests

Figure 5.3.b: Grid design and system hardening spend per HFTD overhead circuit mile, SMJUs
2020-2022.
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5.4. Asset Management and Inspections

Introduction

The asset management and inspections portion of the WMP requires the utility to discuss
power line/infrastructure inspections for distribution and transmission assets within the HFTD,
including infrared, light detection and ranging (LiDAR), substation, patrol, and detailed
inspections, designed to minimize the risk of its facilities or equipment causing wildfires. The
utility must describe its protocols relating to maintenance of any electric lines or equipment
that could, directly or indirectly, relate to wildfire ignition. The utility must also describe how it
ensures inspections are done properly through a program of quality control.

Overview

The WSD finds that Liberty has made progress in Asset Management and Inspections and finds
this portion of Liberty’s 2021 WMP Update to be sufficient. However, while Liberty moved to an
app-based approach for conducting inspections, Liberty has otherwise made limited
improvements to enhance its standard inspection process and is still in the process of
developing a QA/QC program.

Progress over the past year

The WSD finds that Liberty has made the following progress:
e Liberty implemented an app for completion of asset inspections, moving away from
physical copies of records and allowing for better data collection on findings.
e Liberty hired contractors to complete a system-wide survey in 2020 for all assets within
its territory, therefore creating a baseline for future inspections and catching several
wildfire risk related findings.

Liberty has room for improvement on the following points:

e Liberty does not currently have a formally established QA/QC process. Liberty is
developing a QA/QC program through a contractor with an expected completion date of
January 2022.%3 Currently, Liberty performs some form of quality checks by re-
inspecting documentation from its data collection platform to ensure inspections are
completed accurately. However, it does not have an established minimum percentage
of documents for which it performs this re-inspection.** Additionally, Liberty verifies a
percentage of in-field inspections completed by contractors. However, it does not plan

43 Liberty Response to Data Request No. 3 Q. 1, received May 3, 2021.

44 provided verbally on a call with WSD on May 20, 2021; Liberty Response to Data Request No. 5 Q. 2, received
May 24, 2021
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on using contractors for asset inspections in 2021.%°> These processes are not formally

established procedures and need further development and maturation. While the
establishment of Liberty’s QA/QC program in 2022 may address and alleviate these
issues, Liberty must demonstrate that it is adequately checking the quality and accuracy
of its inspections in the interim. Additionally, Liberty must show that it is making
progress towards establishing an effective QA/QC program.

e Liberty has made limited improvements to enhance current visual and detailed
inspection practices, primarily following GO 165 requirements. Liberty has a high
number of ignitions due to equipment failures, as seen in Figure 5.j below. This
demonstrates that Liberty needs to enhance its current inspection practices to better
identify assets that need repair or replacement before failure of these assets could lead
to an ignition.

e Liberty identified a high number of Level 3%¢ work orders in 2020, as seen in Figure 5.k
below, likely as part of the system-wide survey in 2020. This further demonstrates that
Liberty needs to improve upon its current inspection practices in order to accurately
identify these findings in the future. Additionally, Liberty does not provide adequate
information regarding how it plans to act on such findings.

Key Areas for Improvement and Remedies

The WSD finds that Liberty must focus on the following areas as significant to reducing utility-
related wildfire risk:

Ut';;ty- Issue title Issue description Remedies required
LU-21- | Lack of While some QA/QC measures | Liberty must:
04 current are conducted by Liberty 1. Inits Progress Report, explain
inspection personnel, Liberty does not how it currently conducts
QA/QC currently have a formal QA/QC guality checks of its asset
Program program in place for its asset inspections.
inspections, with one currently | 2. Develop an interim QA/QC
in development for procedure for asset
completion by January 2022. inspections between now and
the establishment of its new
QA/QC program by January
2022 in order to ensure that

45 Liberty Response to Data Request No. 3 Q. 2, received May 3, 2021.

46 |n accordance with GO 95, “Any risk of low potential impact to safety or reliability. For Level 3, the condition is
not structural, with low likelihood of failure; the condition does not have a significant impact to structural integrity;
there is little potential for injury or reliability issues; failure or exposure does not present a significant impact to
operations or customers; work procedures mitigate safety concerns.”
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Utility-

4 Issue title Issue description Remedies required

work is being completed

accurately and effectively.

3. Provide updates on the
development of its QA/QC
program in its Progress
Report, including:

a. The scope of the QA/QC
program;

b. Procedures of the QA/QC
program that Liberty
and/or its contractor have
developed; and

c. The status of the QA/QC
program implementation.

LU-21- | Lack of Liberty makes minimal Liberty must enhance its current
05 improvement | improvements to enhance asset inspection process and
to visual and | asset inspections outside of maintenance programs
detailed meeting GO 165 accordingly in order to specifically
asset requirements, with little focus | target:
inspections specifically on wildfire risk. 1. Assets and asset components
that Given Liberty’s high instance with higher ignition risk; and
specifically of ignitions due to equipment | 2. Areas of highest wildfire risk.
target assets | failures, as well as large
and asset number of Level 3% findings in
components | 2020, Liberty must work to
with high improve upon its current
ignition risk | inspection practices.
and areas of
highest
wildfire risk

Additional Issues and Remedies

In addition to the key areas listed above, the WSD finds the following issue and associated
remedy. All remedies must be addressed in Liberty’s 2022 WMP Update.

47 |n accordance with GO 95, a low safety and/or reliability risk.
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e |SSUE: Liberty identified a high number of Level 3 findings.

o REMEDY: Liberty shall resolve the high number of Level 3 findings, both by
enhancements in inspections described in Liberty-5 above, as well as a specific
plan to correct all of the open Level 3 findings.

= |f the high number of Level 3 findings is not remediated by the 2022
WMP Update, Liberty must submit a plan to target and decrease their
occurrence, especially those related to wildfire risk.

Additional figures

Below are additional charts, maps and tables used as part of the WSD’s review of Liberty’s asset
management and inspections section:

Ignitions per 10,000 overhead circuit miles

113
87
= 47
46
Most of Liberty's 43
5 _ya g y Bear Valley reported 0
ignitions caused by ianitions
equipment failure 20 15 e
; 6 12 12
0 0 0 0 0 0
i N MY

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Liberty PacifiCorp Bear Valley
m Other ignitions per 10,000 circuit miles 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 6 0 0 0 0 0 0
W Wire-to-wire ignitions per 10,000 circuit miles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
® Equipment / facility fallu;filfsnltlons per 10,000 circuit 20 40 47 80 7 37 3 12 9 3 15 18 0 0 0 0 0 0
MW Object contact ignitions per 10,000 circuit miles 0 7 0 7 0 27 3 3 3 9 18 22 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total ignitions per 10,000 circuit miles 20 53 47 87 7 113 6 15 12 12 43 46 0 0 0 0 0 0

Source: Tables 8 and 7.1 from utility 2021 WMP Updates
Note: The total number of ignitions for each year was normalized using the 2020 reported overhead circuit miles for each utility, in their 2021 WMP Updates.

Figure 5.4.a: Number of ignitions per 10,000 overhead circuit miles.
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Level 1, 2, and 3 asset inspection findings for transmission and distribution, per circuit mile inspected

Most of Liberty's inspection
findings are Level 3

9.3
59 63 72 2.9 5.6
II 31 37 46 3.2 3.1 N
I I 1T rrEEs 1 =

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Liberty PacifiCorp Bear Valley

M Level 3 asset inspection findings, transmission and

A o 93 52 63|71 151/99 |16 29 18 19 07|08 |00 00|32 |29 | 23| 1.2
distribution per circuit mile inspected

M Level 2 asset inspection findings, transmission and

R PR 00 07 00 01 08 14 22 19 12 16 18 17 00 00 00 27 08 0.2
distribution per circuit mile inspected

m Level 1 asset inspection findings, transmission and

T PR 00 00 00 00 00 01 00 01 01 02 01 01 00 00 00 00 0.0 0.0
distribution per circuit mile inspected

Total inspection findings, transmission and distribution

o 93 59 63 7.2 159 113 38 49 31 37 26 25 00 00 32 56 31 14
per circuit mile inspected

Source: Inspection findings from Table 1 of utility 2021 WMP Updates
Note: A Level 1 finding is an immediate safety and/or reliability risk with high probability for significant impact. A Level 2 finding is a variable (non-immediate high to low safety
and/or reliability risk. A Level 3 finding is an acceptable safety and/or reliability risk.

Figure 5.4.b: Asset inspection findings per circuit mile inspected.
5.5. Vegetation Management and Inspections

Introduction

This section of the WMP requires utilities to discuss vegetation management (VM) inspections,
including inspections that go beyond existing regulation, as well as infrared, light detection and
ranging (LiDAR), and patrol inspections of vegetation around distribution and transmission
lines/equipment, quality control of those inspections, and limitations on the availability of
workers. The utility must also discuss collaborative efforts with local land managers, including
efforts to maximize benefit from fuel treatment activities and fire break creation as well as the
collaborative development of methods for identifying at-risk vegetation, determining trim
clearances beyond minimum regulations, and identifying and mitigating impacts from tree
trimming and removal (erosion, flooding, etc.).

The WSD finds that Liberty has made the following progress:

e In 2020, Liberty completed several projects focused on fuel management in
coordination with the community and agency partners, such as the California Tahoe
Conservancy. The fuel reduction work included 33 parcels, maintenance of defensible
space around substations, and hauling of wood over four inches diameter to relieve the
burden on customers.

o Liberty developed a customer pre-notification letter about vegetation management
work as part of broader improvements to customer communications. The letter explains
the purpose of vegetation management and provides helpful websites for local
information.
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e Liberty continues to develop a “formal”*® QA/QC program and has developed a Post
Work Verification Procedure. Liberty acknowledged its lack of a “formal”*° QA/QC
program in its 2020 WMP and plans to implement Post Work Verification in “Q1 of 2021
for all inspections and tree work performed in 2020.”°° Additionally, Liberty commits to
evaluating and adjusting its QA/QC initiatives throughout 2021 and reporting any
material changes made to its QA/QC program to the WSD in Liberty’s 2021 quarterly
reports.”! Although Liberty has made progress towards implementing a QA/QC program,
its lack of such a program remains an issue. See Additional Issues and Remedies, below.

e Liberty has a centralized Vegetation Management System (VMS) that includes individual
tree identification numbers to granularly track vegetation management activities.

e Liberty’s LiDAR pilot program has been successful in detecting vegetation-to-conductor
clearance issues.

e |n 2021, Liberty plans to “transition to annual compliance inspections of 100% of its
service territory to assess the vegetation around electrical lines,” using LiDAR as the
“preferred method.” 2

e Liberty requires ISA Arborist certification or California registered professional forester
license for the positions of Utility Forester | and above. To help improve the availability
of qualified VM personal Liberty is supporting the development of vegetation
management training offered by the University of Wisconsin; the two-year program
offers a certification in utility vegetation management.

o Liberty prioritizes its VM distribution patrol inspections based on “vegetation density,
maintenance history, regional fire risk rating based on CPUC fire threat areas and REAX
fire risk ratings, customer tree inspection requests, observations from field employees
and contractors, and vegetation caused outages.”>3 Using this multi-layered
prioritization approach may allow Liberty to effectively mitigate ignition risk from
vegetation contact.

Key Areas for Improvement and Remedies

The WSD finds that Liberty must focus on the following areas as significant to reducing utility-
related wildfire risk:

48 |iberty 2021 WMP Update p. 114
49 Liberty 2020 WMP p. 101

>0 |iberty 2021 WMP Update p. 115
>1 Liberty 2021 WMP Update p. 115
>2 |iberty 2021 WMP Update p. 112
>3 Liberty 2021 WMP Update p. 114
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of VM
Inspection
Frequency

“provide a justification with
supporting data of its three-
year vegetation inspection
cycle outside of Tier 3 HFTD
areas.”>* Liberty has not
provided such justification.

Additionally, Liberty does not
provide a clear or consistent
explanation of its VM
inspection frequency. Liberty
states that it performs detailed
inspections of entire once
every three years per circuit.!
In its 2020 WMP, Liberty stated
that it “plans to inspect its
overhead system within Tier 3
of the High Fire-Threat District
on an annual basis.”? It is
unclear whether Liberty
implemented this plan to
inspect its overhead system in
HFTD Tier 3 for VM compliance
annually as it is not mentioned
in its 2021 WMP Update.
Liberty does state that is
“conducts annual inspections
of its facilities in order to
identify needed vegetation
management work”? but does
not specify any HFTD Tier.

In 2020, Liberty engaged a
third-party to “provide a
comprehensive assessment of
the vegetation management
program,”! but does not detail

ility-
Ut'#'ty Issue title Issue description Remedies required
LU-21- | Inadequate | Quarterly Report Action LIB-9 Liberty must:

06 Justification | (Class B) requires Liberty to 1. Clearly detail its VM inspection

frequency by inspection type
(e.g., detailed, patrol, CEMA,
HTMP, LiDAR, etc.) and HFTD
Tier.

2. Fully and completely justify,
with supporting data, its 3-year
detailed inspection cycle for all
circuits.

3. Detail the implementation of
any findings from the third-
party evaluation.

4. Provide the third-party’s
evaluation of Liberty’s VM
program as an appendix.

>4 wildfire Safety Division Evaluation of Liberty Utilities’ First Quarterly Report, January 21, 2021, p. 15
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Utility-
#

Issue title Issue description Remedies required

in its WMP any finding
regarding the effectiveness of
its VM inspection frequency.

Additional Issues and Remedies

The WSD finds the following additional issues and associated remedies. The WSD expects
Liberty to take action to address these issues and report on progress made over the year in its
2022 WMP Update.

ISSUE: Liberty intends to work closely with local, state, and federal partners to develop
best practices for an effective fuel management program to reduce fire ignition risk and
fire spread potential. However, Liberty does not have any specific projects or targets for
fuel management and reduction of slash from VM activities in 2021. For example,
Liberty does not include program targets for Public Resources Code (PRC) 4292, pole
clearance, for its service territory in its WMP.

o REMEDY: In Section 7.3.5.5 (or equivalent) of its 2022 WMP Update, Liberty must
detail any specific projects and quantitative targets related to fuel management,
including any targets related to PRC 4292.

ISSUE: In Section 7.3.5.13, quality assurance/quality control of inspections, Liberty uses
equivocating terms such as “statistical sampling” and “appropriate sample sizes” rather
than defining QA/QC targets for the coming year.> Similarly, Liberty stated “QA/QC
Inspections will be performed in higher percentages in Tier 3 and Tier 2 HFTD with
smaller percentage being performed in non-HFTD areas.”>® Equivocating language, such
as “higher percentages” and “smaller percentages,” lack quantitative definition required
for this initiative.

o REMEDY: In its 2022 WMP Update, Liberty must provide quantitative QA/QC
targets and sample sizes.

ISSUE: In section 7.3.5.11, Liberty uses equivocating language to describe the
effectiveness of its distribution VM patrol inspection stating “Liberty’s patrol inspections
have been successful in mitigating risk posed by dead and dying trees. Liberty will
continue to perform these inspections to maintain reliability and safe operation of its

electrical assets.”>’

>3 Liberty 2021 WMP Update p. 115
>6 Liberty 2021 WMP Update p. 115
> Liberty 2021 WMP Update p. 114
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o REMEDY: In its 2022 WMP Update, Liberty must provide quantitative proof that
its patrol inspections have been “successful in mitigating risk posed by dead and
dying trees.”>®

ISSUE: In Section 7.3.5.15, Liberty states that it “may perform separate pre-fire season

hazard tree inspections in designated Public Resource Code areas, Extreme (Tier 3) and

Very High (Tier 2) fire areas as needed.”>® This commitment to supplemental pre-fire

season inspections is vague and poorly defined.

o REMEDY: In its 2022 WMP Update, Liberty must detail what thresholds (i.e., a set
of conditions that need to be met) exist to trigger performance of separate pre-
fire season hazard tree inspections. If thresholds do not exist, Liberty must
develop such thresholds.

Maturity score (0 — 4) actual and projected
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Figure 5.5.a: Vegetation management and inspections maturity score progress.

>8 Liberty 2021 WMP Update p. 114
>9 Liberty 2021 WMP Update p. 117
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Actual and projected spend ($K) per HFTD overhead circuit mile
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Bear Valley PacifiCorp Liberty
MW 2022 Planned total $6.55 $5.90 $9.80
m 2021 Planned total $6.54 $5.86 $9.66
M 2020 Actual total $4.93 $5.98 $9.02

Source: Table 12 of utility 2021 WMP Updates and subsequent data requests

Figure 5.5.b: Vegetation management and inspections spend per HFTD overhead circuit mile,
SMJUs 2020-2022.

5.6. Grid Operations and Operating Protocols

Introduction

The grid operations and operating protocols section of the WMP requires discussion of ways
the utility operates its system to reduce wildfire risk. For example, disabling the reclosing
function of automatic reclosers®® during periods of high fire danger (e.g., during Red Flag
Warning conditions) can reduce utility ignition potential by minimizing the duration and
amount of energy released when there is a fault. This section also requires discussion of work
procedures in elevated fire risk conditions and protocols to reduce the frequency and scope of
de-energization including PSPS events (e.g., through sectionalization, etc.). This section also
requires the utility to report whether it has stationed and/or on-call ignition prevention and
suppression resources and services.

Overview

The WSD finds that Liberty has made progress in Grid Operations and Operating protocols and
finds this portion of Liberty’s 2021 WMP Update to be sufficient. Progress includes

60 A recloser is a switching device that is designed to detect and interrupt momentary fault conditions. The device
can reclose automatically and reopen if a fault condition is still detected. However, if a recloser closes a circuit that
poses the risk of ignition, wildfire may be the result. For that reason, reclosers are disabled in certain high fire risk
conditions. During overcurrent situations, circuit breakers trip a switch that shuts off power to the electrical line.
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improvements to Liberty’s line recloser system, although Liberty needs to provide additional
detail on operations.

Progress over the past year

The WSD finds that Liberty has made the following progress:

e Asdiscussed in Section 5.3 above, Liberty is making improvements to its line recloser
system by piloting DA to move towards FLISR capability, which should lessen PSPS
impacts in the future.

e Liberty updated its Operating Conditions in 2020, which are based on Liberty’s FPI, to
reflect changes based on risk. Liberty is conducting training and review of the
procedures annually.

Liberty needs further improvement in the following areas:
e While Liberty briefly discusses line reclosers in general, Liberty does not detail the actual
settings used during times of high fire risk, instead only briefly discussing that remote
reclosers present the ability to change settings as needed.

Issues and Remedies

While the WSD did not identify key areas for improvement in this category, the WSD finds the
following issue and associated remedy. All remedies must be addressed in Liberty’s 2022 WMP
Update.
e |SSUE: Liberty’s 2021 WMP lacks information on the specific settings used for reclosers
during times of high fire risk.
o REMEDY: In its 2022 WMP Update, Liberty shall provide procedures and settings
used for line reclosers during times of high fire risk days, including its thresholds
and qualifiers for high fire risk.

Additional figures
Below are additional charts, maps and tables used as part of the WSD’s review of Liberty’s grid
operations and operating protocols section:
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Maturity score (0 — 4) actual and projected
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Figure 5.6.a: Grid operations and protocols maturity score progress.

Actual and projected spend (SK) per HFTD overhead circuit mile
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Source: Table 12 of utility 2021 WMP Updates and subsequent data requests

Figure 5.6.b: Grid operations and protocols spend per HFTD overhead circuit mile, SMJUs 2020-
2022.

5.7. Data Governance

Introduction

The data governance section of the WMP seeks information on the utility’s initiatives to create
a centralized wildfire-related data repository, conduct collaborative research on utility ignition
and wildfire, document and share wildfire-related data and algorithms, and track and analyze
near-miss data. In addition, this section discusses the quality and completeness of Quarterly
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Data Reports (QDR) consisting of spatial and non-spatial data submitted as required by
condition Guidance-10 in resolution WSD-002. Initial submissions of data were received in
September 2020, and QA/QC reports were issued for the spatial data component of those
submissions in December 2020. Since those initial QA/QC reports, WSD has received two more
QDR submissions, in December 2020 and in February or March 2021 (submitted with the
utility’s 2021 WMP update (in February or March). The spatial data are subject to the WSD GIS
Data Reporting Standard (GIS Standard), the first version of which was published by the WSD on
August 21, 2020, and which was updated on February 4, 2021.%! The analysis of spatial data in
this section focuses on specific areas where the data Liberty submitted with its 2021 WMP do
not meet the GIS Standard.

Overview

Liberty does not yet have sufficient data governance capabilities for acceptable wildfire
mitigation. Among Liberty’s targets are a centralized data repository and dashboard capabilities
for driving risk-based decision making. Liberty also maintains research collaborations with Texas
A&M and Nevada-Reno on fault anticipation and detection. WSD recognizes Liberty’s
incremental progress, and finds multiple areas for improvement in terms of Liberty’s WMP data
submissions, as detailed below.

Progress over the past year

The WSD finds that Liberty made incremental progress in developing its data governance
program.

Liberty has room for improvement regarding the following points:

® Spatial data in the QDR submission: Liberty has not made significant progress compared
to the previous quarterly data submission. The data submitted for Q4 2020 have several
fundamental issues which negatively affect the useability of the data and do not meet
the GIS Standard. Many of the issues indicate a lack of internal quality control review of
data. Some of the more significant problems were:

o Missing primary keys: primary key/unique ID fields are fundamental, and data
submitted without a unique primary key are not useable. A primary key is a value
in a data table that is unique for each entry (record) and does not change.

Primary keys allow data in tables to be linked or referenced from other tables
and tracked through time and multiple submissions. The listed feature classes or

61 The most recent version of the standard, version 2, is available at:

ftp://ftp.cpuc.ca.gov/WMP/2021/GIS/WSD%20GIS%20Data%20Reporting%20Standard.pdf (accessed July 14,
2021, using Internet Explorer)
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tables had some records with missing primary keys or values in primary key fields
that are not unique to each record:

=  Connection Device

= Customer Meter

"  Fuse

= Substation

= Support Structure

= Switchgear

= Transformer (field contains multiple values)

® Grid Hardening Point

®  Grid Hardening Line
Missing age data: Liberty did not provide estimated age data for any features
which did not have more specific dates or years of installation.
Domain values not used: the WSD specified coded-value domains for 196 fields
in the data schema, in order to receive data with universally understood values
which can be compared across utilities. In several cases, Liberty submitted data
which did not conform to the domains specified. One example of this is the
“Conductor Material” field in both distribution line feature classes.
Missing data: Separate from the overall incompleteness of Liberty’s spatial data,
which are understood to be a work in progress, Liberty provided Grid Hardening
point and line data without providing any data in the Grid Hardening Log, which
should contain most of the important information relevant to grid hardening
projects, other than location.

e Non-spatial data: Liberty submitted their QDR non-spatial data (Tables 1-12) in PDF
format, which is not editable by WSD reviewers.

Issues and Remedies

While the WSD did not identify key areas for improvement in this category, the WSD finds the
following issues and associated remedies.

e |SSUE:

Liberty’s spatial QDR data submissions have shortcomings that must be

remedied. Liberty lacks internal quality control on its data submissions. Data are
sometimes incomplete or unexplained.

e}

e}

o

e |SSUE:
o

REMEDY: Liberty must submit primary keys and complete age data including
estimated age in ranges specified, where more specific date or year of
installation are not known.

REMEDY: Liberty must use domain values.

REMEDY: Liberty must provide log tables for all feature classes it is submitting,
which have associated log tables specified in the data standard.

Liberty’s non-spatial QDR data were submitted in PDF format.

REMEDY: Liberty must submit its non-spatial QDR data in Microsoft Excel format.
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Additional figures
Below are additional charts, maps and tables used as part of the WSD’s review of Liberty’s data

governance section:
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Figure 5.7.a: Data governance maturity score progress.

Actual and projected spend (SK) per HFTD overhead circuit mile
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Source: Table 12 of utility 2021 WMP Updates and subsequent data requests

Figure 5.7.b: Data governance spend per HFTD overhead circuit mile, SMJUs 2020-2022.
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5.8. Resource Allocation Methodology

Introduction

The resource allocation methodology section of the WMP requires the utility to describe its
methodology for prioritizing programs by cost-efficiency. This section requires utilities to
discuss risk reduction scenario analysis and provide a risk-spend efficiency (RSE) analysis for
each aspect of the plan.

Overview

Since the 2020 WMP, Liberty has made progress in its risk modeling capabilities. Specifically,
Liberty can quantify the cost-effectiveness of several key initiatives by calculating their
respective RSE estimates. Shortly before the 2021 WMP filing, Liberty completed its wildfire risk
model with assistance from its wildfire engineering consultant. The completion of the wildfire
risk model is a big step for the utility to perform more quantitative risk analysis that will inform
the initiative-selection process. However, even with the recent developments, it is still unclear
how RSE estimates are weighted against other decision-making factors. Liberty must bring
clarity to its decision-making process by providing a thorough overview of the initiative-
selection procedure from beginning to implementation.

Progress over the past year

The WSD finds that Liberty has made the following progress:

e Liberty has completed its wildfire risk model with the support of its wildfire engineering
consultant. The completion of the wildfire risk model will allow the utility to perform
risk quantification methodologies such as Multi-Attribute Risk Score (MARS)/Multi-
Attribute Value Function (MAVF) and RSE.

e In 2021, Liberty plans to increase its modeling capabilities by hiring up to two additional
positions to help with the quantitative aspects of managing the RBDM program.®?

e Liberty can calculate RSEs for the following initiatives:

o Covered conductor

Undergrounding

Targeted G.0.95 intrusive inspection and remediation (replace/repair schedules)

Enhanced vegetation management

Microgrid

Fuse Expulsion Replacement Program

o Distribution fault anticipation technology

o Liberty has demonstrated risk-based decision making with its expulsion fuse

replacement program. The utility is prioritizing expulsion fuse replacement in areas

O O O 0 O

62 Liberty’s 2021 WMP Update, p. 24
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identified with high or very high wildfire risk according to the wildfire engineering
consultant generated fire risk maps.%3

Key Areas for Improvement and Remedies

The WSD finds that Liberty must focus on the following areas as significant to reducing utility-
related wildfire risk:

Utility-# Issue title Issue description Remedies required
LU-21- Equivocating Liberty uses noncommittal Liberty must report on its risk-
07 Language Used | and equivocating language based decision-making in
to Describe to describe improvements to | measurable, quantifiable, and
Risk-Based its risk-based decision- verifiable language and discuss
Decision- making process in section its progress and future
Making 7.3.7.1. improvements to the risk-based
Improvements decision-making process.

Resolution WSD-002 states, “A continuing issue from 2019 that persists in 2020 WMPs is the
extensive use of non-committal equivocating language. The prevalent use of

equivocating language results in sparse commitment from utilities for achieving the

intended goal of WMPs — reducing the risk of catastrophic wildfire posed by electrical lines and
equipment.”®¥Resolution WSD-002 further states, “[c]ontinued use of equivocating language
may result in denial of future WMPs.”%°

Inits 2021 WMP Update, Liberty continues to use noncommittal and equivocating language to
describe future improvements to its risk-based decision-making process. For example, Liberty
states, “Other risk-based decision making data sources, such as environmental impacts, work
planning and tracking using wildfire engineering consultant generated fire map overlays, system
hardening efforts, and overall systems analysis will improve with integration of data from all
systems.”®® Liberty also states, “As Liberty moves forward with new methods of integration,
analysis and reporting, Liberty’s risk-based decision making process will continue to add
efficiency and sophistication.”®” Lastly, Liberty states, “Liberty can also increasingly utilize this
data framework for system hardening, battery storage and microgrid projects.” &

63 Liberty’s 2021 WMP Update, p. 91
64 Resolution WSD-002, p. 26

85 Resolution WSD-002, p. 27

%6 Liberty’s 2021 WMP Update, p. 124
67 Liberty’s 2021 WMP Update, p. 124
68 |iberty’s 2021 WMP Update, p. 124
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” ”n u

The phrases “will improve”, “will continue”, “add efficiency and sophistication”, and
“increasingly utilize” are not measurable, quantifiable, or verifiable by the WSD. The usage of
these phrases indicates a lack of commitment for Liberty to improve its risk-based decision-
making process.

Additional Issues and Remedies

In addition to the key areas listed above, the WSD finds the following issues and associated
remedies. All remedies must be addressed in Liberty’s 2022 WMP Update.

e |SSUE: While Liberty did provide more RSE estimates and lists several decision-making
factors such as climate, reliability, and asset conditions, the utility does not clearly
explain the role of RSE estimates in the initiative selection process. To bring clarity and
rigor to the initiative selection process, Liberty must elaborate on their decision-making
process by providing a thorough overview of the initiative selection procedure from
beginning to implementation.

o REMEDY: Inits 2022 WMP Update, Liberty must elaborate on its decision-making
process to include a thorough overview of the initiative selection procedure. The
overview must show the rankings of the decision-making factors (i.e., climate,
reliability, asset conditions, etc.) and pinpoint where RSE estimates are considered in
the initiative selection process. The WSD recommends a cascading, dynamic “If-
Then” style flowchart to accomplish this prioritization requirement.

Additional figures
Below are additional charts, maps and tables used as part of the WSD’s review of Liberty’s
resource allocation methodology section:
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Top 5 Initiative Activities by Planned Spend — Liberty ($K) 2020 Plan and 2020 Actual
All 3 SMJUs had 7.3.3.3 as their 2020 Plan 2020 Actual Total WMP Cycle Initiative Spend as
Initiative Activity : . FRCI Category From 2020 From 2021 2021Plan 2022 Plan % of Total Planned
highest-spend initiative Planned Spend
WMmP WMP Spend
Grid Design &
° 7.3.3.3 Covered conductor installation System $3,198 $7,820 $16,564 $12,034 $36,419 27%
Hardening
Vegetation
o 7.3.5.15 Remediation of at-risk species Management & $4,500 $7,338 $5,500 $5,150 $17,988 13%
Inspections
P Grid Design &
° 7336 Dlstl’lbu?lol’ll p:le replacementand System 0 43,652 $10,605 $2,610 416,867 129%
reinfor with poles .
Hardening
Grid Design &
° 7.3._3.16 Undergrounding of electriclines and/or System 41,758 4522 1,445 $7,654 49,622 7%
equipment N
Hardening
7.3.5.16 Removal and remediation of trees with strike  /c6c1aton
° 3510 Removaland remectation of trees with strike 0 ement & %0 $2,723 $2,200 $2,200 $7,123 5%
potential to electriclines and equipment .
Inspections
Total spend for top 5 initiatives $9,456 $22,055 $36,315 $29,649 $88,019 65%

Source: Table 12 of 2021 utility WMP Updates, Tables 21-30 of 2020 utility WMPs, and subsequent data requests. Highest spend in 2021

Figure 5.8.a: Resource allocation detail for top five initiative activities by planned spend,

Liberty.

Actual and planned spend by initiative category (SK)

S- $20,000 $40,000 $60,000 $80,000

Grid Design & System Hardening | e 580,592
Vegetation Management & Inspections [ NN S 540,050
Asset Management & Inspections [N $7,881
Grid Operations & Operating Protocols ] $1,369
Data Governance [ $770
Situational Awareness & Forecasting [l $980
Emergency Planning & Preparedness [l $2,706
Stakeholder Cooperation & Community Engagement 1$734
Resource Allocation Methodology | $379

Risk Assessment & Mapping 3$87

M 2020 Actual total ~ ® 2021 Planned total ~ ® 2022 Planned total

Source: Table 12 of utility 2021 WMP Updates, and subsequent data requests

Figure 5.8.b: Overview of spend by initiative category, Liberty.

$100,000
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Top 3 categories are the same
across SMJUs

Liberty Plan Total PacifiCorp Plan Total Bear Valley Plan Total

Grid Design & System Hardening $80,592 (59%) $43,338 (62%) $32,976 (76%)
Veg Mgmt. & Inspections $40,050 (30%) $20,754 (30%) $7,603 (18%)
Asset Mgmt. & Inspections $7,881 (6%) $2,338 (3%) $1,635 (4%)
Grid Operations & Protocols $1,369 (1%) S0 (0%) $461 (1%)

Data Governance $769 (0.6%) $815 (1.2%) $93 (0.2%)
Situational Awareness & Forecasting $980 (1%) $1,738 (2%) $462 (1%)
Emergency Planning & Preparedness $2,706 (2%) S0 (0%) $111(0.3%)

Stakeholder Cooperation & Community

Engagement $734 (0.5%) $182 (0.3%) $16 (0.04%)
Resource Allocation Methodology $379 (0.3%) S0 (0%) $0 (0%)
Risk Assessment & Mapping $87 (0.1%) $558 (0.8%) S0 (0%)
Total Planned Spend for WMP cycle $135,548 $69,722 $43,357

Source: Table 12 of 2021 utility WMP Updates

Figure 5.8.c: Breakdown of planned spend by category.

Total WMP Cycle Planned Spend ($M)

W Grid Design & System Hardening

6%

W Veg. Mgmt. & Inspections m Asset Mgmt. & Inspections

Grid Design is highest-spend
category across SMJUs,
especially Bear Valley

M Grid Operations & Protocols u Other

LIBERTY PACIFICORP BEAR VALLEY
Liberty (SM) PacifiCorp ($M) Bear Valley ($M)
Grid Design & System Hardening $81 $43 $33
Veg. Mgmt. & Inspections $40 $21 $8
Asset Mgmt. & Inspections $8 $2 $2
Grid Operations & Protocols $2 $0 $.46
Other $6 $3 $.682

Source: Table 12 of 2021 utility WMP Updates

Figure 5.8.d

: Overview of total planned spend across utilities.
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Figure 5.8.e: Resource allocation methodology maturity score progress.

Actual and projected spend ($SK) per HFTD overhead circuit mile
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Figure 5.8.f: Resource allocation methodology spend per HFTD overhead circuit mile, SMJUs

5.9.

2020-2022.

Emergency Planning and Preparedness

Introduction

This section of the WMP requires a general description of the utility’s overall emergency
preparedness and response plan, including discussion of how the plan is consistent with legal
requirements for customer support before, during, and after a wildfire, including support for
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low-income customers, billing adjustments, deposit waivers, extended payment plans,
suspension of disconnection and nonpayment fees, and repairs. Utilities are also required to
describe emergency communications before, during, and after a wildfire in languages deemed
prevalent in a utility’s territory (D.19-05-036, supplemented by D.20-03-004),%° and other
languages required by the Commission.

This section of the WMP also requires discussion of the utility’s plans for coordination with first
responders and other public safety organizations, plans to prepare for and restore service,
including workforce mobilization and prepositioning of equipment and employees, and a
showing that the utility has an adequately sized and trained workforce to promptly restore
service after a major event.

Progress over the past year

The WSD finds that Liberty has made the following progress:

e Liberty has entered into mutual aid agreements to address resourcing constraints. Its
mutual assistance entities include NV Energy, Western Region Mutual Assistance
Agreement (“WRMAA”), and the California Utilities Emergency Association (“CUEA”).

e For its public education and communication efforts Liberty focuses on areas most at risk
of PSPS or wildfire and areas with elevated percentage of at-risk customers, such as
Medical Baseline and Access and Functional Needs (AFN) customers.

e Liberty executes a robust, year-round communications and outreach effort to increase
community resiliency to wildfires and educate customers and the public about PSPS and
how to prepare for potential energization events.

e |n 2020, Liberty focused on outreach to its most medical baseline customers and worked
to update contact records for wildfire event communications.

e Liberty adding additional crew members to improve emergency restoration and normal
day-to-day work.

Issues and Remedies

While the WSD did not identify key areas for improvement in this category, the WSD finds the
following issue and associated remedy. All remedies must be addressed in Liberty’s 2022 WMP
Update.

59 A language is prevalent if it is spoken by 1,000 or more persons in the utility’s territory or if it is spoken by 5% or
more of the population within a “public safety answering point” in the utility territory. See Cal. Government Code §
53112.
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e |SSUE: Adequacy of Restoration Workforce: Liberty does not demonstrate the adequacy
of its service restoration workforce.
o REMEDY: Liberty shall discuss the type and number of personnel classifications it
employs and the number of contractors in place for service restoration.

Additional figures
Below are additional charts, maps and tables used as part of the WSD’s review of Liberty’s
emergency planning and preparedness section:

Maturity score (0 — 4) actual and projected
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Figure 5.9.a: Emergency planning and preparedness maturity score progress.

Actual and projected spend (SK) per 1000 customers
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Bear Valley PacifiCorp Liberty
M 2022 Planned total $0.67 $0.00 $26.66
m 2021 Planned total $0.61 $0.00 $18.39
M 2020 Actual total $0.97 $0.00 $10.27

Source: Table 12 of utility 2021 WMP Updates and subsequent data requests
Figure 5.9.b: Emergency planning and preparedness spend per 1000 customers,
SMJUs 2020-2022.
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5.10. Stakeholder Cooperation and Community Engagement

Introduction

The final initiative category in the WMP requires the utility to report on the extent to which it
will engage the communities it serves and cooperate and share best practices with community
members, agencies outside California, fire suppression agencies, forest service entities and
others engaged in vegetation management or fuel reduction.

Progress over the past year

The WSD finds that Liberty has made the following progress over the past year in this area:

e Liberty implemented an external communication strategy, reflecting lessons learned
and best practices.

e Liberty leverages its partnerships with Community Based Organizations and
stakeholders to amplify and disseminate emergency preparedness information.

o Liberty designs, translates, distributes, and evaluates communications, including AFN
and non-English speaking customers, to help facilitate the following:

o Customers and communities are aware wildfire mitigation efforts;

o Customers and communities increase their personal PSPS preparedness;

o Balanced communication to customer populations, where the most vulnerable
populations have access to information in the format best suited for their needs

e Toincrease public awareness and support of utility wildfire mitigation activities, Liberty
executes wildfire safety and PSPS preparedness outreach throughout the year, using
lessons learned and feedback from other I0Us, customers, and stakeholders.

e Liberty developed a three-part series of short videos detailing how customers can
prepare before, during, and after a PSPS event

e To evaluate effectiveness of communications, Liberty seeks feedback on communication
from public safety partners, community stakeholders and customers throughout the
year, using informal engagements and informal conversations.

o Liberty collects feedback prior to and after wildfire and/or PSPS events. Liberty states
that it uses the feedback to determine where improvements can be made, however it
does not provide specific details on how feedback is incorporated or weighed into its
wildfire mitigation planning.

Issues and Remedies
While the WSD did not identify key areas for improvement in this category, the WSD finds the

following issue and associated remedy. All remedies must be addressed in Liberty’s 2022 WMP
Update.
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e |SSUE: Liberty does not explain how it uses stakeholder feedback and incorporates
learning into its community engagement efforts and wildfire mitigation planning.
o REMEDY: In its 2022 WMP Update, Liberty must detail how stakeholder feedback
is incorporated into community engagement and wildfire planning efforts.

Additional figures
Below are additional charts, maps and tables used as part of the WSD’s review of Liberty’s
stakeholder cooperation and community engagement section:
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Figure 5.10.a: Stakeholder cooperation and community engagement maturity score progress.
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Source: 2021 Maturity Model survey data

Actual and projected spend (SK) per 1000 customers
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$10.00
$2.26 5000
e —
$0.00 — .
Bear Valley PacifiCorp Liberty
M 2022 Planned total $0.67 $0.00 $26.66
m 2021 Planned total $0.61 $0.00 $18.39
M 2020 Actual total $0.97 $0.00 $10.27

Source: Table 12 of utility 2021 WMP Updates and subsequent data requests

Figure 5.10.b.: Stakeholder cooperation and community engagement spend per 1000
customers, SMJUs 2020-2022.
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6. Public Safety Power Shutoff (PSPS), including directional vision for PSPS

Introduction

In recent years, Public Safety Power Shutoffs (PSPS) have been increasingly used by utilities to
mitigate wildfire risk. PSPS events introduce substantial risk to the public and impose a
significant burden on public services that must activate during a PSPS event. The WSD supports
the use of PSPS only as a last resort and expects the utilities to clearly present plans for
reducing the scale, scope, and frequency of PSPS events.

In 2021, WSD separated the reporting of PSPS from the reporting of mitigations and progress
metrics to reflect the definition of PSPS as a measure of last resort rather than a mitigation
option (pursuant to Guidance Resolution WSD-002 and PSPS decisions D.19-05-036 and D.20-
03-004).7° This section of the WMP requires utilities to report their current and projected
progress in PSPS mitigation, including lessons learned from the prior year, de-energization and
re-energization protocols, PSPS outcome metrics, plans to reduce future PSPS impacts, and
community engagement.

Overview

Liberty anticipates an increase in fire weather conditions over the next 10 years, but overall
expects the scope, scale, and frequency of PSPS events to decrease as grid hardening,
microgrids, and sectionalizing devices are installed. Liberty must support its expectations with
guantitative analysis on how its initiatives will minimize the impact of PSPS.

Progress over the past year

The WSD finds that Liberty has made the following progress:

e Liberty has expanded its weather station network which it claims will lead to smaller and
more precise PSPS events.

e For the 2021 fire season, Liberty will utilize both the current formula and its new
enhanced model (including Burning Index) to assess and evaluate the necessity of de-
energization of a line.

e Liberty has refined its re-energization protocols to better communicate with customers.

70 When calculating RSE for PSPS, electrical corporations generally assume 100 percent wildfire risk mitigation and
very low implementation costs because societal costs and impact are not included. When calculated this way, PSPS
will always rise to the top as a wildfire mitigation tool, but it will always fail to account for its true costs to
customers. Therefore, electrical corporations shall not rely on RSE calculations as a tool to justify the use of PSPS.
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Key Areas for Improvement and Remedies

The WSD finds that Liberty must focus on the following areas as significant to reducing utility-
related PSPS risk:

Ut':;ty- Issue title Issue description Remedies required
LU-21- | Limited Liberty has limited discussion Liberty must report on its plan to
08 Discussion | on its progress for reduction in | minimize the size, scope, and
on size, scope, and frequency of frequency of PSPS events
Reduction | PSPS. Liberty stated that due to | normalized for weather events and
of Size, its minimal use of PSPS in the climatic conditions, and fully
Scale, and past, it is unnecessary or describe how its planned initiatives
Frequency | impossible to further reduce minimize PSPS impact.
of PSPS PSPS. Nevertheless, Liberty
must still report its plans to
minimize PSPS scope, scale, and
frequency normalized for
weather events and climatic
conditions.
Additional figures

Below are additional charts, maps and tables used as part of the WSD’s review of Liberty’s
Public Safety Power Shutoff section:

Customer hours of PSPS, total

20,674

Liberty and PacifiCorp did not
provide 2021 PSPS customer hours
projections; Bear Valley projected 0

customer hours in 2021

PacifiCorp had 3 PSPS
eventsin Q3 2020

The only reports of PSPS customer
hours for SMJUs were Liberty in
2018 and PacifiCorp in 2020

90

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Bear Valley
20674 0 0 0 0 0 0

Liberty PacifiCorp
M PSPS customer hours. 0 0 0 90 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

PSPS Frequency (# of PSPS events where de-energization occurred):

o [l Kl KN BN KX KN EX KN KX KX K8 BN KN KX KX KN KN kN

# of PSPS events where no de-energization occurred:

Source: Tables 6 and 11 of 2021 utility WMP Updates.
Customer hours is total number of customers, multiplied by the average number of hours.

Figure 6.a: PSPS duration in customer hours (total).
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Customer hours of PSPS per Red Flag Warning (RFW) overhead circuit mile day

0.87

The only reports of PSPS customer
hours for SMJUs were Liberty in
2018 and PacifiCorp in 2020

0.03

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Liberty PacifiCorp Bear Valley
M PSPS customer hours per RFW circuit mile day 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Source: Tables 6 and 11 of 2021 utility WMP Updates.
Note: Normalization calculations were done by taking the total customer hours per year and dividing by total RFW days per year.
Customer hours is total number of customers, multiplied by the average number of hours.

Figure 6.b: PSPS duration in customer hours (normalized).

7. Next steps

Liberty must address the issues identified in the WSD’s review of its 2021 WMP Update over
the course of the next year. Liberty must place particular focus on the key areas for
improvement described above. Liberty must report progress on these key areas in the Progress
Reports, as described in Section 1.3 of this Action Statement.

Change Orders

If Liberty seeks to significantly modify (i.e., reduce, increase, or end) WMP mitigation measures
in response to data and results on electrical corporation ignition risk reduction impacts, Liberty
must submit a Change Order Report. At a high level, the objective of the change order process
is to ensure the electrical corporation continues to follow the most effective and efficient
approach to mitigating its wildfire risk. This could change as new information becomes available
and as the electrical corporation gains experience and measures the outcomes of its

initiatives.

The change order process set forth herein provides a mechanism for the electrical corporation
to make adjustments based on this information and experience. The goal of this process is to
ensure that utilities make significant changes to their WMPs only if the utilities demonstrate
the changes to be improvements per WMP approval criteria (i.e., completeness, technical
feasibility, effectiveness, and resource use efficiency). Another goal of the change order process
is to maximize the WSD’s visibility and ability to respond to any significant changes to the
approved plan as efficiently and in as streamlined a way as possible.

A “significant” change to a utility’s WMP that would trigger the change order process is defined
below:
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e Achange falls into the following initiative categories, i) risk assessment and mapping, ii)
vegetation management and inspections, iv) grid design and system hardening, or v)
asset management and inspections.

Or

e A change to the utility’s PSPS strategy, protocols and/or decision-making criteria.
And

e Meets one or more of the following criteria:

o A change that would result in an increase, decrease, or reallocation of more than $5
million constituting a greater than 10% change in spend allocation.

o A change that reduces or increases the estimated risk reduction value of an initiative
more than 25%.

o A change that results in a radical shift of either the strategic direction or purpose of
an initiative (e.g., introducing use of a novel risk model that reverses the risk profile
of the utility’s circuits).

If an electrical corporation is unsure whether a change is significant, the corporation is
encouraged to submit an advance inquiry on the matter. The change order process is not
intended to provide electrical corporations with a pass to unilaterally change their WMP
initiatives and program targets; rather, its purpose is to provide a mechanism for refining
certain elements of WMP initiatives when there is demonstrable quantitative and qualitative
justification for doing so.

Utilities shall submit any Change Order Reports by November 1, 2021. The WSD will review
change orders and may issue either an approval or a denial if proposed changes are deemed to
be materially out of alignment with the WSD’s goals.

At a minimum, each proposed change order shall provide the following information:

i.The proposed change
a. The initiative being altered with reference to where in the WMP the
initiative is discussed
b. The planned budget of that initiative, including:
i.Planned spend in the 2021 WMP Update of the initiative being
altered
ii.Of the planned spend identified in i. above, how much has already
been spent
iii.Planned spend for the remainder of the WMP plan period
iv.If spend is being redeployed, how much is being redeployed and
to/from which budget
c. The type of change being proposed, reported as one of the following:
i.Increase in scale
ii.Decrease in scale
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iii.Change in prioritization
iv.Change in deployment timing
v.Change in work being done
vi.Other change (described)
d. A detailed description of the proposed change
ii.Justification for the proposed change
a. In what way, if any, does the change address or improve:
i.Completeness
ii.Technical feasibility of the initiative
iii.Effectiveness of the initiative
iv.Resource use efficiency over portfolio of WMP initiatives
iii.Change in expected outcomes from the proposed change
a. What outcomes, including quantitative ignition probability and PSPS risk
reduction, was the changed initiative expected to achieve in the 2021 WMP
Update?
b. What outcomes, including quantitative ignition probability and PSPS risk
reduction, will the initiative deliver with the proposed adjustment?

Submission of Change Order Reports shall be through Energy Safety’s e-filing system. Change
Order Reports must be submitted to the 2021 WMPs Docket (docket #2021-WMPs). Utilities
shall concurrently serve all reports on the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

at CALFIREUtilityFireMitigationUnit@fire.ca.gov.

Stakeholders may comment on Change Order Reports within fifteen days of submission
following the submission instructions above but may not otherwise seek change

orders through this-process. The WSD may modify the process for submitting or reviewing
change orders at its discretion with written notice.

8. Consultation with CAL FIRE

Pub. Util. Code Section 8386.3(a) requires the WSD to consult with CAL FIRE in reviewing
electrical corporations’ 2020 WMPs. The Commission and CAL FIRE have a memorandum of
understanding in place to facilitate this consultation (Pub. Util. Code Section 8386.5). The
Commission and the WSD have met these requirements, but this Action Statement does not
purport to speak for CAL FIRE.

9. Comments on Draft Action Statement

On June 4, 2021, a draft of this Action Statement was served on the service list of R.18-10-007
and posted on the CPUC’s website, www.cpuc.ca.gov/wildfiremitigationplans.

On June 28, 2021, Liberty and GPI timely submitted comments.
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Liberty’s comments focused on VM issues, specifically key issue LU-21-06. Liberty presented
responses to the remedies for key issue LU-21-06. Liberty’s proactive engagement to address
remedies is appreciated; however, Liberty is still expected to include this information, along
with all other requirements, in its Progress Report and 2022 WMP Update as required.

GPI's comments also focused on VM issues. GPI proposes requiring a peer-reviewed study of all
utilities’ fuel management practices. The WSD will not require such a study from the utilities at
this time. GPI additionally recommends standardizing the identification numbers of deficiencies
in the WMP review. The WSD has adopted this recommendation and the deficiency numbering
has been standardized across all utilities with the intention of keeping a standard format for
future evaluations.

10.Conclusion
Liberty’s 2021 WMP Update is approved.

Catastrophic wildfires remain a serious threat to the health and safety of Californians. Electrical
corporations, including Liberty, must continue to make progress toward reducing utility-related
wildfire risk. Through the approval of Liberty’s 2021 WMP submission, the WSD expects Liberty
to effectively implement its wildfire mitigation activities to reduce the risk of utility-related
ignitions and the potential catastrophic consequences if an ignition occurs as well as to reduce
the scale, scope, and frequency of PSPS events. Liberty must meet the commitments in its 2021
WMP and fully comply with the conditions listed in this Action Statement to ensure it is
achieving a meaningful reduction of utility-related wildfire and PSPS risk within its service
territory.

attan

Lucy Morgans
Acting Program Manager, Safety Policy Division
Office of Energy Infrastructure Safety
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11. Appendix
11.1. Status of 2020 WMP Deficiencies

The 2020 WMP Resolutions for each utility contained a set of “Deficiencies” and associated
“Conditions” to remedy those issues. Each issue was categorized into one of the following
classes, with Class A being the most serious:

e Class A—aspects of the WMP are lacking or flawed;
e C(Class B —insufficient detail or justification provided in the WMP;
e Class C—gaps in baseline or historical data, as required in the 2020 WMP Guidelines.

Class A deficiencies were of the highest concern and required a utility to develop and submit to
the WSD a Remedial Compliance Plan (RCP) to resolve the identified issue within 45 days of
Commission ratification of the Resolution. Class B deficiencies were of medium concern and
required reporting by the utility to provide missing data or a progress update in its Quarterly
Report. Such reporting was either on a one-time basis or ongoing as set forth in each

condition. Class C deficiencies required the utility to submit additional detail and information or
otherwise come into compliance in its following annual WMP Update. Detailed descriptions of
the RCP and quarterly reports are contained in Resolution WSD-002, the Guidance Resolution
on Wildfire Mitigation Plans.”*

Deficiencies have either been resolved or are folded into 2021 issues, as detailed in the table
below.

. . .. 2020 RCP/QR
Deficiency Description . / Q Status
Determination
Guidance-1, | Lack of risk spend Insufficient (QR), Conditions met:
Class B efficiency (RSE) Action LIB-1 deficiency resolved
information
Guidance-2, | Lack of alternatives Sufficient (QR) Deficiency resolved in QR
Class B analysis for chosen
initiatives
Guidance-3, | Lack of risk modeling to Insufficient (RCP), Conditions not met:
Class A: inform decision-making Actions Liberty-1 - progress being monitored
Liberty-11
Guidance-4, | Lack of discussion on QR Insufficient (QR), Conditions not met:
Class B PSPS impacts Action LIB-1 progress being monitored
Guidance-5, | Aggregation of initiatives | Sufficient (QR) Deficiency resolved in QR
Class B into programs

7 The Draft Guidance Resolution WSD-002 can be found here on the CPUC website:
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M336/K461/336461968.pdf
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. . . 2020 RCP/QR
Deficiency Description . / Q Status
Determination

Guidance-6, | Failure to disaggregate Insufficient (QR), Conditions met:

Class B WMP initiatives from Action LIB-3 deficiency resolved
standard operations

Guidance-7, | Lack of detail on Sufficient (QR) Deficiency resolved in QR

Class B effectiveness of
“enhanced”
inspection programs

Guidance-8, | Prevalence of - Conditions not met:

Class C Equivocating Language — progress being monitored
failure of commitment

Guidance-9, | Insufficient discussion of | Insufficient (QR), Conditions met:

Class B pilot programs Action LIB-4 deficiency resolved

Guidance- Data issues — general Sufficient (QR) Deficiency resolved in QR

10, Class B

Guidance- Lack of detail on plansto | Insufficient (QR), Conditions met:

11, Class B address personnel Actions LIB-5 — LIB-7 deficiency resolved
shortages

Guidance- Lack of detail on long- Sufficient (QR) Deficiency resolved in QR

12, Class B term planning

LIB-1, Liberty did not describe Insufficient (QR), Conditions not met:

Class B methods for tracking Action LIB-8 progress being monitored

effectiveness of its
covered conductor
initiative

Appendix-2
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12. Attachments
12.1. Attachment 1: Liberty’s 2021 Maturity Survey
12.1.1. Liberty: Description of Data Sources

Data related to the Maturity Model is based on the latest submitted versions of 2021
Utility Wildfire Mitigation Maturity Survey (“Survey”) as of May 5, 2021. Data for the
Maturity Model is pulled from Survey responses unless stated otherwise.

All source data (the WMP and the Survey responses) are available at:
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/wildfiremitigationplans/.

All the analysis and corresponding tables presented in this appendix rely upon data that
is self-reported by the utilities. By utilizing and presenting this self-reported data in this
appendix, the WSD is not independently validating that all data elements submitted by
utilities are accurate. The WSD will continue to evaluate utility data, conduct data
requests, and conduct additional compliance activities to ensure that data provided is
accurate.

12.1.2. Liberty: Introduction to Maturity Model Scoring’?

In order to determine “maturity” in any one capability, the WSD assigned levels to each
aspect of the electrical corporations’ wildfire mitigation efforts. Each capability was
assigned a level, from 0 — 4 range, with 0 being the lowest and 4 the highest. The WSD
calculated a maturity level, in accordance with the required elements to achieve each
level, as outlined in the maturity model rubric.

The levels were calculated using an “all or nothing” binary approach. That is, levels are
reported as whole numbers only.” Thus, in order to reach a specific maturity level, an
electrical corporation would have to meet 100 percent of the threshold requirements
for that level, as detailed in the maturity model rubric. In general, the maturity model
rubric outlines numerous elements that are required to be met to achieve a given level,
and the sophistication of requirements to reach a level typically increases with each
successively higher maturity level.

For example, to obtain a level of 1 in Capability 24 of the 52 total capabilities, titled
“Vegetation grow-in mitigation,” the electrical corporation (or utility) must demonstrate
the following: “[u]tility maintains vegetation around lines and equipment according to

72 From WSD-002 p. 10-11

3 Note: The category averages shown in 11.1.3 (below) average the capability scores and may include decimals.
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minimum statutory and regulatory clearances. Utility: i) removes vegetation waste along
right of ways and ii) within 1 week of cutting vegetation across entire grid.”

Thus, in order to receive a maturity level of 1 for Capability 24, an electrical corporation
would not only have to maintain minimum regulatory clearances around its overhead
lines but also remove the vegetation waste along its right of ways within one week of
conducting vegetation clearance work. If an electrical corporation meets only one of
these requirements, then it would be assigned the next lowest level. In this example, a
level of 0 would be assigned and the electrical corporation would not receive “partial
credit” towards a level of 1.



12.1.3.

Liberty: Maturity detail by capability

Legend: Maturity Model Scores

o [N 3

Category A. Risk Assessment and Mapping

Capability maturity level based
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Question

sation Plan Update - Liberty
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Avg cycle start maturity: 0.8

Avg current maturity: 0.8

Capability 1. Climate scenario modeling

Start of cycle: 1

By end of year 1 (current): 1

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Start of cycle

By end of year 1 (current)

Avg projected cycle end maturity: 1.8

Planned state by end of cycle: 1
(projected)

Planned state by end of cycle

1a: How sophisticated is utility's
ability to estimate the risk of
weather scenarios?

ii. Wildfire risk can be reliably determined

based on weather and its impacts

iv. Risk for various weather
scenarios can be reliably
estimated

iv. Risk for various weather scenarios
can be reliably estimated

iii. Independent expert assessment,

supported by historical data of incidents and

iii. Independent expert
assessment, supported by
historical data of incidents and

iii. Independent expert assessment,
supported by historical data of incidents

1b: How are scenarios assessed?  near misses near misses and near misses
1c: How granular is utility's

ability to model scenarios? ii. Regional iii. Circuit-based iv. Span-based

1d: How automated is the tool?  iv. Fully ii. Partially (<50%) iii. Mostly (>=50%)

le: What additional information
is used to estimate model
weather scenarios and their
risk?

ii. Weather, how weather effects failure
modes and propagation

ii. Weather, how weather effects
failure modes and propagation

ii. Weather, how weather effects failure
modes and propagation
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1f: To what extent is future
change in climate taken into
account for future risk
estimation?

ii. Future risk estimates take into account
generally higher risk across entire service
territory due to changing climate

iii. Basic temperature modeling
used to estimate effects of a
changing climate on future
weather and risk, taking into
account difference in geography
and vegetation

iii. Basic temperature modeling used to
estimate effects of a changing climate
on future weather and risk, taking into
account difference in geography and
vegetation

Capability 2. Ignition risk estimation

Capability maturity level based

on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4) Start of cycle: 2

By end of year 1 (current): 1

Planned state by end of cycle: 2
(projected)

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question Start of cycle

By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

ii. Tools and processes can reliably
categorize the risk of ignition across the grid
into at least two categories based on
characteristics and condition of lines,
equipment, surrounding vegetation, and
localized weather patterns

2a: How is ignition risk
calculated?

iii. Tools and processes can
quantitatively and accurately
assess the risk of ignition across
the grid based on characteristics
and condition of lines, equipment,
surrounding vegetation, and
localized weather patterns

iii. Tools and processes can
quantitatively and accurately assess the
risk of ignition across the grid based on
characteristics and condition of lines,
equipment, surrounding vegetation, and
localized weather patterns

2b: How automated is the

ignition risk calculation tool? iii. Mostly (>=50%)

ii. Partially (<50%)

iii. Mostly (>=50%)

2c: How granular is the tool? ii. Regional

iii. Circuit-based

iv. Span-based

2d: How is risk assessment
confirmed? Select all that apply.

i. By experts ii. By historical data

i. By experts ii. By historical data

i. By experts ii. By historical data
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2e: What confidence interval, in
percent, does the utility use in
its wildfire risk assessments?

>60%, or no quantified confidence
>60%, or no quantified confidence interval interval

>60%, or no quantified confidence
interval

Capability maturity level based

Capability 3. Estimation of wildfire consequences for communities

Planned state by end of cycle: 1

on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Start of cycle: 0 By end of year 1 (current): 0

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

(projected)

Question

Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

3a: How is estimated
consequence of ignition
relayed?

i .No translation of ignition risk
i .No translation of ignition risk estimatesto  estimates to potential
potential consequences for communities consequences for communities

ii. Ignition events categorized as low or
high risk to communities

ii. As a function of at least

3b: What metrics are used to i. As a function of at least one of the potential fatalities, and one or ii. As a function of at least potential
estimate the consequence of following: structures burned, potential both of structures burned, or area fatalities, and one or both of structures
ignition risk? fatalities, or area burned burned burned, or area burned

3c: Is the ignition risk impact

analysis available for all

seasons? ii. Yes ii. Yes ii. Yes

3d: How automated is the

ignition risk estimation process? ii. Partially (<50%) ii. Partially (<50%) iii. Mostly (>=50%)

3e: How granular is the ignition

risk estimation process? ii. Regional iii. Circuit-based iv. Span-based

3f: How are the outputs of the
ignition risk impact assessment
tool evaluated?

iii. Outputs independently
ii. Outputs independently assessed by assessed by experts and
experts confirmed by historical data

iii. Outputs independently assessed by
experts and confirmed by historical data
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3g: What other inputs are used
to estimate impact?

i. Level and conditions of vegetation and

weather, including the vegetation specifies

immediately surrounding the ignition site

iii. Level and conditions of

vegetation and weather, including

the vegetation specifies
immediately surrounding the
ignition site and up-to-date
moisture content, local weather
patterns

iii. Level and conditions of vegetation
and weather, including the vegetation
specifies immediately surrounding the
ignition site and up-to-date moisture
content, local weather patterns

Capability maturity level based
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Capability 4. Estimation of wildfire and PSPS risk-reduction impact

Start of cycle: 1

Planned state by end of cycle: 3
(projected)

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question

Start of cycle

By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

4a: How is risk reduction impact
estimated?

ii. Approach accurately estimates risk
reduction potential of initiatives
categorically (e.g. High, Medium, Low)

iii. Approach reliably estimates
risk reduction potential of
initiatives on an interval scale
(e.g. specific quantitative units)

iv. Approach reliably estimates risk
reduction potential of initiatives on an
interval scale (e.g. specific quantitative
units) with a quantitative confidence
interval

4b: How automated is your
ignition risk reduction impact
assessment tool?

iii. Mostly (>=50%)

ii. Partially (<50%)

iii. Mostly (>=50%)

4c: How granular is the ignition
risk reduction impact
assessment tool?

ii. Regional

jii. Circuit-based

iv. Span-based

4d: How are ignition risk
reduction impact assessment
tool estimates assessed?

ii. With evidence and logical reasoning

iv. Independent expert
assessment, supported by
historical data of incidents and
near misses

iv. Independent expert assessment,
supported by historical data of incidents
and near misses
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4e: What additional information
is used to estimate risk
reduction impact?

ii. Existing hardware type and condition

iv. Existing hardware type and
condition, including operating
history; level and condition of
vegetation; weather

v. Existing hardware type and condition,
including operating history; level and
condition of vegetation; weather; and
combination of initiatives already
deployed

Capability maturity level based

Capability 5. Risk maps and simulation algorithms

Planned state by end of cycle: 2

on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Start of cycle: 0

By end of year 1 (current): 0

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

(projected)

Question

Start of cycle

By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

5a: What is the protocol to
update risk mapping algorithms?

i. No defined process for updating risk
mapping algorithms

i. No defined process for updating

risk mapping algorithms

ii. Risk mapping algorithms updated
based on detected deviations of risk
model to ignitions and propagation

5b: How automated is the
mechanism to determine
whether to update algorithms
based on deviations?

i. Not automated

ii. Partially (<50%)

iii. Mostly (>=50%)

5c: How are deviations from risk
model to ignitions and
propagation detected?

i. Not currently calculated

ii. Manually

iii. Semi-automated process

5d: How are decisions to update
algorithms evaluated?

i .Not currently evaluated

i .Not currently evaluated

ii. Independently evaluated by experts
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5e: What other data is used to iii. Current and historic ignition iv. Current and historic ignition and
make decisions on whether to and propagation data; near-miss propagation data; near-miss data; data
update algorithms? v. None of the above data from other utilities and other sources

Category B. Situational Awareness and Forecasting

Avg cycle start maturity: 1 Avg current maturity: 0.8 Avg projected cycle end maturity: 1.2

Capability 6. Weather variables collected

Capability maturity level based Planned state by end of cycle: 2
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4) Start of cycle: 2 By end of year 1 (current): 1 (projected)

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current) Planned state by end of cycle
iii. Range of accurate weather
iii. Range of accurate weather variables (e.g.  variables (e.g. humidity, iii. Range of accurate weather variables
humidity, precipitation, surface and precipitation, surface and (e.g. humidity, precipitation, surface and

atmospheric wind conditions) that impact atmospheric wind conditions) that atmospheric wind conditions) that
6a: What weather data is probability of ignition and propagation from  impact probability of ignition and  impact probability of ignition and
currently collected? utility assets propagation from utility assets propagation from utility assets
6b: How are measurements i. Measurements not currently ii. Manual field calibration
validated? ii. Manual field calibration measurements validated measurements
6c: Are elements that cannot be
reliably measured in real time
being predicted (e.g., fuel
moisture content)? ii. Yes i. Yes ii. Yes

6d: How many sources are being
used to provide data on weather
metrics being collected? iii. More than one iii. More than one

iii. More than one
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Capability 7. Weather data resolution

Capability maturity level based Planned state by end of cycle: 1
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4) Start of cycle: 1 By end of year 1 (current): 1 (projected)

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current) Planned state by end of cycle

iii. Weather data has sufficient
granularity to reliably measure iii. Weather data has sufficient
weather conditions in HFTD areas, granularity to reliably measure weather
ii. Weather data has sufficient granularity to  and along the entire grid and in all  conditions in HFTD areas, and along the
7a: How granular is the weather  reliably measure weather conditions in HFTD  areas needed to predict weather entire grid and in all areas needed to

data that is collected? areas on the grid predict weather on the grid
7b: How frequently is data

gathered iii. At least four times per hour iv. At least six times per hour iv. At least six times per hour
7c: How granular is the tool? ii. Regional ii. Regional ii. Regional

7d: How automated is the
process to measure weather
conditions? iv. Fully iv. Fully iv. Fully




Capability maturity level based
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Start of cycle: 0

Capability 8. Weather forecasting ability

Update - Liberty

By end of year 1 (current): 0
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Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question

Start of cycle

By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

8a: How sophisticated is the
utility's weather forecasting
capability?

ii. Utility has independent weather

forecasting ability sufficiently accurate to

fulfill PSPS requirements

iii. Utility has the ability to use a
combination of accurate weather
stations and external weather
data to make accurate forecasts

jii. Utility has the ability to use a
combination of accurate weather
stations and external weather data to
make accurate forecasts

8b: How far in advance can
accurate forecasts be prepared?

i. Less than two weeks in advance

i. Less than two weeks in advance

i. Less than two weeks in advance

8c: At what level of granularity
can forecasts be prepared?

ii. Regional

ii. Regional

ii. Regional

8d: How are results error-
checked?

ii. Results are error checked against
historical weather patterns

ii. Results are error checked
against historical weather
patterns

ii. Results are error checked against
historical weather patterns

8e: How automated is the
forecast process?

iv. Fully

iv. Fully

iv. Fully




Attachments-11

Capability 9. External sources used in weather forecasting

Capability maturity level based Planned state by end of cycle: 2
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4) Start of cycle: 2 By end of year 1 (current): 2 (projected)

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current) Planned state by end of cycle
iii. Utility uses a combination of iii. Utility uses a combination of accurate

9a: What source does the utility iii. Utility uses a combination of accurate accurate weather stations and weather stations and external weather
use for weather data? weather stations and external weather data  external weather data data

ii. Mostly manual processes for error ii. Mostly manual processes for ii. Mostly manual processes for error
9b: How is weather station data  checking weather stations with external data error checking weather stations checking weather stations with external
checked for errors? sources with external data sources data sources

iii. Weather data is used to create a single ii. Weather data is used to produce a
9c: For what is weather data visual and configurable live map that can be  i. Weather data is used to make combined weather map that can be

used? used to help make decisions decisions used to help make decisions




Capability maturity level based

lan Update - Liberty

Capability 10. Wildfire detection processes and capabilities

Attachments-12

Planned state by end of cycle: 1

on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Start of cycle: 0 By end of year 1 (current): 0

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

(projected)

Question Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current) Planned state by end of cycle
10 : Are there well-defined
procedures for detecting
ignitions along the grid? i. No i. No ii. Yes
iii. Well-defined equipment for detecting
10b: What equipment is used to  ignitions along grid, including remote i. No consistent set of equipment  ii. Well-defined equipment for detecting
detect ignitions? detection equipment including cameras for detecting ignitions along grid ignitions along grid
10 : How is information on iii. Procedure exists for notifying suppression ii. Procedure exists for notifying ii. Procedure exists for notifying
detected ignitions reported? forces and key stakeholders suppression forces suppression forces

10d: What role does ignition
detection software play in
wildfire detection?

ii. Ignition detection software in cameras
used to augment ignition detection i. Ignition detection software not
procedures currently deployed

ii. Ignition detection software in
cameras used to augment ignition
detection procedures




Attachments-13

Category C. Grid design and system hardening

Avg cycle start maturity: 0.6 Avg current maturity: 1.4 Avg projected cycle end maturity: 1.6

Capability 11. Approach to prioritizing initiatives across territory

Capability maturity level based Planned state by end of cycle: 2
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4) Start of cycle: 2 By end of year 1 (current): 2 (projected)

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current) Planned state by end of cycle

iii. Plan prioritizes wildfire risk
iii. Plan prioritizes wildfire risk reduction reduction initiatives based on iii. Plan prioritizes wildfire risk reduction
11a: How are wildfire risk initiatives based on local geography and local geography and conditions initiatives based on local geography and
reduction initiatives prioritized?  conditions within only HFTD areas within only HFTD areas conditions within only HFTD areas




on Plan Update - Liberty Attachments-14

Capability 12. Grid design for minimizing ignition risk

Capability maturity level based Planned state by end of cycle: 1
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4) Start of cycle: 1 By end of year 1 (current): 1 (projected)

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current) Planned state by end of cycle
12a: Does grid design meet

minimum G095 requirements

and loading standards in HFTD

areas? ii. Yes i. Yes ii. Yes

12b: Does the utility provide

micro grids or islanding where

traditional grid infrastructure is

impracticable and wildfire risk is

high? i. No ii. Yes ii. Yes
12c: Does routing of new

portions of the grid take wildfire

risk into account? i. Yes i. Yes i. Yes

12d: Are efforts made to

incorporate the latest asset

management strategies and new iii. Yes, across the entire service

technologies into grid topology? iii. Yes, across the entire service area area iii. Yes, across the entire service area




Capability maturity level based
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Start of cycle: 0

Capability 13. Grid design for resiliency and minimizing PSPS

Update - Liberty

By end of year 1 (current): 0

Attachments-15

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question

Start of cycle

By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

13a: What level of redundancy
does the utility’s transmission
architecture have?

i. Many single points of failure

i. Many single points of failure

i. Many single points of failure

13b: What level of redundancy
does the utility’s distribution
architecture have?

ii. n-1 redundancy covering at least 50% of
customers in HFTD

ii. n-1 redundancy covering at
least 50% of customers in HFTD

ii. n-1 redundancy covering at least 50%
of customers in HFTD

13c: What level of
sectionalization does the utility’s
distribution architecture have?

ii. Switches in HFTD areas to individually
isolate circuits

ii. Switches in HFTD areas to
individually isolate circuits

ii. Switches in HFTD areas to individually
isolate circuits

13d: How does the utility
consider egress points in its grid
topology?

i. Does not consider

ii. Egress points used as an input
for grid topology design

ii. Egress points used as an input for grid
topology design




Capability maturity level based
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

ate - Liberty

Capability 14. Risk-based grid hardening and cost efficiency

Start of cycle: 0

By end of year 1 (current): 2

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Attachments-16

Planned state by end of cycle: 3
(projected)

Question

Start of cycle

By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

14a: Does the utility have an
understanding of the risk spend
efficiency of hardening
initiatives?

i. Utility has no clear understanding of the
relative risk spend efficiency of hardening
initiatives

ii. Utility has an accurate
understanding of the relative cost
and effectiveness of different
initiatives

ii. Utility has an accurate understanding
of the relative cost and effectiveness of
different initiatives

14b: At what level can estimates
be prepared?

v. Asset-based

iii. Circuit-based

iv. Span-based

14c: How frequently are
estimates updated?

iii. Annually or more frequently

iii. Annually or more frequently

iii. Annually or more frequently

14d: What grid hardening
initiatives does the utility

include within its evaluation? iv. All iv. All iv. All
14e: Can the utility evaluate risk

reduction synergies from

combination of various

initiatives? i. No ii. Yes ii. Yes




Liberty

Capability 15. Grid design and asset innovation

Capability maturity level based

Attachments-17

Planned state by end of cycle: 2

on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

By end of year 1 (current): 2

Start of cycle: 0

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

(projected)

Question Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

iii. New initiatives evaluated

based on installation into grid and

measuring direct reduction in
ignition events, and measuring
reduction impact on near-miss
metrics

i. No established program for evaluating the
risk spend efficiency of new hardening
initiatives

15 : How are new hardening
solution initiatives evaluated?

iii. New initiatives evaluated based on
installation into grid and measuring
direct reduction in ignition events, and
measuring reduction impact on near-
miss metrics

15b: Are results of pilot and
commercial deployments,
including project performance,
project cost, geography, climate,
vegetation etc. shared in
sufficient detail to inform
decision making at other

utilities? ii. Yes, with a limited set of partners i. No

ii. Yes, with a limited set of partners

15 : Is performance of new
initiatives independently
audited? i. No i. No

ii. Yes




Plan Update - Liberty

Category D. Asset management and inspections

Capability maturity level based

on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Attachments-18

Avg cycle start maturity: 0.4

Start of cycle: 0

Capability 16. Asset inventory

Avg current maturity: 0.6

and condition assessments

By end of year 1 (current): 0

Avg projected cycle end maturity: 1.4

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question

Start of cycle

By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

16a: What information is
captured in the equipment
inventory database?

i. There is no service territory-wide inventory

of electric lines and equipment including
their state of wear or disrepair

ii. There is an accurate inventory
of equipment that may contribute
to wildfire risk, including age,
state of wear, and expected
lifecycle

iii. There is an accurate inventory of
equipment that may contribute to
wildfire risk, including age, state of
wear, and expected lifecycle, including
records of all inspections and repairs

16 : How frequently is the
condition assessment updated?

i. Never

ii. Annually

ii. Annually

16c: Does all equipment in HFTD
areas have the ability to detect
and respond to malfunctions?

i. No system and approach are in place to
detect or respond to malfunctions

i. No system and approach are in
place to detect or respond to
malfunctions

ii. A system and approach are in place to
reliably detect incipient malfunctions
likely to cause ignition

16 : How granular is the
inventory?

ii. At the span level

ii. At the span level

iii. At the asset level




Capability maturity level based

tigation Plan Update - Liberty

Capability 17. Asset inspection cycle

Attachments-19

Planned state by end of cycle: 1

on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Start of cycle: 1

By end of year 1 (current): 1

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

(projected)

Question

Start of cycle

By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

17a: How frequent are your
patrol inspections?

ii. Consistent with minimum regulatory
requirements

ii. Consistent with minimum
regulatory requirements

ii. Consistent with minimum regulatory
requirements

17b: How are patrol inspections
scheduled?

i. Based on annual or periodic schedules

i. Based on annual or periodic
schedules

i. Based on annual or periodic schedules

17c: What are the inputs to
scheduling patrol inspections?

i. At least annually updated or verified static
maps of equipment and environment

i. At least annually updated or
verified static maps of equipment
and environment

ii. Predictive modeling of equipment
failure probability and risk

17d: How frequent are detailed
inspections?

ii. Consistent with minimum regulatory
requirements

ii. Consistent with minimum
regulatory requirements

ii. Consistent with minimum regulatory
requirements

17e: How are detailed
inspections scheduled?

ii. Based on up-to-date static maps of
equipment types and environment

i. Based on annual or periodic
schedules

i. Based on annual or periodic schedules

17f: What are the inputs to
scheduling detailed inspections?

i. At least annually updated or verified static
maps of equipment and environment

i. At least annually updated or
verified static maps of equipment
and environment

i. At least annually updated or verified
static maps of equipment and
environment

17g: How frequent are your
other inspections?

ii. Consistent with minimum regulatory
requirements

ii. Consistent with minimum
regulatory requirements

ii. Consistent with minimum regulatory
requirements

17h: How are other inspections
scheduled?

i. Based on annual or periodic schedules

i. Based on annual or periodic
schedules

i. Based on annual or periodic schedules

17i: What are the inputs to
scheduling other inspections?

i. At least annually updated or verified static
maps of equipment and environment

i. At least annually updated or
verified static maps of equipment
and environment

i. At least annually updated or verified
static maps of equipment and
environment




on Plan Update - Liberty

Attachments-20

Capability maturity level based

Capability 18. Asset inspection effectiveness

Planned state by end of cycle: 1

on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Start of cycle: 0

By end of year 1 (current): 1

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

(projected)

Question

Start of cycle

By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

18a: What items are captured
within inspection procedures
and checklists?

i. Patrol, detailed, enhanced, and other
inspection procedures and checklists do not
include all items required by statute and
regulations

ii. Patrol, detailed, enhanced, and
other inspection procedures and
checklists include all items
required by statute and
regulations

ii. Patrol, detailed, enhanced, and other
inspection procedures and checklists
include all items required by statute and
regulations

18b: How are procedures and
checklists determined?

i. Based on statute and regulatory guidelines
only

i. Based on statute and regulatory
guidelines only

i. Based on statute and regulatory
guidelines only

18c: At what level of granularity
are the depth of checklists,
training, and procedures
customized?

iv. At the span level

i. Across the service territory

i. Across the service territory




Capability 19. Asset maintenance and repair

Capability maturity level based
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Start of cycle: 1

Plan Update - Liberty

By end of year 1 (current): 1

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Attachments-21

Planned state by end of cycle: 3
(projected)

Question

Start of cycle

By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

19a: What level are electrical
lines and equipment maintained
at?

ii. Electrical lines and equipment maintained
as required by regulation

ii. Electrical lines and equipment
maintained as required by
regulation

iii. Electrical lines and equipment
maintained as required by regulation,
and additional maintenance done in
areas of grid at highest wildfire risk
based on detailed risk mapping

19b: How are service intervals
set?

iv. None of the above

iv. None of the above

ii. Based on wildfire risk in relevant
circuit

19c: What do maintenance and
repair procedures take into
account?

iii. None of the above

iii. None of the above

i. Wildfire risk




Capability maturity level based

date - Liberty

Capability 20. QA/QC for asset management

Attachments-22

Planned state by end of cycle: 2

on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Start of cycle: 0

By end of year 1 (current): 0

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

(projected)

Question

Start of cycle

By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

20a: How is contractor activity
audited?

i. Lack of controls for auditing work
completed, including inspections, for
employees or subcontractors

i. Lack of controls for auditing
work completed, including
inspections, for employees or
subcontractors

ii. Through an established and
functioning audit process to manage
and confirm work completed by
subcontractors

20b: Do contractors follow the
same processes and standards
as utility's own employees?

ii. Yes

ii. Yes

ii. Yes

20c: How frequently is QA/QC
information used to identify
deficiencies in quality of work
performance and inspections
performance?

i. Never

i. Never

iv. Regularly

20d: How are work and
inspections that do not meet
utility-prescribed standards
remediated?

i .Lack of effective remediation for
ineffective inspections or low-quality work

i .Lack of effective remediation for
ineffective inspections or low-
quality work

ii. QA/QC information is used to identify
systemic deficiencies in quality of work

and inspections

20e: Are workforce
management software tools
used to manage and confirm
work completed by
subcontractors?

i. No

i. No

ii. Yes




Category E. Vegetation management and inspections

Attachments-23

Avg cycle start maturity: 0.8 Avg current maturity: 0.8

Capability 21. Vegetation inventory and condition assessments

Capability maturity level based
_on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4) ~_Start of cycle: 2 | By end of year 1 (current): 2

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

_| (projected)

Avg projected cycle end maturity: 1.3

Planned state by end of cycle: 3

Question Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

iv. Centralized inventory of
vegetation clearances, including

iv. Centralized inventory of vegetation

iv. Centralized inventory of vegetation individual vegetation species and  clearances, including individual
clearances, including individual vegetation their expected growth rate, as vegetation species and their expected
21a: What information is species and their expected growth rate, as well as individual high risk-trees growth rate, as well as individual high
captured in the inventory? well as individual high risk-trees across grid across grid risk-trees across grid
21b: How frequently is inventory
updated? v. Within 1 day of collection v. Within 1 day of collection v. Within 1 day of collection
21c: Are inspections
independently verified by third
party experts? i. No i. No ii. Yes

21d: How granular is the
inventory? iii. Span-based iv. Asset-based

iv. Asset-based




Capability maturity level based

pdate - Liberty

Capability 22. Vegetation inspection cycle

Attachments-24

Planned state by end of cycle: 1

on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Start of cycle: 2

By end of year 1 (current): 1

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

(projected)

Question

Start of cycle

By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

22a: How frequent are all types
of vegetation inspections?

ii. Consistent with minimum regulatory
requirements

ii. Consistent with minimum
regulatory requirements

iii. Above minimum regulatory
requirements, with more frequent
inspections for highest risk areas

22b: How are vegetation
inspections scheduled?

ii. Based on up-to-date static maps of
predominant vegetation species and
environment

i. Based on annual or periodic
schedules

i. Based on annual or periodic schedules

22c: What are the inputs to
scheduling vegetation
inspections?

i. At least annually-updated static maps of
vegetation and environment

i. At least annually-updated static
maps of vegetation and
environment

ii. Up to date, static maps of vegetation
and environment, as well as data on
annual growing conditions




Capability maturity level based

tion Plan Update - Liberty

Capability 23. Vegetation inspection effectiveness

Attachments-25

Planned state by end of cycle: 1

on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Start of cycle: 1

By end of year 1 (current): 1

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

(projected)

Question

Start of cycle

By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

23a: What items are captured
within inspection procedures
and checklists?

iii. Patrol, detailed, enhanced, and other
inspection procedures and checklists include
all items required by statute and regulations,
and includes vegetation types typically
responsible for ignitions and near misses

ii. Patrol, detailed, enhanced, and
other inspection procedures and
checklists include all items
required by statute and
regulations

ii. Patrol, detailed, enhanced, and other
inspection procedures and checklists
include all items required by statute and
regulations

23b: How are procedures and
checklists determined?

i. Based on statute and regulatory guidelines
only

i. Based on statute and regulatory
guidelines only

i. Based on statute and regulatory
guidelines only

23c: At what level of granularity
are the depth of checklists,
training, and procedures
customized?

i. Across the service territory

i. Across the service territory

i. Across the service territory




Attachments-26

Capability 24. Vegetation grow-in mitigation

Capability maturity level based
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Start of cycle: 0

By end of year 1 (current): 0

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question

Start of cycle

By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

24a: How does utility clearance
around lines and equipment
perform relative to expected

ii. Utility meet minimum statutory and

regulatory clearances around all lines and

ii. Utility meet minimum statutory
and regulatory clearances around

ii. Utility meet minimum statutory and
regulatory clearances around all lines

standards? equipment all lines and equipment and equipment
24b: Does utility meet or exceed

minimum statutory or

regulatory clearances during all

seasons? ii. Yes ii. Yes ii. Yes

24c: What modeling is used to
guide clearances around lines
and equipment?

iii. None of the above

iii. None of the above

iii. None of the above

24d: What biological modeling is
used to guide clearance around
lines and equipment

iii. None of the above

i. Species growth rates and
species limb failure rates

i. Species growth rates and species limb
failure rates

24e: Are community
organizations engaged in setting

local clearances and protocols? i. No i. No i. No
24f: Does the utility remove

vegetation waste along its right

of way across the entire grid? i. No i. No i. No

24g: How long after cutting
vegetation does the utility
remove vegetation waste along
right of way?

iv. On the same day

iv. On the same day

iv. On the same day
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Attachments-27

24h: Does the utility work with

local landowners to provide a
cost-effective use for cutting
vegetation? ii. Yes

ii. Yes

ii. Yes

24i: Does the utility work with

partners to identify new cost-

effective uses for vegetation,

taking into consideration

environmental impacts and

emissions of vegetation waste? ii. Yes

ii. Yes

ii. Yes




Capability maturity level based
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Start of cycle: 0

Capability 25. Vegetation fall-in mitigation

By end of year 1 (current): 0

Attachments-28

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question

Start of cycle

By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

25a: Does the utility have a
process for treating vegetation
outside of right of ways?

jii. Utility systematically removes vegetation
outside of right of way

iv. Utility systematically removes
vegetation outside of right of
way, informing relevant
communities of removal

iv. Utility systematically removes
vegetation outside of right of way,
informing relevant communities of
removal

25b: How is potential vegetation
that may pose a threat
identified?

ii. Based on the height of trees with
potential to make contact with electric lines
and equipment

ii. Based on the height of trees
with potential to make contact
with electric lines and equipment

ii. Based on the height of trees with
potential to make contact with electric
lines and equipment

25c: Is vegetation removed with
cooperation from the

community? ii. Yes ii. Yes ii. Yes
25d: Does the utility remove

vegetation waste outside its

right of way across the entire

grid? i. No i. No i. No

25e: How long after cutting
vegetation does the utility
remove vegetation waste
outside its right of way?

iii. Within 1 week or less

iii. Within 1 week or less

iii. Within 1 week or less

25f: Does the utility work with
local landowners to provide a
cost-effective use for cutting
vegetation?

ii. Yes

ii. Yes

ii. Yes

25g: Does the utility work with
partners to identify new cost-
effective uses for vegetation,
taking into consideration
environmental impacts and
emissions of vegetation waste?

i. No

ii. Yes

ii. Yes




Capability maturity level based
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

tion Plan Update - Liberty

Capability 26. QA/QC for vegetation management

Start of cycle: 0

By end of year 1 (current): 1

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Attachments-29

Planned state by end of cycle: 3
(projected)

Question

Start of cycle

By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

26a: How is contractor and
employee activity audited?

i. Lack of controls for auditing work
completed, including inspections, for
employees or subcontractors

ii. Through an established and
functioning audit process to
manage and confirm work
completed by subcontractors

iii. Through an established and
demonstrably functioning audit process
to manage and confirm work completed
by subcontractors, where contractor
activity is subject to semi-automated
audits using technologies capable of
sampling the contractor’s work (e.g.,
LiDAR scans, photographic evidence)

26b: Do contractors follow the
same processes and standards
as utility's own employees?

ii. Yes

ii. Yes

ii. Yes

26¢: How frequently is QA/QC
information used to identify
deficiencies in quality of work
performance and inspections
performance?

ii. Sporadically

ii. Sporadically

iv. Regularly

26d: How is work and
inspections that do not meet
utility-prescribed standards
remediated?

ii. QA/QC information is used to identify
systemic deficiencies in quality of work and
inspections

ii. QA/QC information is used to
identify systemic deficiencies in
quality of work and inspections

iii. QA/QC information is used to identify
systemic deficiencies in quality of work
and inspections, and recommend
training based on weaknesses

26e: Are workforce
management software tools
used to manage and confirm
work completed by
subcontractors?

ii. Yes

ii. Yes

ii. Yes




on Plan Update - Liberty Attachments-30

Category F. Grid operations and protocols

Avg cycle start maturity: 0.7 Avg current maturity: 0.8 Avg projected cycle end maturity: 1.3

Capability 27. Protective equipment and device settings

Capability maturity level based Planned state by end of cycle: 3
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4) Start of cycle: 1 By end of year 1 (current): 1 (projected)

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current) Planned state by end of cycle

jii. Utility increases sensitivity of risk
27a: How are grid elements ii. Utility increases sensitivity of risk ii. Utility increases sensitivity of reduction elements during high threat
adjusted during high threat reduction elements during high threat risk reduction elements during weather conditions and monitors near
weather conditions? weather conditions high threat weather conditions misses

27b: Is there an automated

process for adjusting sensitivity

of grid elements and evaluating

effectiveness? i. No automated process ii. Partially automated process ii. Partially automated process

27c: Is there a predetermined

protocol driven by fire

conditions for adjusting

sensitivity of grid elements? ii. Yes i. No ii. Yes




Update - Liberty Attachments-31

Capability 28. Incorporating ignition risk factors in grid control

Capability maturity level based Planned state by end of cycle: 2
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4) Start of cycle: 1 By end of year 1 (current): 1 (projected)

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current) Planned state by end of cycle

28a: Does the utility have a

clearly explained process for

determining whether to operate

the grid beyond current or

voltage designs? ii. Yes ii. Yes ii. Yes

28b: Does the utility have
systems in place to
automatically track operation
history including current, loads,
and voltage throughout the grid
at the circuit level? ii. Yes ii. Yes ii. Yes
28c: Does the utility use
predictive modeling to estimate
the expected life and make
equipment maintenance,
rebuild, or replacement
decisions based on grid

operating history, and is that ii. Modeling is used, but not evaluated
model reviewed? i. Modeling is not used i. Modeling is not used by external experts

28d: When does the utility

operate the grid above rated ii. Only in conditions that are unlikely to

voltage and current load? cause wildfire iii. Never iii. Never
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Capability 29. PSPS op. model and consequence mitigation

Capability maturity level based
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4) Start of cycle: 0

By end of year 1 (current): 0

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current) Planned state by end of cycle
iv. PSPS event generally
iv. PSPS event generally forecasted forecasted accurately with fewer iv. PSPS event generally forecasted
29a: How effective is PSPS event  accurately with fewer than 25% of than 25% of predictions being accurately with fewer than 25% of
forecasting? predictions being false positives false positives predictions being false positives

iv. PSPS event are communicated

iv. PSPS event are communicated to >99% of  to >99% of affected customers iv. PSPS event are communicated to
29b: What share of customers affected customers and >99.9% of medical and >99.9% of medical baseline >99% of affected customers and >99.9%
are communicated to regarding  baseline customers in advance of PSPS customers in advance of PSPS of medical baseline customers in
forecasted PSPS events? action action advance of PSPS action
29c: During PSPS events, what
percent of customers complain?  i. 1% or more i. 1% or more i. 1% or more
29d: During PSPS events, does
the utility's website go down? i. No i. No i. No

29e: During PSPS events, what is

the average downtime per

customer? i. More than 1 hour i. More than 1 hour i. More than 1 hour
29f: Are specific resources

provided to all affected

customers to alleviate the

impact of the power shutoff

(e.g., providing backup

generators, supplies, batteries,

etc.)? i. No i. No ii. Yes
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Capability 30. Protocols for PSPS initiation

Capability maturity level based

Planned state by end of cycle: 1

on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

By end of year 1 (current): 1

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

(projected)

Question

Start of cycle

By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

30a: Does the utility have
explicit thresholds for activating
a PSPS?

ii. Utility has explicit policies and explanation
for the thresholds above which PSPS is
activated as a measure of last resort

ii. Utility has explicit policies and
explanation for the thresholds
above which PSPS is activated as a
measure of last resort

iii. Utility has explicit policies and
explanation for the thresholds above
which PSPS is activated, but maintains
grid in sufficiently low risk condition to
not require any PSPS activity, though
may de-energize specific circuits upon
detection of damaged condition of
electrical lines and equipment, or
contact with foreign objects

30b: Which of the following
does the utility take into
account when making PSPS
decisions? Select all that apply

i. SME opinion ii. A partially automated
system which recommends circuits for which
PSPS should be activated and is validated by
SMEs

i. SME opinion

i. SME opinion

30c: Under which circumstances
does the utility de-energize
circuits? Select all that apply.

i. Upon detection of damaged conditions of
electric equipment ii. When circuit presents
a safety risk to suppression or other
personnel iii. When equipment has come
into contact with foreign objects posing
ignition risk iv. Additional reasons not listed

ii. When circuit presents a safety
risk to suppression or other
personnel iii. When equipment
has come into contact with
foreign objects posing ignition risk
iv. Additional reasons not listed

ii. When circuit presents a safety risk to
suppression or other personnel iii. When
equipment has come into contact with
foreign objects posing ignition risk iv.
Additional reasons not listed

30d: Given the condition of the
grid, with what probability does
the utility expect any large scale
PSPS events affecting more than
10,000 people to occur in the
coming year?

i. Less than 5 % - Grid is in sufficiently low
risk condition that PSPS events will not be
required, and the only circuits which may
require de-energization have sufficient
redundancy that energy supply to customers
will not be disrupted

ii. Greater than 5% - Grid
condition paired with risk
indicates that PSPS may be
necessary in 2020 in some areas

ii. Greater than 5% - Grid condition
paired with risk indicates that PSPS may
be necessary in 2020 in some areas
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Capability 31. Protocols for PSPS re-energization
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Planned state by end of cycle: 1

on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Start of cycle: 0

By end of year 1 (current): 1

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

(projected)

Question

Start of cycle

By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

31a: Is there a process for
inspecting de-energized sections
of the grid prior to re-
energization?

i. Inadequate process for inspecting de-
energized sections of the grid prior to re-
energization

ii. Existing process for accurately
inspecting de-energized sections
of the grid prior to re-energization

iii. Existing process for accurately
inspecting de-energized sections of the
grid prior to re-energization, augmented
with sensors and aerial tools

31b: How automated is the
process for inspecting de-
energized sections of the grid
prior to re-energization?

i. Manual process, not automated at all

ii. Partially automated (<50%)

ii. Partially automated (<50%)

31c: What is the average
amount of time that it takes you
to re-energize your grid from a
PSPS once weather has subsided
to below your de-energization
threshold?

i. Longer than 24 hours

ii. Within 24 hours

iii. Within 18 hours

31d: What level of

understanding of probability of
ignitions after PSPS events does
the utility have across the grid?

i. No probability estimate of after event
ignitions

i. No probability estimate of after
event ignitions

i. No probability estimate of after event
ignitions
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Capability 32. Ignition prevention and suppression

Capability maturity level based

Planned state by end of cycle: 1

on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Start of cycle: 0 By end of year 1 (current): 1

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

(projected)

Question

Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

32a: Does the utility have
defined policies around the role
of workers in suppressing
ignitions?

ii. Utilities have explicit policies
i. Utility has no policies governing what about the role of crews at the site
crews’ roles are in suppressing ignitions of ignition

ii. Utilities have explicit policies about
the role of crews at the site of ignition

iii. All criteria in option (ii) met; In
addition, suppression tools and

iii. All criteria in option (ii) met; In

ii. Training and communications tools are training to suppress small addition, suppression tools and training
provided to immediately report ignitions ignitions caused by workers or in to suppress small ignitions caused by

32b: What training and tools are  caused by workers or in immediate vicinity immediate vicinity of workers are  workers or in immediate vicinity of

provided to workers in the field? of workers provided workers are provided

32c: In the events where

workers have encountered an

ignition, have any Cal/OSHA

reported injuries or fatalities

occurred in in the last year? i. No i. No i. No

32d: Does the utility provide

training to other workers at

other utilities and outside the

utility industry on best practices

to minimize, report and

suppress ignitions? i. No i. No i. No
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Category G. Data governance

Avg cycle start maturity: 0.5 Avg current maturity: 0.5 Avg projected cycle end maturity: 2.8

Capability 33. Data collection and curation

Capability maturity level based Planned state by end of cycle: 4
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4) Start of cycle: 0 By end of year 1 (current): 0 (projected)

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current) Planned state by end of cycle

33a: Does the utility have a

centralized database of

situational, operational, and risk

data? i. No i. No ii. Yes

33b: Is the utility able to use

advanced analytics on its

centralized database of

situational, operational, and risk

data to make operational and iii. Yes, for both short term and long-
investment decisions? i. No i. No term decision making

33c: Does the utility collect data

from all sensored portions of

electric lines, equipment,

weather stations, etc.? ii. Yes ii. Yes ii. Yes
33d: Is the utility's database of

situational, operational, and risk

data able to ingest and share

data using real-time API

protocols with a wide variety of

stakeholders? i. No i. No ii. Yes

33e: Does the utility identify

highest priority additional data iii. Yes, with plans to incorporate these
sources to improve decision into centralized database of situational,

making? ii. Yes i. No operational and risk data
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33f: Does the utility share best
practices for database
management and use with other
utilities in California and
beyond?

i. No i. No

ii. Yes

Capability maturity level based

Capability 34. Data transparency and analytics

Planned state by end of cycle: 2

|_on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

0| Startofcycle: 0

By end of year 1 (current): 0

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

_ (projected)

Question

Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

34a: Is there a single document
cataloguing all fire-related data
and algorithms, analyses, and
data processes?

i. No i. No

ii. Yes

34b: Is there an explanation of
the sources, cleaning processes,
and assumptions made in the
single document catalog?

i. No i. No

ii. Yes

34c: Are all analyses, algorithms,
and data processing explained
and documented?

i. Analyses, algorithms, and data processing
are not documented

i. Analyses, algorithms, and data
processing are not documented

iii. Analyses, algorithms, and data
processing are documented and
explained

34d: Is there a system for
sharing data in real time across
multiple levels of permissions?

i. No system capable of sharing
data in real time across multiple
levels of permissions

i. No system capable of sharing data in real
time across multiple levels of permissions

ii. System is capable of sharing across at
least two levels of permissions, including
a.) utility-regulator permissions, and b.)
first responder permissions

34e: Are the most relevant
wildfire related data algorithms
disclosed?

i. No i. No

ii. Yes, disclosed to regulators and other
relevant stakeholders upon request




Capability maturity level based

Capability 35. Near-miss tracking

Attachments-38

Planned state by end of cycle: 4

on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Start of cycle: 1 By end of year 1 (current): 1

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

(projected)

Question

Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

35a: Does the utility track near
miss data for all near misses
with wildfire ignition potential?

ii. Yes ii. Yes

ii. Yes

35b: Based on near miss data
captured, is the utility able to
simulate wildfire potential given
an ignition based on event
characteristics, fuel loads, and
moisture?

i. No i. No

ii. Yes

35c: Does the utility capture
data related to the specific
mode of failure when capturing
near-miss data?

ii. Yes ii. Yes

ii. Yes

35d: Is the utility able to predict
the probability of a near miss in
causing an ignition based on a
set of event characteristics?

i. No i. No

ii. Yes

35e: Does the utility use data
from near misses to change grid
operation protocols in real
time?

i. No i. No

ii. Yes
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Capability 36. Data sharing with research community

Capability maturity level based Planned state by end of cycle: 1
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4) Start of cycle: 1 By end of year 1 (current): 1 (projected)

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current) Planned state by end of cycle

i. Utility makes required ii. Utility makes required disclosures, but
36a: Does the utility make ii. Utility makes required disclosures, but disclosures, but does not share does not share data beyond what is
disclosures and share data? does not share data beyond what is required data beyond what is required required
36b: Does the utility in engage in . Utility does not participate in collaborative ii. Utility participates in ii. Utility participates in collaborative
research? research collaborative research research
36¢: What subjects does utility ii. Utility ignited wildfires and risk ii. Utility ignited wildfires and risk
research address? iii. None of the above reduction initiatives reduction initiatives

36d: Does the utility promote

best practices based on latest

independent scientific and

operational research? i. No i. No ii. Yes
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Category H. Resource allocation methodology

Attachments-40

Avg cycle start maturity: 0 Avg current maturity: 1.2

Capability 37. Scenario analysis across different risk levels

Capability maturity level based
_on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4) 1| Start of cycle: 0 By end of year 1 (current): 0

Avg projected cycle end maturity: 2.3

Planned state by end of cycle: 3
(projected)

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current) Planned state by end of cycle

jii. Utility provides an accurate high-risk
37a: For what risk scenarios is i. Utility does not project reduction and low risk reduction
the utility able to provide i. Utility does not project proposed initiatives proposed initiatives or costs scenario, in addition to their proposed
projected cost and total risk or costs across different levels of risk across different levels of risk scenario, and the projected cost and
reduction potential? scenarios scenarios total risk reduction potential

37b: For what level of

granularity is the utility able to

provide projections for each

scenario? ii. Region level iv. Span level

iv. Span level

37c: Does the utility include a

long term (e.g., 6-10 year) risk

estimate taking into account

macro factors (climate change,

etc.) as well as planned risk

reduction initiatives in its

scenarios? i. No i. No

ii. Yes

37d: Does the utility provide an
estimate of impact on reliability
factors in its scenarios? i. No ii. Yes

ii. Yes
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Capability maturity level based
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Capability 38. Presentation of relative risk spend efficiency for portfolio of initiatives

Start of cycle: 0

By end of year 1 (current): 2

Responses to survey questions

Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Planned state by end of cycle: 3
(projected)

Question Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current) Planned state by end of cycle
38a: Does the utility present

accurate qualitative rankings for

its initiatives by risk spend

efficiency? i. No ii. Yes ii. Yes

38b: What initiatives are
captured in the ranking of risk
spend efficiency?

iv. None of the above

iii. All commercial initiatives and
emerging initiatives

iii. All commercial initiatives and
emerging initiatives

38c: Does the utility include
figures for present value cost
and project risk reduction
impact of each initiative, clearly
documenting all assumptions
(e.g. useful life, discount rate,

etc.)? i. No ii. Yes ii. Yes

38d: Does the utility provide an iii. Yes, including the expected overall
explanation of their investment ii. Yes, including the expected reduction in risk and estimates of

in each particular initiative? i. No overall reduction in risk impact on reliability factors

38e: At what level of granularity

is the utility able to provide risk

efficiency figures? ii. Region level iii. Circuit level iv. Span level
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Capability 39. Process for determining risk spend efficiency of vegetation management initiatives

Capability maturity level based Planned state by end of cycle: 2
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4) Start of cycle: 0 By end of year 1 (current): 2 (projected)

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current) Planned state by end of cycle
iii. Utility has accurate iv. Utility has accurate quantitative
ii. Utility has an accurate relative quantitative understanding of understanding of cost, including
39a: How accurate of a risk understanding of the cost and effectiveness  cost and effectiveness to produce  sensitivities and effectiveness to
spend efficiency calculation can  to produce a reliable risk spend efficiency a reliable risk spend efficiency produce a reliable risk spend efficiency
the utility provide? estimate estimate estimate

39b: At what level can estimates
be prepared? ii. Regional iii. Circuit-based iv. Span-based

39c: How frequently are
estimates updated? i. Never iii. Annually or more frequently iii. Annually or more frequently

39d: What vegetation

management initiatives does the

utility include within its

evaluation? i. None iii. Most iii. Most
39e: Can the utility evaluate risk

reduction synergies from

combination of various

initiatives? i. No ii. Yes ii. Yes
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Capability maturity level based
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Start of cycle: 0

pdate - Liberty

By end of year 1 (current): 2

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Attachments-43

Capability 40. Process for determining risk spend efficiency of system hardening initiatives

Planned state by end of cycle: 3
(projected)

Question

Start of cycle

By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

40a: How accurate of a risk
spend efficiency calculation can
the utility provide?

ii. Utility has accurate relative understanding
of cost and effectiveness to produce a
reliable risk spend efficiency estimate

iv. Utility has accurate
quantitative understanding of
cost, including sensitivities, and
effectiveness to produce a
reliable risk spend efficiency
estimate

iv. Utility has accurate quantitative
understanding of cost, including
sensitivities, and effectiveness to

produce a reliable risk spend efficiency

estimate

40b: At what level can estimates
be prepared?

iii. Circuit-based

iii. Circuit-based

iv. Span-based

40c: How frequently are
estimates updated?

i. Never

iii. Annually or more frequently

iii. Annually or more frequently

40d: What grid hardening
initiatives are included in the
utility risk spend efficiency
analysis?

i. None

iii. Most commercially available
grid hardening initiatives

iv. All commercially available grid
hardening initiatives

40e: Can the utility evaluate risk
reduction effects from the
combination of various
initiatives?

i. No

ii. Yes

ii. Yes
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Capability 41. Portfolio-wide initiative allocation methodology

Capability maturity level based Planned state by end of cycle: 1
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4) Start of cycle: 0 By end of year 1 (current): 0 (projected)

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current) Planned state by end of cycle
iii. Accurate RSE estimates for all

41a: To what extent does the initiatives are used to determine capital
utility allocate capital to allocation within categories only (e.g. to
initiatives based on risk-spend i. Utility does not base capital allocation on i. Utility does not base capital choose the best vegetation
efficiency (RSE)? RSE allocation on RSE management initiative)

ii. Specific information by ii. Specific information by initiative,
41b: What information does the initiative, including state of including state of equipment and
utility take into account when i. Average estimate of RSE by initiative equipment and location where location where initiative will be
generating RSE estimates? category initiative will be implemented implemented
41c: How does the utility verify i. Utility does not verify RSE ii. RSE estimates are verified by
RSE estimates? i. Utility does not verify RSE estimates estimates historical or experimental pilot data

41d: Does the utility take into

consideration impact on safety,

reliability, and other priorities

when making spending

decisions? ii. Yes i. Yes ii. Yes
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Capability 42. Portfolio-wide innovation in new wildfire initiatives
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Planned state by end of cycle: 2

on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Start of cycle: 0 By end of year 1 (current): 1

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

(projected)

Question

Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

42a: How does the utility
develop and evaluate the
efficacy of new wildfire
initiatives?

iii. Utility uses pilots and
measures direct reduction in
i. No program in place

ignition events and near-misses.

iii. Utility uses pilots and measures
direct reduction in ignition events and

near-misses.

42b: How does the utility
develop and evaluate the risk
spend efficiency of new wildfire
initiatives?

i. No program in place i. No program in place

ii. Utility uses total cost of ownership

42c: At what level of granularity
does the utility measure the
efficacy of new wildfire

initiatives? ii. Entire territory iii. Circuit iv. Span
42d: Are the reviews of

innovative initiatives audited by

independent parties? i. No i. No ii. Yes
42e: Does the utility share the

findings of its evaluation of

innovative initiatives with other

utilities, academia, and the

general public? i. No ii. Yes ii. Yes




pdate - Liberty Attachments-46

Category |. Emergency planning and preparedness

Avg cycle start maturity: 0.2 Avg current maturity: 2.2 Avg projected cycle end maturity: 2.8

Capability 43. Wildfire plan integrated with overall disaster/ emergency plan

Capability maturity level based Planned state by end of cycle: 4
_on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4) 1| Start of cycle: 0 | By end of year 1 (current): 4 (projected)

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current) Planned state by end of cycle
43a: Is the wildfire plan

integrated with overall disaster iii. Wildfire plan is an integrated iii. Wildfire plan is an integrated
and emergency plans? i. No component of overall plan component of overall plan

43b: Does the utility run drills to
audit the viability and execution
of its wildfire plans? i. No i. Yes ii. Yes

43c: Is the impact of

confounding events or multiple

simultaneous disasters

considered in the planning

process? ii. Yes ii. Yes ii. Yes

43d: Is the plan integrated with

disaster and emergency

preparedness plans of other

relevant stakeholders (e.g., CAL

FIRE, Fire Safe Councils, etc.)? i. No ii. Yes ii. Yes

43e: Does the utility take a

leading role in planning,

coordinating, and integrating

plans across stakeholders? i. No ii. Yes ii. Yes
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Capability 44. Plan to restore service after wildfire related outage

Capability maturity level based Planned state by end of cycle: 4
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4) Start of cycle: 0 By end of year 1 (current): 2 (projected)

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current) Planned state by end of cycle

44a: Are there detailed and

actionable procedures in place

to restore service after a wildfire

related outage? i. No ii. Yes ii. Yes

44b: Are employee and

subcontractor crews trained in,

and aware of, plans? ii. Yes ii. Yes ii. Yes
44c: To what level are

procedures to restore service

after a wildfire-related outage

customized? iii. Circuit level iii. Circuit level iv. Span level
44d: Is the customized

procedure to restore service

based on topography,

vegetation, and community

needs? i. No ii. Yes ii. Yes

44e: |Is there an inventory of
high risk spend efficiency

resources available for repairs? i. No i. No ii. Yes
44f: |Is the wildfire plan
integrated with overall disaster iii. Wildfire plan is an integrated iii. Wildfire plan is an integrated

and emergency plans? i. No component of overall plan component of overall plan




Capability maturity level based
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Start of cycle: 1

sation Plan Update - Liberty

Capability 45. Emergency community engagement during and after wildfire

By end of year 1 (current): 1

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Attachments-48

Question

Start of cycle

By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

45a: Does the utility provide
clear and substantially complete
communication of available
information relevant to affected
customers?

ii. Yes

iii. Yes, along with referrals to
other agencies

iii. Yes, along with referrals to other
agencies

45b: What percent of affected
customers receive complete
details of available information?

ii. >95% of customers

ii. >95% of customers

iii. >98% of customers

45c: What percent of affected
medical baseline customers
receive complete details of
available information?

ii. >99% of medical baseline customers

iv. >99.9% of medical baseline
customers

v. >99.9% of medical baseline customers

45d: How does the utility assist
where helpful with
communication of information
related to power outages to
customers?

i. Through availability of relevant evacuation
information and links on website and toll-
free telephone number

ii. Through availability of relevant
evacuation information and links
on website and toll-free
telephone number, and assisting
disaster response professionals as
requested

ii. Through availability of relevant
evacuation information and links on
website and toll-free telephone number,
and assisting disaster response
professionals as requested

45e: How does the utility with
engage other emergency
management agencies during
emergency situations?

ii. Utility engages with other agencies in an
ad hoc manner

iii. Utility has detailed and
actionable established protocols
for engaging with emergency
management organizations

iii. Utility has detailed and actionable
established protocols for engaging with
emergency management organizations

45f: Does the utility
communicate and coordinate
resources to communities
during emergencies (e.g.,
shelters, supplies,
transportation etc.)?

i. No

ii. Yes

ii. Yes
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Capability 46. Protocols in place to learn from wildfire events
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Planned state by end of cycle: 4

on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Start of cycle: 0

By end of year 1 (current): 4

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

(projected)

Question

Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

46a: Is there a protocol in place
to record the outcome of
emergency events and to clearly
and actionably document
learnings and potential process
improvements?

i. No ii. Yes

ii. Yes

46b: Is there a defined process
and staff responsible for
incorporating learnings into
emergency plan?

i. No ii. Yes

ii. Yes

46¢: Once updated based on
learnings and improvements, is
the updated plan tested using
"dry runs" to confirm its
effectiveness?

i. No ii. Yes

ii. Yes

46d: Is there a defined process
to solicit input from a variety of
other stakeholders and
incorporate learnings from
other stakeholders into the
emergency plan?

i. No ii. Yes

ii. Yes




Capability maturity level based
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)
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Capability 47. Processes for continuous improvement after wildfire and PSPS

Start of cycle: 0 By end of year 1 (current): 0
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Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question

Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

47a: Does the utility conduct an
evaluation or debrief process
after a wildfire?

ii. Yes ii. Yes

ii. Yes

47b: Does the utility conduct a
customer survey and utilize
partners to disseminate
requests for stakeholder
engagement?

ii. One or the other ii. One or the other

ii. One or the other

47c: In what other activities
does the utility engage?

iv. Public listening sessions, debriefs with iv. Public listening sessions,
partners, and others debriefs with partners, and others

iv. Public listening sessions, debriefs
with partners, and others

47d: Does the utility share with
partners findings about what
can be improved?

ii. Yes ii. Yes

ii. Yes

47e: Are feedback and
recommendations on potential
improvements made public?

i. No i. No

ii. Yes

47f: Does the utility conduct
proactive outreach to local
agencies and organizations to
solicit additional feedback on
what can be improved?

ii. Yes ii. Yes

ii. Yes

47g: Does the utility have a clear
plan for post-event listening and
incorporating lessons learned
from all stakeholders?

i. No ii. Yes

ii. Yes
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47h: Does the utility track the

implementation of

recommendations and report

upon their impact? i. No i. No ii. Yes
47i: Does the utility have a

process to conduct reviews after

wildfires in other the territory of

other utilities and states to

identify and address areas of

improvement? i. No i. No ii. Yes

Category J. Stakeholder cooperation and community engagement

Avg cycle start maturity: 0.4 Avg current maturity: 1.2 Avg projected cycle end maturity: 2.2

Capability 48. Cooperation and best practice sharing with other utilities

Capability maturity level based Planned state by end of cycle: 4
on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4) Start of cycle: 0 By end of year 1 (current): 2 (projected)

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current) Planned state by end of cycle
48a: Does the utility actively

work to identify best practices

from other utilities through a

clearly defined operational

process? i. No iii. Yes, from other global utilities iii. Yes, from other global utilities

48b: Does the utility successfully

adopt and implement best

practices identified from other

utilities? ii. Yes ii. Yes ii. Yes

48c: Does the utility seek to
share best practices and lessons
learned in a consistent format? i. No ii. Yes ii. Yes
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48d: Does the utility share best

practices and lessons via a

consistent and predictable set of

venues/media? i. No ii. Yes ii. Yes

48e: Does the utility participate

in annual benchmarking

exercises with other utilities to

find areas for improvement? i. No i. No ii. Yes
438f: Has the utility implemented

a defined process for testing

lessons learned from other

utilities to ensure local

applicability? i. No i. No ii. Yes

Capability 49. Engagement with communities on utility wildfire mitigation initiatives

Capability maturity level based

on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4) Start of cycle: 0 By end of year 1 (current): 0

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

Question Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current) Planned state by end of cycle

49a: Does the utility have a clear

and actionable plan to develop

or maintain a collaborative

relationship with local

communities? i. No ii. Yes ii. Yes
49b: Are there communities in

HFTD areas where meaningful

resistance is expected in

response to efforts to mitigate

fire risk (e.g. vegetation

clearance)? ii. Yes ii. Yes ii. Yes
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49c: What percent of

landowners are non-compliant

with utility initiatives (e.g.,

vegetation management)? iv. Less than 1 % iv. Less than 1 % iv. Less than 1 %

49d: What percent of

landowners complain about

utility initiatives (e.g., vegetation

management)? i. More than 5% i. More than 5% i. More than 5%

49e: Does the utility have a

demonstratively cooperative

relationship with communities

containing >90% of the

population in HFTD areas (e.g.

by being recognized by other

agencies as having a cooperative

relationship with those

communities in HFTD areas)? i. No i. No ii. Yes

49f: Does utility have records of

landowners throughout

communities containing >90% of

the population in HFTD areas

reaching out to notify of risks,

dangers or issues in the past

year? ii. Yes ii. Yes ii. Yes
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Capability 50. Engagement with LEP and AFN populations

Capability maturity level based Planned state by end of cycle: 3

on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4) Start of cycle: 0 By end of year 1 (current): 0 (projected)
Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below
Question Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current) Planned state by end of cycle

50a: Can the utility provide a

plan to partner with

organizations representing

Limited English Proficiency (LEP)

and Access & Functional Needs

(AFN) communities? i. No i. No ii. Yes
50b: Can the utility outline how

these partnerships create

pathways for implementing

suggested activities to address

the needs of these

communities? i. No i. No ii. Yes
50c: Can the utility point to clear

examples of how those

relationships have driven the

utility’s ability to interact with

and prepare LEP & AFN

communities for wildfire

mitigation activities? i. No i. No ii. Yes

50d: Does the utility have a

specific annually-updated action

plan further reduce wildfire and

PSPS risk to LEP & AFN

communities? i. No i. No i. No




Capability maturity level based

Liberty

Capability 51. Collaboration with emergency response agencies
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Planned state by end of cycle: 2

on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

Start of cycle: 0 By end of year 1 (current): 2

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

(projected)

Question

Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

51a: What is the cooperative
model between the utility and
suppression agencies?

ii. Utility cooperates with
i. Utility does not sufficiently cooperate with  suppression agencies by notifying
suppression agencies them of ignitions

ii. Utility cooperates with suppression
agencies by notifying them of ignitions

51b: In what areas is the utility
cooperating with suppression
agencies

iii. Throughout utility service
iii. Throughout utility service areas areas

iii. Throughout utility service areas

51c: Does the utility accurately
predict and communicate the
forecasted fire propagation path
using available analytics
resources and weather data?

i. No i. No

i. No

51d: Does the utility
communicate fire paths to the
community as requested?

i. No i. No

i. No

51e: Does the utility work to
assist suppression crews
logistically, where possible?

ii. Yes ii. Yes

ii. Yes




Capability maturity level based

Capability 52. Collaboration on wildfire mitigation planning with stakeholders
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Planned state by end of cycle: 2

on Maturity Rubric (0 - 4)

By end of year 1 (current): 2

Start of cycle: 2

Responses to survey questions
Survey questions and the utility's responses are shown below

(projected)

Question

Start of cycle By end of year 1 (current)

Planned state by end of cycle

52a: Where does the utility
conduct substantial fuel
management?

iii. Utility conducts fuel
management throughout service
area

iii. Utility conducts fuel management
throughout service area

iii. Utility conducts fuel management
throughout service area

52b: Does the utility engage
with other stakeholders as part
of its fuel management efforts?

iii. Utility shares fuel management
plans with other stakeholders and
works with other stakeholders
conducting fuel management
concurrently

jii. Utility shares fuel management plans with
other stakeholders and works with other
stakeholders conducting fuel management
concurrently

iv. Utility shares fuel management plans
with other stakeholders, and
coordinates fuel management activities,
including adjusting plans, to cooperate
with other stakeholders state-wide to
focus on areas that would have the
biggest impact in reducing wildfire risk

52c: Does the utility cultivate a
native vegetative ecosystem
across territory that is

consistent with lower fire risk? i. No i. No i. No
52d: Does the utility fund local

groups (e.g., fire safe councils)

to support fuel management? i. No i. No ii. Yes
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12.1.4. Liberty: Numerical maturity summary

Please reference the Guidance Resolution for the Maturity Rubric and for necessary context to interpret the levels shown
below. All levels are based solely on the Maturity Rubric and on Liberty’s responses to the Utility Wildfire Mitigation
Maturity Survey (“Survey”).

Start: Score reported in February 2020; Current: Score reported in February 2021; End: Score reported in February 2021
projected for February 2023

o [N 3 Il
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Category Capability 1 Capability 2 Capability 3 Capability 4 Capability 5 Capability 6
A. Risk Assessment and 1. Climate scenario modeling 2. Ignition risk estimation 3. Estimation of wildfire 4. Estimation of wildfire and PSPS 5. Risk maps and simulation
Mapping consequences for communities risk-reduction impact algorithms

B. Situational Awareness and
Forecasting

C. Grid design and system
hardening

D. Asset management and
inspections

Start: 1 Current: 1 End:1 |SEGFt828 N Current: 1 =iekes Start:0 Current: O End:1 |Start:1 |CHFFERtS2 End: 3 ‘Start:O Current: 0

6. Weather variables collected 7. Weather data resolution 8. Weather forecasting ability 9. External sources used in 10. Wildfire detection processes
weather forecasting and capabilities

Starts2 Current: 1 ERAS28 Start: 1 Current: 1 3BV Start: 0 Current: 0 R Start: 2 Current: 2 =ikl Start: 0 Current: 0 End: 1

11. Approach to prioritizing 12. Grid design for minimizing 13. Grid design for resiliency and  14. Risk-based grid hardening and 15. Grid design and asset
initiatives across territory ignition risk minimizing PSPS cost efficiency innovation

Start:2  Current: 2 ERCS28 Start: 1 Current: 1 ) CENR Start: 0 Current: 0 End: 0 ‘Start: [V Current: 2 W Start: 0 el End: 2
16. Asset inventory and condition  17. Asset inspection cycle 18. Asset inspection effectiveness  19. Asset maintenance and repair  20. QA/QC for asset management
assessments

Start:0  Current: 0 [Sa-RIVNN Start: 1 Current: 1 End: 1 Current: 1 End:1 |Start:1  Current: 1 End: 3 ‘Start: 0 Current: 0 End: 2

E. Vegetation management and
inspections

F. Grid operations and protocols

G. Data governance

21. Vegetation inventory and 22. Vegetation inspection cycle 23. Vegetation inspection 24. Vegetation grow-in mitigation 25. Vegetation fall-in mitigation 26. QA/QC for vegetation
condition assessments effectiveness management
Start:2  Current: 2 - BCINSEARER28 N Current: 1 End:1 |[Start:1  Current: 1 ) CHN R Start: 0 Current: 0 End: 0 ‘Start: 0  Current: 0 End: 0 ‘Start: 0 m
27. Protective equipment and 28. Incorporating ignition risk 29. PSPS op. model and 30. Protocols for PSPS initiation 31. Protocols for PSPS re- 32. Ignition prevention and
device settings factors in grid control consequence mitigation energization suppression
Start: 1 Current: 1 W Start: 1 Current: 1 =ikl Start:0 Current: 0 S ROMSEAFER2aN Current: 1 End: 1 Current: 1 End: 1 Current: 1 End: 1
33. Data collection and curation 34. Data transparency and 35. Near-miss tracking 36. Data sharing with research
analytics community

Start:0  Current: 0 RV Start: 0 Current: 0 ERAS28 Start: 1 Current: 1 End:4 |Start:1  Current: 1 End: 1 ‘

H. Resource allocation 37. Scenario analysis across 38. Presentation of relative risk 39. Process for determining risk ~ 40. Process for determining risk 41. Portfolio-wide initiative 42. Portfolio-wide innovation in
methodology different risk levels spend efficiency for portfolio of spend efficiency of vegetation spend efficiency of system allocation methodology new wildfire initiatives
initiatives management initiatives hardening initiatives

Start: 0 Current: 0 End: 3 ‘Start: [VI Current: 2 w Current: 2 End: 2 Current: 2 End:3 Start:0  Current: 0 Start: 0
I. Emergency planning and 43. Wildfire plan integrated with  44. Plan to restore service after 45. Emergency community 46. Protocols in place to learn 47. Processes for continuous
preparedness overall disaster/ emergency plan  wildfire related outage engagement during and after from wildfire events improvement after wildfire and

wildfire PSPS
Start: 0 [(@[gg=la ] End: 4 Current: 2 End:4 |Start:1  Current: 1 End: 2 Current: 4 BV Start: 0 Current: 0 End: 0 ‘

J. Stakeholder cooperation and
community engagement

48. Cooperation and best practice 49. Engagement with communities 50. Engagement with LEP and AFN 51. Collaboration with emergency 52. Collaboration on wildfire
sharing with other utilities on utility wildfire mitigation populations response agencies mitigation planning with
initiatives stakeholders

Start: 0 [eld=ge » IH6HEA Start: 0 Current: 0 End: 0 |Start: 0 Current: 0 End: 3 ‘Start:O Current: 2 End:2 Start:2 Current:2 End: 2




