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I. INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to the Office of Energy Infrastructure Safety’s (Energy Safety) Final 2022 

Wildfire Mitigation Plan (WMP) Update Guidelines (2022 WMP Guidelines),1 the Public 

Advocate’s Office at the California Public Utilities Commission2 (Cal Advocates) submits these 

comments on the 2022 Wildfire Mitigation Plan (WMP) Updates submitted by the large 

investor-owned utilities: Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Edison 

Company (SCE), and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E).  (In these comments, Cal 

Advocates refers to PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E collectively as IOUs or utilities.3)  The 2022 

WMP Guidelines permit interested persons to file opening comments on the large IOUs’ 2022 

WMPs by April 11, 2022 and reply comments by April 18, 2022. 

The 2022 WMP Guidelines established templates, guidelines, and a schedule for the 

utilities’ 2022 WMP submissions.  According to the 2022 WMP Guidelines, SDG&E submitted 

its 2022 WMP Update on February 11, 2022.  SCE submitted its 2022 WMP Update on February 

18, 2022. PG&E submitted its 2022 WMP Update on February 25, 2022.  The smaller utilities 

will submit their 2022 WMP Updates in May 2022. 

In these comments, Cal Advocates addresses general wildfire mitigation issues that affect 

the WMPs of PG&E, SCE and SDG&E.  We provide technical recommendations applicable to 

all utilities and recommendations for future improvements in the WMP guidelines and process.  

  

 
1 Energy Safety, Final 2022 Wildfire Mitigation Plan (WMP) Update Guidelines, December 15, 2021. 
See Attachment 5: Guidelines for Submission and Review of 2022 Wildfire Mitigation Plan Updates, 
pp. 5-6 and 9. 
2 The California Public Utilities Commission is referred to as “the CPUC” in these comments. 
3 Many of the Public Utilities Code requirements relating to wildfires apply to “electrical corporations.”  
See e,g, Public Utilities Code Section 8386.  These comments use the more common terms “utilities” or 
“IOUs” and the phrase “electrical corporations” interchangeably to refer to the entities that must comply 
with the wildfire safety provisions of the Public Utilities Code. 
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II. TABLE OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

Item Utility Recommendation 
Section of 

these 
Comments 

Grid design and system hardening 

1 All utilities 
Energy Safety should expand the existing 
collaboration on system hardening methods to 
include programs besides covered conductor. 

III.A 

2 All utilities 

Energy Safety should convene the utilities in 
summer of 2022 to consider undergrounding 
practices.  The utilities should submit a report 
with their 2023 WMPs. 

III.A 

3 All utilities 
Energy Safety should require electric utilities to 
develop plans to co-trench shared utilities, and to 
submit those plans in their 2023 WMPs.  

III.B 

Asset management and inspections 

4 All utilities 
Energy Safety should require each utility to 
establish a program to examine the links between 
ignitions and overdue maintenance. 

IV.A 

5 All utilities 
Each utility should include a program to evaluate 
the root causes of equipment-caused ignitions in 
its 2023 WMP. 

IV.A 

6 All utilities 

Energy Safety should convene a technical 
working group in summer and fall 2022 to 
examine the effectiveness of drone inspections 
and other aerial inspections. 

IV.B 

7 All utilities 

In advance of the technical working group, each 
utility should submit a report that analyzes the 
potential applications of drone inspections, 
addressing the effectiveness and limitations of 
each application. 

IV.B 

Vegetation management 

8 All utilities 

In future WMPs, Energy Safety should require 
each utility to describe the mix of in-house and 
contract staff in each vegetation management 
program, and the reasoning for this choice. 

V.A 
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Grid operations and protocols 

9 All utilities 
Energy Safety should facilitate a working group 
in 2022 with the large IOUs to develop consistent 
practices for fast recloser settings. 

VI.A 

10 All utilities 

A working group on fast recloser settings should 
identify the differences in each utilities’ 
implementation of such settings, develop 
consistent best practices, and identify questions 
that require further research or testing.  Each 
utility should report on the findings in its 2023 
WMP or sooner. 

VI.A 

11 All utilities 
Energy Safety should require the large IOUs to 
report fast-recloser outages in quarterly reports 
beginning with the 2nd quarter of 2022. 

VI.B 

12 All utilities 

In the 2023 WMPs, Energy Safety should require 
utilities to identify circuits that have frequently 
been subject to fast-trip outages. The utilities 
should describe measures to reduce the number, 
duration, and scope of fast-trip outages on those 
circuits in the future. 

VI.B 

Public Safety Power Shutoffs (PSPS) 

13 All utilities 

Energy Safety should require the large IOUs to be 
more specific in modeling inputs, outputs, and 
assumptions when calculating PSPS risk to 
customers. 

VII.A 

14 PG&E 
Energy Safety should direct PG&E to address 
gaps in its PSPS Consequence model in its 2023 
WMP submission. 

VII.A.1 

15 SCE 

Energy Safety should require SCE’s future 
WMPs to address how its machine learning 
models are expected to improve SCE’s weather 
forecasting abilities. 

VII.A.2 

16 SCE 

In SCE’s 2023 WMP, Energy Safety should 
direct SCE to report on progress it has made in its 
modeling techniques to address the problem of 
“forecast bias” as a barrier to issuing timely 
notifications to customers about PSPS events. 

VII.A.2 
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17 SDG&E 
Energy Safety should direct SDG&E to reassess 
and show greater empirical support for its 
estimate of the safety risks of PSPS. 

VII.A.3 

18 All utilities 

Energy Safety should specify in future guidelines 
that utilities need to explicitly explain (and 
provide concrete examples of) how their PSPS 
consequence models measure harms to customers 
caused by PSPS and weigh these risks against 
those caused by potential wildfires. 

VII.A.4,  
VII.B 

19 All utilities 

Energy Safety should add a requirement that any 
documentation cited by the IOUs in support of 
their statements in the WMPs be included as an 
appendix to the IOUs’ WMP filings. 

VII.B 

Future WMP guidelines 

20 Future WMP 
guidelines 

Energy Safety should convene meetings with 
stakeholders to discuss improved guidelines for 
the 2023-2025 WMP cycle.  

VIII.A 

21 Future WMP 
guidelines 

Energy Safety should clarify the differences 
between comprehensive WMPs and updates. VIII.A 

22 Future WMP 
guidelines 

Energy Safety should stagger the comprehensive 
filing years so that the electric utilities do not all 
file comprehensive WMPs in the same year. 

VIII.A 

23 Future WMP 
guidelines 

Energy Safety should schedule WMP submissions 
in advance of the planning year, to emphasize 
more proactive planning.  

VIII.A 

24 Future WMP 
guidelines 

Energy Safety should seek out ways of 
encouraging greater public participation in 
wildfire mitigation issues. 

VIII.A 

25 Future WMP 
guidelines 

Energy Safety should initiate a reassessment of 
the WMP process by early June 2022. VIII.A 

26 Future WMP 
guidelines 

Energy Safety should follow the upcoming 
workshop on WMP guidelines with a written 
workshop report, then stakeholder comments and 
replies. Subsequently, Energy Safety should 
prepare a staff proposal on 2023 guidelines and 
permit stakeholders to file comments and replies 
on the staff proposal.   

VIII.A 
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27 Future WMP 
guidelines 

Energy Safety should adopt final WMP 
guidelines by September 2022. VIII.A 

 

III. GRID DESIGN AND SYSTEM HARDENING 

A. Energy Safety should convene a working group to collaborate 
on system hardening programs. 

In the 2021 WMP Final Action Statements for each utility, Energy Safety ordered the 

utilities to develop a consistent approach to evaluating the risk reduction and cost-effectiveness 

of covered conductor deployment.4  The resulting report is attached to each of the large utilities’ 

2022 WMPs.5  While the utilities did not reach consensus on the effectiveness of covered 

conductor, the report is nonetheless valuable because it illuminates the advantages and 

disadvantages of covered conductor.  The points of disagreement are also important because they 

suggest topics for further research or analysis.  

The utilities’ joint report on covered conductor made clear that even where utilities are 

using broadly similar system hardening techniques, there continue to be significant differences in 

practices and costs between the utilities.  For example, when PG&E installs covered conductor, 

most or all poles are replaced with new composite or intumescent wrapped wooden fire resistant 

poles,6 and with new crossarms.7  On the other hand, SCE has indicated that existing poles can 

 
4 Key Areas for Improvement and Remedies SCE-21-02, SCE-21-03, and SCE-21-04, Final Action 
Statement on the 2021 Wildfire Mitigation Plan Update of Southern California Edison Company, August 
18, 2021.  
5 PG&E 2022 WMP Update, Section 4.6, Attachment 1, Joint Utility Response to Remedy PG&E-21-09, 
February 25, 2021, pp. 1-12 through 1-77; hereinafter Joint Utility Report on Covered Conductor. 
See also SCE 2022 WMP Update, pp. 634-696; SDG&E 2022 WMP Update, Attachment H, Joint IOU 
Response to Action Statement-Covered Conductor. 
6 PG&E states that during covered conductor installation, “often the majority or all poles on a circuit 
segment will need to be replaced to support the new, heavier covered conductor and associated 
equipment… PG&E has tested and confirmed that composite poles and intumescent wrapped poles have 
increased fire damage resiliency.”  See PG&E 2022 WMP Update, February 25, 2022, p. 539.  
PG&E states that 97 percent of covered conductor projects in 2020 and 96 percent of covered conductor 
projects in 2021 “included pole replacements.” Among the projects in 2021 that involved pole 
replacements, approximately 95 percent of poles were replaced.  PG&E’s supplemental response to data 
request CalAdvocates-PGE-2022WMP-17, question 7, April 1, 2022, and PG&E’s response to data 
request CalAdvocates-PGE-2022WMP-20, question 1, April 11, 2022. 
7 PG&E’s response to data request CalAdvocates-PGE-2022WMP-17, question 6, March 24, 2022; and 
information provided to Cal Advocates by PG&E staff during PG&E covered conductor installation site 
visit, El Dorado County, November 2, 2021. 
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often be used for covered conductor installations and that SCE’s existing standard crossarms are 

compatible with the new conductor.8  In contrast to both PG&E and SCE, SDG&E replaces 

wood poles with steel, and replaces wooden crossarms with fiberglass.9   

It's also notable that the joint report on covered conductor finds that spacer cable is highly 

effective at both wildfire and PSPS mitigation, yet only PacifiCorp reports installing spacer cable 

in significant amounts.10  Given the broad differences in covered conductor installation 

techniques across utilities, it is important to better understand the effect of these differences on 

risk reduction, installation cost, and service life of the conductor. 

Energy Safety should consider expanding the collaboration between the utilities to 

include other system hardening programs besides covered conductor, such as undergrounding.  It 

would be valuable to develop shared understandings of the benefits and costs of various 

hardening methods.   

In particular, given the cost high cost of undergrounding, it would be especially helpful 

for the utilities to collaborate and share any practices that could lead to cost reductions in 

undergrounding.  In its WMP, SDG&E has determined that undergrounding can be effectively 

implemented at shallow depths, resulting in a lower cost of installation.11  While PG&E is 

currently exploring shallow trenching, it appears to be earlier in its evaluation than SDG&E, and 

it is unclear whether PG&E has conferred with SDG&E on this research.12  It is worth exploring 

whether this technique might lower undergrounding costs for all three large IOUs without 

adversely impacting risk reduction. 

Energy Safety should expand the existing collaboration on covered conductor to consider 

and report on other system hardening programs.  As an initial step, Energy Safety should 

convene the utilities in summer of 2022 to consider the risk reduction, cost, and variations in 

practices in undergrounding programs.  The utilities should be required to produce a report 

similar to the joint covered conductor report as an attachment to their 2023 WMPs. 

 
8 Meeting between Cal Advocates and SCE, March 15, 2022. 
9 2022 WMP Update Progress Report, Effectiveness of Covered Conductor, Attachment to SDG&E 2022 
WMP Update, p. 52. 
10 SCE 2022 WMP Update, pp. 654; see also SCE 2022 WMP Update, p. 611 (SCE reports that it is 
piloting using spacer cable in some situations, but does not provide additional details). 
11 SDG&E’s 2022 WMP, pp. 20 and 391. 
12 PG&E’s response to data request CalAdvocates-PGE-2022WMP-17, question 9. 
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B. Energy Safety should require IOUs to develop plans for co-
trenching shared utilities. 

Co-trenching (that is, using the same trench for multiple utilities’ equipment) with gas or 

telecommunications utilities offers an opportunity to create cost efficiencies and public safety 

benefits.  However, it requires additional planning and coordination between the utilities.  

Currently, all three large IOUs attempt to co-trench with other utilities whose facilities share 

poles, but there is no formal requirement that they do so and it is unclear how effective these ad 

hoc efforts are.  

Co-trenching offers cost efficiencies.  Undergrounding of distribution infrastructure 

provides superior mitigation of ignition risk, but generally does so at a cost that is not sustainable 

to ratepayers when employed at scale.  Co-trenching, however, could reduce overall costs and 

spread the costs among several utilities.  

Co-trenching has public safety benefits, as well.  In the case of egress risk, coordination 

on undergrounding is essential to achieving some of the safety benefits of undergrounding 

projects.  During a wildfire, utility poles and wires can fall in roadways, blocking routes for 

citizens to evacuate and first responders to arrive.  Electric lines often share poles with 

telecommunications lines. If the telecommunications lines are not placed underground, then the 

poles remain in place and still pose a risk of blocking roadways.  In these cases, egress risk can 

only be fully mitigated if all utilities sharing the pole underground their assets.   

To clarify the public safety considerations, Energy Safety should require electric utilities 

to develop formal plans to co-trench shared utility facilities, and to submit those plans as a part 

of their 2023 WMP submissions.  Each utility should identify locations in its service territory 

with limited ingress and egress and should categorize its circuits in the HFTD as high, medium, 

or low importance for co-trenching based on the circuit’s proximity to major roadways.  The 

plans should also identify any logistical, financial, and regulatory barriers that currently impede 

cooperation between utilities.  

 



8 

IV. ASSET MANAGEMENT AND INSPECTIONS 

A. Energy Safety should require each utility to establish a 
program to examine the links between ignitions and overdue 
maintenance. 

In 2020, PG&E established its Asset Failure Analysis Team, which investigates 

equipment-caused ignition events to determine apparent causes.13  In 2021, this team identified 

11 ignitions linked to pre-existing maintenance notifications on PG&E’s equipment.14, 15  This is 

valuable information, as it potentially allows PG&E to identify maintenance notifications that are 

more commonly linked to ignitions, and to therefore prioritize remediation of such notifications 

in the future.  The analysis may also help PG&E identify operational or environmental trends 

that indicate widespread issues across its system.  This could help PG&E identify corrective 

actions that will mitigate similar problems in the future. 

As noted in our comments on PG&E’s WMP, PG&E has a significant number of overdue 

maintenance notifications within its HFTD, several of which have been linked to recent 

ignitions.16  Identifying the root causes of such ignitions and implementing effective corrective 

actions – such as prioritizing remediation of common causes or implementing process 

improvements to eliminate ignition hazards – can reduce the risk of equipment-caused ignitions 

in the future.  PG&E’s creation of a team to analyze the causes of asset failures, therefore, is a 

positive step that can improve safety in the long run.  

Unfortunately, other utilities in California do not appear to be systematically 

investigating the root causes of ignitions and asset failures.  For example, while SCE’s Fire 

Incident Preliminary Analysis process can involve root cause analysis of risk events, the process 

does not specifically examine the potential links between pending maintenance tags and 

ignitions.17  It appears that some of SCE’s ignitions would benefit from closer scrutiny.  SCE’s 

 
13 PG&E’s response to data request CalAdvocates-PGE-2022WMP-08, question 5. 
14 PG&E’s response to data request CalAdvocates-PGE-2022WMP-08, question 5. 
15 In 2021, PG&E had 129 CPUC-reportable ignitions in the HFTD and 466 system-wide.  PG&E’s 2022 
WMP, Table 7.2. 
16 “In 2021, the AFA Team identified or affirmed the Apparent Causes of 11 equipment-caused CPUC 
reportable ignitions with pre-existing work tags on the asset which were determined to be relevant to the 
ignition.” PG&E’s response to data request CalAdvocates-PGE-2022WMP-08, question 5. 
17 See SCE’s 2022 WMP, pp. 471-473; SCE’s response to data request CalAdvocates-SCE-2022WMP-
13, April 7, 2022, question 1. 
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ignition data show nine ignitions in 2021 that were caused by “equipment/facility failure” and 

were linked to an asset with an open priority 1 or priority 2 maintenance tag at the time.18  SCE 

investigated each of these incidents, but did not analyze whether the open maintenance tag 

caused or contributed to the ignition.19  It is troubling that SCE has not examined whether these 

existing maintenance issues contributed to the ignitions (especially the priority 1 tag, which 

represents a high-risk issue20).  A complete root cause investigation is warranted to determine 

why the ignitions occurred, whether they were preventable, and what changes in SCE’s 

operational practices might prevent similar incidents in the future. 

Effective root cause analysis and implementation of corrective actions are widely 

applicable best practices that can improve safety for employees and the public.21  Energy Safety 

should require all IOUs to establish a program to evaluate the root causes of equipment-caused 

ignitions, and to implement corrective actions.  These programs should examine all root causes, 

with a particular focus on whether existing, unaddressed maintenance contributed to the ignition.  

Each utility should include such a program in its 2023 WMP and should describe the program’s 

scope, its goals, the status of the program’s development, and its recent findings. Additionally, 

Energy Safety should facilitate working groups on this topic to ensure information sharing across 

utilities and with other interested stakeholders. 

B. Energy Safety should convene a technical working group to 
examine the effectiveness of drone inspections across the three 
large IOUs. 

In the 2021 WMPs, the three large IOUs (PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E) had varying 

conclusions regarding the usefulness of drones for asset inspections.  In the 2022 WMP updates, 

the three large IOUs indicate an increased usage of drones for asset inspections.  To facilitate this 

promising technology, Energy Safety should convene a working group to consider different 

approaches, examine the effectiveness of asset inspections using drones, and develop best 

practices for the large IOUs and potentially the smaller IOUs.  Considering the recent 

 
18 SCE’s response to CalAdvocates-SCE-2022WMP-07, question 9, March 15, 2022. 
19 SCE’s response to data request CalAdvocates-SCE-2022WMP-13, April 7, 2022, question 2. 
20 SCE’s 2022 WMP, p. 345. 
21 See, for example The Importance of Root Cause Analysis During Incident Investigation, fact sheet 
developed by OSHA and the EPA, available at 
https://www.osha.gov/sites/default/files/publications/OSHA3895.pdf  
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developments in the use of drones among the large IOUs, there are potential synergies in sharing 

best practices in a workgroup. 

In contrast to its 2021 WMP, SCE’s 2022 WMP places increased emphasis on conducting 

in-house, rather than contractor, drone inspections for PSPS restoration and in some cases for 

routine asset inspections.  SCE states its belief that “increasing internal [unmanned aerial 

systems] capabilities in the near-term will produce better results (more efficient patrols) sooner 

and potentially for a lower cost than using outside vendors.”22  SCE has identified further 

benefits of drones, including supplementing in-person patrols and allowing qualified personnel to 

more quickly assess circuit conditions in terrains that would otherwise require a lengthy hike or 

helicopter patrols.23  SCE started a pilot program of training its own operators, and in spite of 

Covid restrictions, SCE had “60 operators pass the qualifying exam.”24  In addition to this, SCE 

has directed some of its artificial intelligence programs at processing the images from unmanned 

inspections.  This is another beneficial advancement from its 2021 WMP.25 

SCE intends to expand the drone program in the future as it can help the utility restore 

service to customers following PSPS events.26  In 2022, SCE aims to learn more about the 

technology and how it can be incorporated into their operations.   

SDG&E concludes that drones are useful for conducting inspections throughout its 

territory and is using drones to inspect both distribution and transmission infrastructure in HFTD 

areas.27  This is similar to its use of drones in 2021, when SDG&E conducted drone inspections 

on approximately 1,000 transmission structures and over 21,000 distribution structures as part of 

 
22 SCE’s 2022 WMP, p. 32. 
23 SCE’s 2022 WMP, p. 445: 

SCE will be further piloting the use of [unmanned aerial systems] and remote sensing 
capabilities to assist with PSPS patrols and data gathering for situational awareness 
during any events that may be necessary in 2022. Although SCE is in the early phases of 
the pilot, [unmanned aerial systems] are proving to be valuable to supplement in person 
patrols, allowing qualified personnel to more quickly assess circuit conditions on 
conductor segments that traverse rugged and heavily vegetated terrain and would 
otherwise require a lengthy hike or helicopter patrols.  

24 SCE’s 2022 WMP, p. 147. 
25 SCE’s 2022 WMP, p. 199. 
26 SCE’s 2022 WMP, p. 226. 
27 SDG&E’s 2022 WMP, p. 10 Table 4: Year-by-Year Timeline for Maturing Asset Management and 
Inspections. 
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its drone pilot program.28  SDG&E’s drone program involves flight planning, drone flight and 

image capture, image assessment and determination of issues, and repair.29  Beyond being able to 

observe issues with its assets, SDG&E also uses the images captured by drones to help improve 

the models (based on machine learning technology) that process the image data and detect 

damage in drone inspections.30  Additionally, SDG&E has used the information from drone 

inspections to improve its risk-based inspection methodology.31   

SDG&E has recently transitioned its drone inspection program “from a pilot program to a 

more defined initiative through development of workflows and process and procedure 

documents.”32  SDG&E touts the “effectiveness” of its drone inspection program, because “a 62 

percent reduction was observed in issues found during Corrective Maintenance Program (CMP) 

inspections in 2021 in the Tier 3 HFTD, despite a 20 percent increase in inspection of 

distribution poles.”33  SDG&E concluded that the drone program was beneficial and effective, as 

SDG&E found fewer problems while conducting more inspections.   

Unlike SCE and SDG&E, PG&E does not currently have a program for aerial inspection 

of distribution assets.   Cal Advocates noted in its 2021 comments that SCE and SDG&E had 

seen significant value in aerial inspections of distribution assets, and that Energy Safety should 

require PG&E to study the benefits of performing aerial inspections of distribution assets.34   

PG&E launched a drone inspection pilot program in the fourth quarter of 2021 on its 

distribution assets, with “promising results.”35  In 2022, PG&E states that it plans to conduct an 

expanded pilot program on its distribution assets by conducting aerial inspections from both 

 
28 SDG&E’s drone program is called the Drone Investigation, Assessment and Repair (DIAR) Program. 
SDG&E’s 2022 WMP, pp. 4, 20 and 184. 
29 SDG&E’s 2022 WMP, p. 261. 
30 SDG&E’s 2022 WMP, p. 261.  
31 SDG&E’s 2022 WMP, p. 261. 
32 SDG&E’s 2022 WMP, pp. 184 and 263.  
33 SDG&E’s 2022 WMP, p. 20. 
34 Comments of the Public Advocates Office on the 2021 Wildfire Mitigation Plan Update of Pacific Gas 
and Electric Company, March 29, 2021, pp. 41-42. 
35 PG&E’s 2022 WMP, Section 4.6, Attachment 2, p. 14. 
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drones and helicopters.  PG&E expects that this pilot program will help it define a distribution 

aerial inspection program that will launch in 2023.36  

For transmission assets, PG&E’s plan for 2022 is similar to what it did in 2021.  All 

PG&E's transmission assets will be inspected every three years, at a minimum, with more 

frequent inspections scheduled for assets with increased risk as determined by PG&E’s Wildfire 

Transmission Risk Model.37  All transmission assets will receive a ground inspection and an 

aerial inspection (which may be conducted by drone, helicopter, or aerial lift).  Additionally, 

500 kV towers will receive climbing inspections.”38  

Overall, PG&E indicates that it sees value in conducting aerial inspections (by drone or 

helicopter) of its assets.  However, PG&E has been slower than SCE and SDG&E to adopt aerial 

inspections for distribution assets. 

Considering the differences in how the large utilities use drones for inspections, Energy 

Safety should convene a technical working group to seek consensus on the most effective 

approaches to aerial inspections.  For the technical working group, Energy Safety should require 

each utility to submit a separate report that analyzes the potential applications of drone 

inspections, addressing the effectiveness and limitations of each application.  These reports will 

provide a starting point for the working group’s discussions. 

The technical working group should meet this summer and fall, prior to the 2023 WMP 

submissions.  In this working group, stakeholders should consider:   

 The effectiveness of drone inspections for different types of assets 
(e.g., distribution versus transmission) and for detecting different types of 
safety hazards; 

 Circumstances in which helicopters are preferable to drones for aerial asset 
inspections, and vice versa; 

 Best practices for drone inspections; 

 Standardized angles and heights for images produced by the drones; 

 Whether utilities can create a shared database of images to develop machine 
learning or artificial intelligence algorithms; and  

 Training requirements for staff using drones. 

 
36 PG&E’s 2022 WMP, Section 4.6, Attachment 2, p. 14. 
37 PG&E’s 2022 WMP, pp. 149 and 575.  
38 PG&E’s 2022 WMP, p. 574.  
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This working group can enable stakeholders and utilities to improve the effectiveness of 

drone-based asset inspections. It will also allow Energy Safety and stakeholders to evaluate 

whether drone inspections should be a mandatory component of future WMPs.  

V. VEGETATION MANAGEMENT 

A. Energy Safety should require IOUs to provide details in future 
WMP filings on how in-house and contract labor are used in 
vegetation management programs. 

As discussed in Cal Advocates’ comments on SCE’s 2022 WMP, there are important 

differences between in-house and contract vegetation management staff.  The IOUs should 

provide detailed information on the current mix of staff employed by each program and on the 

reasoning for current staffing choices so that Energy Safety and stakeholders can better 

understand which type of labor is most appropriate to each type of work. 

Energy Safety should include a requirement in the 2023 WMP guidelines for each utility 

to describe the current mix of in-house and contract staff employed by each vegetation 

management program, including the utility’s reasoning for current staffing decisions. 

VI. GRID OPERATIONS AND PROTOCOLS 

A. Energy Safety should facilitate a working group in 2022 with 
the large IOUs to develop consistent practices for fast recloser 
settings. 

Fast recloser settings are an effective and efficient way to prevent ignitions.39  However, 

fine-tuning the settings is important to achieve the right balance of improving safety while 

maintaining reliability of service.  PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E each implement some form of fast 

recloser settings during the fire season.40  SCE and SDG&E have had such programs for several 

years,41 while PG&E’s was first implemented in 2021.42   

 
39 In our comments on the 2021 WMPs of PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E, Cal Advocates recommended that 
all three utilities be required to implement extremely short de-energization delays for reclosers on 
distribution lines during high fire-threat days.  See Comments of the Public Advocates Office on the 2021 
Wildfire Mitigation Plan Updates of the Large Investor-Owned Utilities, March 29, 2021, pp. 35-38. 
40 See PG&E’s 2022 WMP, pp. 730-739; SCE’s 2022 WMP, pp. 439-440; SDG&E’s 2022 WMP, 
pp. 307-308. 
41 Per SCE’s response to data request CalAdvocates-SCE-2022WMP-08, question 1, SCE’s fast curve 
settings were initially installed in 2018.  “SDG&E developed the settings and the operating standard 
around these settings in 2015.”  SDG&E’s 2022 WMP, p. 307. 
42 PG&E’s 2022 WMP, p. 730. 
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While the purpose of these programs is largely aligned among all three utilities – to 

rapidly de-energize lines upon detection of a fault that may indicate an ignition-causing failure – 

the implementation varies significantly between the utilities.  For example, SCE and SDG&E 

both use wind conditions as a criterion for activating these settings.  SCE implements its Fast 

Curve settings during red flag warnings, or when SCE’s Weather Service declares an increased 

risk of fire weather.43  Similarly, SDG&E enables its sensitive relay settings during extreme Fire 

Potential Index (FPI) days and during red flag warnings.44  In contrast, PG&E’s Enhanced 

Powerline Safety Settings are activated during periods of increased Fire Potential Index, as 

determined by PG&E’s risk models, and do not separately factor in red flag warnings.45   

As a second example, the sensitivity of these settings varies substantially between 

utilities.  SCE’s fast curve settings currently operate in the range of 0 to 2 cycles (0 to 0.03 

seconds).46  PG&E’s Enhanced Powerline Safety Settings operate in approximately 6 cycles 

(0.1 seconds).47  This timing refers to the duration of an electrical fault that is required to trigger 

the switching device. 

PG&E’s implementation of its Enhanced Powerline Safety Settings in 2021 resulted in 

numerous unplanned and lengthy outages.48  While PG&E became aware of SCE’s and 

SDG&E’s programs in 2019,49 and states that it coordinated with SCE and SDG&E prior to 

 
43 Per SCE’s response to data request CalAdvocates-SCE-2022WMP-08, question 1, SCE’s fast curve 
settings are enabled under the following conditions: Red Flag Warning issued by the National Weather 
Service, Fire Weather Threat declaration made by SCE Weather Service, Fire Climate Zone declaration 
made by SCE Weather Service, Thunderstorm Threat declaration made by SCE Weather Service. 
44 SDG&E’s 2022 WMP, p. 62. 
45 “Once the devices are programmed, they will be capable of being enabled into EPSS mode. Enablement 
(activation) of EPSS settings will be determined based on FPI ratings throughout the service territory.” 
PG&E’s 2022 WMP, p. 734. 
PG&E’s FPI model is discussed in its 2022 WMP, pp. 174-186.  The FPI model predicts the probability 
that an ignition would cause a small, large, or catastrophic wildfire under forecasted conditions. 
46 SCE’s response to data request CalAdvocates-SCE-2022WMP-08, question 1. 
47 PG&E’s 2022 WMP, p. 735. 
48 “Since PG&E initiated the Fast Trip setting practice on 11,500 miles of lines in High Fire Threat 
Districts in late July, it has caused over 500 unplanned power outages impacting over 560,000 customers. 
These Fast Trip-caused outages occur with no notice and can last hours or days.”  President Batjer’s letter 
to PG&E, p.1, October 25, 2021. 
49 PG&E’s response to data request CalAdvocates-PGE-2022WMP-17, question 3. 
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implementing its program,50 the rollout was flawed.  The resulting outages created safety hazards 

for customers who rely on electricity for medical needs but received no warning of the shutoffs.  

These outages are indicative of poor planning. 

All three large utilities agree that fast recloser settings prevent ignitions, and thus are 

especially valuable in times and places with a high risk of catastrophic wildfires.  However, the 

differences between the utilities’ practices suggest that there is considerable room for research 

and knowledge sharing about how best to fine-tune these settings.  Since fast recloser settings 

will almost certainly be a permanent element of the utilities’ wildfire mitigation strategies, it is 

crucial to properly balance safety and reliability.  A working group should convene with the aim 

of bringing the practices of the three utilities into alignment and developing consistent best 

practices. 

Prior to the filing of the 2023 WMPs, Energy Safety should initiate and oversee a 

working group on fast recloser settings that includes PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E.  The working 

group should be open to participation by small utilities.  Prior to the first meeting, each 

participating utility should submit a written description of its current fast recloser practices and 

the reasoning for those choices.  This working group should identify the differences in each 

utilities’ implementation of such settings and whether these differences are necessary, develop 

consistent best practices, and identify questions that require further research or testing.  Each 

utility should report on the results of this working group in its 2023 WMP, or in a separate 

submission prior to the 2023 WMP with an opportunity for stakeholder comments. 

B. Energy Safety should require the large IOUs to report fast-trip 
outages in quarterly reports beginning with the 2nd quarter of 
2022. 

Energy Safety currently requires the IOUs to report data on proactive de-energization 

events in Table 11 of their quarterly reports.51  Additionally, in their WMPs, utilities are required 

to identify circuits that have frequently been proactively de-energized for wildfire mitigation 

 
50 PG&E’s response to data request CalAdvocates-PGE-2022WMP-17, question 4. 
51 2022 Wildfire Mitigation Plan Update Guidelines Template, Office of Energy Infrastructure Safety, 
Attachment 2, pp. 82-83. 
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purposes, and to describe the measures taken or planned to reduce the need for future de-

energization of those circuits.52  

As discussed earlier in these comments, PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E each have fast 

recloser settings to near-instantly de-energize lines when a fault is detected.53  While the nature 

of these fast-trip outages and proactive de-energizations are different across the IOUs, they serve 

a similar purpose: to de-energize lines under conditions that present an increased risk of wildfire 

ignition or spread.  While all three utilities report on the success of their programs,54 the utilities 

are not required to report on fast-trip outages in a uniform fashion.  As a result, the data is 

scattered and inconsistent with regard to the effect of such programs on customer reliability. 

Beginning on November 8, 2021, PG&E began filing monthly reports to the Safety and 

Enforcement Division at the CPUC on the number, scope, duration, and cause of fast-trip 

outages.55, 56  This data is necessary for the CPUC and stakeholders to evaluate the effects of 

these unplanned and unannounced outages.  However, at this time, only PG&E is required to file 

such reports. 

To facilitate collection of data on the effects of fast-trip outages on reliability, Energy 

Safety should require all utilities to include a table similar to Table 11 in future quarterly reports, 

containing information on fast-trip outages.57  The utilities should begin reporting this data in the 

quarterly data reports for quarter 2 of 2022.   

In addition, Energy Safety should revise its WMP guidelines for 2023 to require utilities 

to identify circuits that have frequently been subject to unplanned fast-trip outages. The utilities 

 
52 Pub. Util. Code Section 8386(c)(8). 
53 See PG&E’s 2022 WMP, pp. 730-739; SCE’s 2022 WMP, pp. 439-440; SDG&E’s 2022 WMP, 
pp. 307-308. 
54 See PG&E’s 2022 WMP, p. 733; SDG&E’s 2022 WMP, pp. 62-64; SCE’s response to data request 
CalAdvocates-SCE-2022WMP-08, question. 
55 Per President Batjer’s letter to PG&E, p. 4, October 25, 2021. 
56 These reports are available on the CPUC website at https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-
topics/wildfires/pacific-gas-and-electric-heightened-equipment-sensitivity-wildfire-mitigation-program  
57 This table should include quarterly data on the number of outages due to fast-trip settings, the number 
of circuits affected, the total customer-minutes of such outages, the number of customers affected, the 
number of medical baseline customers affected, the number of access and functional needs customers 
affected, and the number of critical facilities affected.  In addition to this overall data, the utilities should 
report the same data narrowed to fast-trip outages that occurred during red flag warnings or high wind 
warnings.  
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should describe measures taken or planned to reduce the number, duration, and scope of fast-trip 

outages on those circuits in the future. 

VII. PUBLIC SAFETY POWER SHUTOFFS 

A. Energy Safety should require the large IOUs to be more 
specific in modeling inputs, outputs, and assumptions when 
calculating Public Safety Power Shutoff (PSPS) risk to 
customers. 

Energy Safety released changes to the WMP guidelines in advance of the 2022 WMP 

filings.  One of the new guidelines requires the IOUs to describe the methods they use to 

evaluate the potential consequences of PSPS and wildfires. Specifically: 

the utility is required to discuss how the relative consequences of PSPS and 
wildfires are compared and evaluated. In addition, the utility must report the 
wildfire risk thresholds and decision-making process that determine the need for a 
PSPS.58   

In their WMPs, the IOUs generally address PSPS as a wildfire mitigation technique 

without providing enough information on how the IOUs make decisions to de-energize their 

customers.  The IOUs extensively focus on the value of PSPS in terms of avoided ignitions but 

largely ignore the impacts that PSPS has on customers.  This is contrary to the WMP guidelines’ 

requirement to evaluate potential consequences of PSPS.  The IOUs’ primary focus on reducing 

wildfire risk, therefore, consistently skews the IOUs’ risk-benefit calculations in favor of holding 

PSPS events.  Below, Cal Advocates discusses each IOU’s shortcomings in how it considers 

PSPS events.  

1. PG&E 

PG&E describes PSPS in terms of calculating avoided ignitions but does not adequately 

describe how PG&E weighs decision-making factors and risks.59  PG&E’s models are tailored to 

determine when a PSPS event should be held to avoid fire ignition: “PSPS events may be 

 
58 Attachment 1: Changes for the 2022 Wildfire Mitigation Plan (WMP) Update Guidelines, New 
Guideline 8a in Section 8.2, p. 29.  
59 For example, PG&E notes on p. 138 of its WMP Update that in its “2022 WDRM v3 model, virtual 
outage and ignition indicators (the attributes used to model outages and ignitions) are assigned to PSPS 
events to account for the risks they would pose if the power were on, calibrated with weights that reflect 
the expected number of outages and ignitions that would have occurred had the PSPS events not 
occurred.” While helpful for determining fire risk, customer harms from PSPS do not appear to be 
included as part of this model.   
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initiated when there is a high possibility of utility caused ignitions combined with a high 

probability of catastrophic fires in both space and time.”60  

PG&E’s actual assessments of risks and harms to customers caused by PSPS are vague 

and undefined.  This does not allow for meaningful stakeholder analysis of how PG&E 

quantifies risks to its customers in its PSPS consequence model.  PG&E indicates that the PSPS 

consequence model’s primary purpose is to “assess the impacts of PSPS de-energizations in 

support of making PSPS mitigation planning decisions.”61  However, PG&E is unclear to what 

extent that includes assessing the impacts that PSPS has on its customers.  For example, PG&E’s 

PSPS Consequence Model includes an adjustment for critical customers,62 but PG&E does not 

specify the extent to which this assessment affects PG&E’s PSPS decision-making.    

Similarly, PG&E's Multi-Attribute Value Function model for estimating PSPS 

consequence values produces “unitless” numbers.63  This is problematic because it does not show 

how consequences to customers are weighted relative to other estimated consequence values 

such as a fire ignition.  Furthermore, the lack of units in the Multi-Attribute Value Function 

consequence values makes it nearly impossible to ascertain how PG&E is determining the 

weights of the outcomes of its consequence modeling equations against other PSPS decision-

making factors, such as its Fire Potential Index and Ignition Probability Weather model.64  

Reasoned decision making requires this information.  Energy Safety should therefore 

direct PG&E to address the data gaps described above in its next WMP submission.  Energy 

Safety should also update the WMP guidelines to strengthen the data reporting requirements for 

PSPS, described in Section VII.B below.  

2. SCE 

SCE’s WMP has similar issues as PG&E in regard to evaluating potential consequences 

to customers.  SCE’s use of the IOUs’ 2019 post-event reports to inform its estimate of harms to 

 
60 PG&E’s 2022 WMP, p. 187.  
61 PG&E’s 2022 WMP, p. 196.  
62 PG&E’s 2022 WMP, p. 197: “Weighting assessment by customer classifications to adjust consequence 
and prioritization for critical customers based on the [Subject Matter Expert] feedback,”  
63 PG&E’s 2022 WMP, p. 199.  
64 For the role of the Fire Potential Index and Ignition Probability Weather models in PSPS decision-
making, see PG&E’s 2022 WMP, pp. 896-897; see also pp. 367, 418, 715, and 858. 
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customers has shortcomings.65  It is well-documented that the IOUs had difficulties 

implementing and reporting on the 2019 PSPS events.66  This casts doubt on the reliability of the 

IOUs’ 2019 post-event reports as an input to SCE’s present PSPS consequence modeling (and, in 

turn, SCE’s decisions to call PSPS events).  Even if such reports were reliable, SCE does not 

provide any information on how its analysis of the widespread 2019 PSPS events informed its 

present calculation of harms and risks to customers caused by PSPS. 

Energy Safety should require SCE to provide further detail in its future WMPs regarding 

how its new machine learning models are expected to improve SCE’s weather forecasting 

abilities.  In theory, this should improve SCE’s geographical scoping of its PSPS events and the 

associated customer notification processes.67, 68  Energy Safety should require SCE to provide 

further detail regarding how SCE validated its new machine learning model’s performance in a 

given year against wind events in the prior year that resulted in PSPS events.  SCE should also 

be required to identify and describe the year-over-year improvements in the new model’s 

accuracy at predicting hazardous weather conditions, as well as how the new model’s predictive 

accuracy compares to the performance of SCE’s previous weather models.69   

Finally, Energy Safety should direct SCE to report in next year’s WMP submission on 

improvements and progress in its modeling techniques to address the problem of “forecast bias” 

as a barrier to issuing timely notifications to customers about PSPS events.70  Forecast bias in 

this context can generally be described as a tendency to overestimate or underestimate hazardous 

weather conditions that causes SCE to execute a PSPS event.  These biases in weather 

 
65 SCE’s 2022 WMP, p. 523. 
66  See Order to Show Cause against PG&E as to why it should not be sanctioned by the Commission for 
violation of Pub. Utils. Code Section 451, D.19-05-042, and Resolution ESRB-8 during its Fall 2019 
PSPS Events in Rulemaking 18-12-005; and Order Instituting Investigation (I.) 19-11-013 against PG&E, 
SCE, and SDG&E to review the use of PSPS events in late 2019.  
67 SCE’s 2022 WMP, p. 267.  
68 The Commission’s required schedule of notifications is described at D.19-05-042, pp. A8-9.  
69 SCE’s forecasting performance in 2021 was poor, which led to tens of thousands of missed 
notifications and PSPS event scope changes immediately before de-energization. SCE must improve its 
forecasting abilities. See Comments of the Public Advocates Office on the IOUs’ Post-Season Reports for 
the 2021 Public Safety Power Shutoff Events, March 21, 2022, filed in CPUC Rulemaking 18-12-005, 
pp. 6-8.   
70 On page 542 of its WMP, SCE identifies “forecast bias” as an issue associated with failure to notify 
customers of PSPS events. SCE plans to address this issue via a “buffer” and additional machine learning 
forecasts (SCE’s 2022 WMP, p. 268).     
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forecasting can directly lead to forecasting error, causing the geographic scoping of PSPS events 

to be too large or too small (which in turn leads to over-notification or under-notification of 

customers).  Forecasting error can cause significant harm to SCE customers in the form of 

sudden changes in PSPS event scope and failure to meet the Commission’s required schedule of 

notifications.  For example, difficulty forecasting incoming hazardous weather played a 

significant role in SCE’s failure to provide any notice of de-energization to 28,257 customers in 

its November 24 to 26, 2021 PSPS event.71   

3. SDG&E 

SDG&E’s transparency regarding PSPS modeling inputs, outputs, and assumptions needs 

to be improved.  For example, SDG&E states that asset age is “critical for failure rate 

calculations” in its probability of ignition (POI) model.72  The POI model is a factor in SDG&E’s 

PSPS decision-making process.73  However, SDG&E confusingly states that it does not integrate 

installation dates for older assets (i.e., asset age) into its POI modeling.74  SDG&E should be 

clearer as to what data it uses for its PSPS decision-making.  SDG&E’s customers should not 

suffer the risks and harms posed by PSPS merely because SDG&E does not have a clear process 

for factoring asset age into its PSPS decision-making.  

Similarly, SDG&E’s PSPS consequence calculations rely on an implausibly low estimate 

of the safety risks to customers.75  SDG&E calculates safety consequences of PSPS by using an 

estimate of the number of Serious Injuries and Fatalities per customer-minute of PSPS outage.  

In response to discovery, SDG&E indicates that the “Serious Injuries and Fatalities” variable is 

tiny (one per 10 billion customer-minutes), “based on a history of 0 fatalities in SDG&E 

[territory] during PSPS events.”76  Put in context, 10 billion customer-minutes equates to de-

energizing one million customers (two-thirds of SDG&E’s customers) for a week.77  This implies 

 
71 Comments of the Public Advocates Office on the IOUs’ Post-Season Reports for the 2021 Public Safety 
Power Shutoff Events, March 21, 2022, filed in CPUC Rulemaking 18-12-005, pp. 6-8. 
72 SDG&E’s 2022 WMP, p. 90.  
73 SDG&E’s 2022 WMP, pp. 86, 129-130 (discussing the WiNGS-Ops model), and 357-360 (discussing 
the PSPS decision-making process). 
74 SDG&E’s Response to Data Request CalAdvocates-SDGE-2022WMP-08, question 11.  
75 SDG&E’s 2022 WMP, p. 130. Table 4-19 illustrates how SDG&E calculates PSPS Consequences. 
76 SDG&E Response to Cal Advocates Data Request CalAdvocates-SDGE-2022WMP-13, Q04.  
77 To be precise, 6 days, 22 hours, and 40 minutes. 
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that SDG&E would expect only one serious injury or fatality in a massive, week-long PSPS 

event.  This seems unlikely given the large number of SDG&E customers who rely on electricity 

for essential medical equipment.78  It is concerning that, for lack of sufficient data on serious 

injuries or fatalities during its PSPS events, SDG&E estimates nearly zero safety consequences, 

which implies that SDG&E sees little to no safety risk to its customers caused by PSPS.79 

To address the dubious assumptions in SDG&E’s PSPS consequence calculations, 

Energy Safety should direct SDG&E to reassess and show greater empirical support for its 

estimate of the safety risks of PSPS.  To better estimate the safety hazards of PSPS to customers, 

SDG&E could use data from non-PSPS outages and data from other utilities. 

Energy Safety should also direct SDG&E to make its PSPS decision-making processes 

more transparent in its next WMP submission.  Specifically, SDG&E should be required to go 

into further detail and provide real-world examples (or hypothetical examples, if no real PSPS 

events are pertinent) of the variables it uses in its calculations and how they are relatively 

weighted.  For example, SDG&E could walk through each step of its decision-making process 

for its November 24 to 26, 2021 PSPS event and state the weight of each variable in that process.  

Providing this type of information is critical to identify lessons that may benefit SDG&E’s future 

decision criteria, as well as other utilities in California.  

4. Summary and recommendations 
As discussed above, each of the IOUs’ WMPs fall short of the requirement to explain 

how PSPS consequences are evaluated as part of the new 2022 WMP Guidelines.  The IOUs’ 

WMPs contain similar shortcomings regarding how they calculate safety and financial risks to 

customers caused by PSPS events.  This presents significant barriers to understanding how the 

IOUs weigh their customers’ welfare against the need to prevent catastrophic wildfires.  

In future WMP guidelines, Energy Safety should specify that utilities must explicitly 

explain (and provide concrete examples of) how their PSPS consequence models measure harms 

to customers caused by PSPS and weigh these risks against those caused by potential wildfires.  

 
78 For example, 477 Medical Baseline customers were de-energized for approximately two days in 
SDG&E’s December 23-24, 2020 PSPS Event. 
79 For comparison, SCE assumes one fatality per 4.25 billion customer-minute of interruption and one 
serious injury per 525 million customer-minute of interruption. This is more than double SDG&E's 
assumed rate of serious injuries and fatalities caused by outages.  CalAdvocates-SCE-2022-WMP-14, 
question 1, April 8, 2022. 
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B. Energy Safety should modify the WMP guidelines to improve 
how the IOUs describe and document decisions to execute 
PSPS events. 

The 2022 WMP guidelines require the IOUs to describe the method used to evaluate the 

potential consequences of PSPS and wildfires.80  Unfortunately, the IOUs have not demonstrated 

in their WMPs that they are accurately evaluating the harms to customers from PSPS.  

Furthermore, in their WMPs the IOUs refer to documents and data requests filed in other 

proceedings at the CPUC, in support of their PSPS events, without providing those documents.81  

For this reason, Cal Advocates recommends that Energy Safety require that any documentation 

cited by the IOUs in support of their statements in the WMPs be included as an appendix to the 

IOUs’ WMP filings.  

Specifically, Cal Advocates recommends the following changes to New Guideline 8a in 

Section 8.2 to improve the clarity of utility decision-making on PSPS:  

Method used to evaluate the potential consequences of PSPS and wildfires. 
Specifically, the utility is required to discuss how the relative consequences of 
PSPS and wildfires are compared and evaluated. The utility must provide 
examples (hypothetical or real-world) of the inputs, outputs, and weighting of 
variables in its PSPS decision-making models. In addition, the utility must report 
the wildfire risk thresholds and decision-making process that determine the need 
for a PSPS. If the utility cites supporting documentation not readily available on 
the Energy Safety docket, the utility must attach the document in an appendix to 
its WMP or post it as an online appendix on its WMP webpage. 

These changes would improve the clarity of the IOUs’ reporting on how they weigh risks 

to customers caused by PSPS against the risk of wildfire ignition.  Increased clarity will lead to 

improved stakeholder engagement and understanding of the IOUs’ PSPS decision-making 

processes.  

 

 
80 Attachment 1: Changes for the 2022 Wildfire Mitigation Plan (WMP) Update Guidelines, New 
Guideline 8a, p. 29. 
81 For example, PG&E cites “RAMP Report, pp. 3-3 to 3-15 and 2023 GRC workpapers in response to 
Energy Division GRC-2023-PhI_DR_ED_001_Q01Supp01” and “PG&E response to CPUC Energy 
Division Data Request GRC-2023-Ph1-DR_ED_001_Q01Supp01” in support of its MAVF methodology, 
but it is unclear how stakeholders can access this information in parallel with a review of PG&E’s WMP.  
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VIII. FUTURE WMP GUIDELINES 

A. Energy Safety should convene meetings with stakeholders to 
discuss guidelines for the 2023-2025 WMP cycle. 

The current 2022 WMP update submissions are the final submission of the current three-

year cycle established in Public Utilities Code Section 8386(b).82  In past comments on WMPs83 

and WMP Guidelines,84 Cal Advocates and other stakeholders have made suggestions to 

streamline and otherwise improve the process of developing and reviewing the plans.  Before the 

start of a new cycle is the ideal time to revise this process, and Energy Safety should engage with 

stakeholders soon to develop mutually agreeable process revisions in time to incorporate changes 

into the 2023 comprehensive WMP submissions.  

Cal Advocates appreciates that Energy Safety has announced a workshop on WMP 

guideline development this month and looks forward to participating.  This workshop will 

provide an important opportunity for stakeholders and utilities to determine lessons from the 

prior WMP cycle and to consider improvements for the next three-year cycle.  For example, the 

WMP approval process employed by Energy Safety has changed in each of the past three years, 

and it is not clear at present under what circumstances Energy Safety would reject a WMP.   

As a second example, at present there has been no functional differentiation between the 

comprehensive three-year WMP filings and the annual WMP updates.  In fact, 2022’s WMP 

update filings were each substantially longer than the 2020 and 2021 comprehensive filings they 

were intended to update.  Clarifying the differences between comprehensive and update filings 

could lighten the load of WMP submissions and reviews for all parties involved.85  This could 

potentially enable quicker review and approval for the “update” WMPs in future years. 

 
82 Public Utilities Code Section 8386(b) states that “in its discretion, the division may allow the annual 
submissions to be updates to the last approved comprehensive wildfire mitigation plan; provided, that 
each electrical corporation shall submit a comprehensive wildfire mitigation plan at least once every three 
years.” 
83 See Comments of the Public Advocates Office on the 2021 Wildfire Mitigation Plan Updates of the 
Large Investor-Owned Utilities, March 29, 2021, pp. 42-65, included here as Attachment A. 
84 See Comments of the Public Advocates Office, Mussey Grade Road Alliance, and The Utility Reform 
Network on the Draft 2022 Wildfire Mitigation Plan Update Guidelines, Docket #: 2022-WMPs,  
85 Comments of the Public Advocates Office on the 2021 Wildfire Mitigation Plan Updates of the Large 
Investor-Owned Utilities, March 29, 2021, pp. 47-49 and Appendix D. 
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As a third point, Energy Safety should stagger the comprehensive filing years so that the 

electric utilities do not all file comprehensive WMPs in the same year.86  This would benefit the 

utilities through simplifying the submission process in update years, and benefit stakeholders 

who are currently undertaking review of six full WMPs every year.   

Fourthly, Energy Safety should revise the WMP submission schedule to emphasize 

proactive planning.  The current schedule can be improved, as currently WMPs are approved 

several months into the year (the 2022 schedule envisions final action statements on large IOUs 

in June and small IOUs in September).87  Utilities should submit WMPs earlier, so that the plans 

can be reviewed and approved before they are in progress.  If the planning year (the period 

covered by the WMP) remains the calendar year, then the utilities should submit WMPs in 

August or September, which would allow Energy Safety to issue action statements by 

December.88  

Finally, public participation on wildfire mitigation issues (including the annual WMP 

review process and quarterly reports) has been declining.  Energy Safety should seek ways of 

encouraging greater participation by non-utility intervenors and members of the public.   

Cal Advocates submitted comments on WMP schedules and guidelines along with our 

comments on the 2021 WMPs.89  Most of our recommendations remain relevant, and 

Cal Advocates encourages Energy Safety to review those comments.  

Convening workshops is a positive step, and provides an opportunity to collaboratively 

develop a longer-term schedule for the full three-year WMP cycle.  Energy Safety should ensure 

that the schedule includes adequate time both for stakeholder participation and for Energy’s 

Safety’s own review and approval.  The workshops should identify stakeholder concerns, discuss 

areas of improvement, and to solicit stakeholder proposals.  To create a comprehensive record, 

this should include a written workshop report followed by comments and reply comments.   

 
86 Comments of the Public Advocates Office on the 2021 Wildfire Mitigation Plan Updates of the Large 
Investor-Owned Utilities, March 29, 2021, pp. 44-45. 
87 Office of Energy Infrastructure Safety, Final 2022 Wildfire Mitigation Plan (WMP) Update Guidelines, 
December 15, 2021.  See Attachment 5: Guidelines for Submission and Review of 2022 Wildfire 
Mitigation Plan Updates, pp. 5-6. 
88 Comments of the Public Advocates Office on the 2021 Wildfire Mitigation Plan Updates of the Large 
Investor-Owned Utilities, March 29, 2021, pp. 42-44 and Appendix C. 
89 See Attachment A: Excerpt from the Comments of the Public Advocates Office on the 2021 Wildfire 
Mitigation Plan Updates of the Large Investor-Owned Utilities, March 29, 2021, pp. 42-65. 
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Energy Safety should then release a staff proposal and provide an opportunity for 

stakeholders to file comments and reply comments on the staff proposal.  This should occur on a 

timeline that allows Energy Safety to adopt final guidelines by September 2022.  Adopting the 

final guidelines by September 2022 is necessary to provide adequate time for utilities to make 

adjustments while developing their next comprehensive WMPs, especially if the submission 

schedule is moved forward as recommended above.  

IX. CONCLUSION 

Cal Advocates respectfully requests that Energy Safety adopt the recommendations 

discussed herein. 

 

Respectfully submitted,  
 

/s/ Carolyn Chen  
__________________________ 
 Carolyn Chen 

Attorney 
 
Public Advocates Office 
California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, California 94102 
Telephone: (415) 703-1980 

April 11, 2022 E-mail: Carolyn.Chen@cpuc.ca.gov  
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