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February 6, 2025 Via Electronic Filing

Caroline Thomas Jacobs, Director
Office of Energy Infrastructure Safety
California Natural Resources Agency
Sacramento, CA 95814 
ElectricalUndergroundingPlans@energysafety.ca.gov  

Subject: Public Advocates Office’s Reply Comments on the Second Revised Draft of 
Guidelines for the 10-Year Electrical Undergrounding Plans (Revised EUP) 

Docket: 2023-UPs

Dear Director Thomas Jacobs,

The Public Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities Commission (Cal Advocates) 
respectfully submits the following reply comments on the Office of Energy Infrastructure 
Safety’s Second Revised Draft 10-Year Electrical Undergrounding Plan Guidelines.  Please 
contact Nat Skinner (Nathaniel.Skinner@cpuc.ca.gov) or Henry Burton 
(Henry.Burton@cpuc.ca.gov) with any questions relating to these comments.   

We respectfully urge the Office of Energy Infrastructure Safety to adopt the recommendations 
discussed herein.

Sincerely,

/s/ Angela Wuerth
    __________________________ 
   Angela Wuerth 

Attorney
Public Advocates Office
California Public Utilities Commission
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The Public Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities Commission 

(Cal Advocates) submits these reply comments on the Office of Energy Infrastructure Safety’s 

(Energy Safety) Second Revised Draft 10-Year Electrical Undergrounding Plan Guidelines 

(Second Revised Draft), issued January 6, 2025.1  The Second Revised Draft provides guidelines 

for electric utilities to submit electrical undergrounding plans (EUPs) pursuant to Senate Bill 

(SB) 884.2  SB 884 authorizes large electric utilities3 (utilities) to submit ten-year plans to 

underground distribution lines4 and tasks Energy Safety and the California Public Utilities 

Commission to determine whether to approve, conditionally approve, or deny a utility’s plan.5   

II. ISSUES 

A. Energy Safety should be aware of potential issues involving PG&E’s 
non-linear risk scaling methodology. 

In comments on the Risk Attitude Function and Risk Scaling/Weighting, PG&E seeks to 

apply non-linear risk scaling to Key Decision-Making Metrics (KDMMs).6  PG&E contends that 

the KDMMs should incorporate risk attitude and risk scaling or weighting so as to align with the 

methodology that PG&E uses in the Risk Assessment Mitigation Phase and the General Rate 

Case.  However, the non-linear risk scaling seen in the most recent Risk Assessment Mitigation 

Phase application has several problems.   

 
 
1 Energy Safety, Second Revised Draft 10-Year Electrical Undergrounding Plan Guidelines (Second 
Revised Draft), January 6, 2025, docket 2023-UPs. 
2 McGuire, Stats. 2022, Chap. 819.  SB 884 is codified at Public Utilities Code Section 8388.5. 
3 Per statute, a large electrical corporation refers to an electrical corporation with at least 250,000 
customer accounts within the state. (Pub. Utilities Code §§ 3280, 8385.) Public Utilities Code Section 
8388.5(b) limits participation in the electric utility distribution undergrounding program to these entities.  
These comments use the term “utilities” to refer to large electrical corporations. 
4 Pub. Utilities Code § 8388.5(c). 
5 Pub. Utilities Code §§ 8388.5(d), (e) and (f). 
6 PG&E, Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Comments on the Second Revised Draft 10- Year Electrical 
Undergrounding Plan Guidelines (PG&E Comments on Second Revised Draft) at 3-4, January 27, 2025, 
docket 2023-UPs. 
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PG&E states that non-linear risk scaling will allow it to select locations for 

undergrounding that will reduce the greatest amount of wildfire risk.7  However, as 

Cal Advocates has previously noted, PG&E’s non-linear risk scaling values are predominately 

affected by reliability rather than safety risk.8  In addition, The Utility Reform Network (TURN) 

provided a thorough critique of PG&E’s non-linear risk scaling during the Risk Assessment 

Mitigation Phase proceeding. The following passage describes the key problems: 

PG&E’s scaling function implies preferences that most people are 
unlikely to share, namely that not every dollar and not every life is 
valued equally. For example, PG&E’s function values a reduction 
of 11 fatalities to ten fatalities at least ten times more than a 
reduction of one fatality to zero. While everyone wants to avoid 
catastrophic events, PG&E has not made the case for why 
ratepayers should be expected to pay ten times as much to avoid 
one fatality if that fatality is part of an 11-fatality event, as opposed 
to a single fatality event.9 

In summary, PG&E’s non-linear scaling methodology is flawed. Energy Safety should 

consider previous comments that explain its problems (included in Attachments 1 and 2 here) 

before deciding whether non-linear risk scaling is appropriate for KDMMs. 

B. PG&E’s opening comments do not comply with Energy Safety’s 
requirements. 

Energy Safety directs stakeholders to comment only on redlined revisions to the EUP 

Guidelines.10  Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) includes in comments topics that do 

not pertain to redlined revisions.  PG&E provides no evidence that its comments are relevant to 

revised aspects of the Second Revised Draft.  Therefore, Energy Safety should disregard 

PG&E’s comments on the following topics: 

 
 
7 PG&E Comments on Second Revised Draft at 3. 
8 The Public Advocates Office Corrected Informal Comments on The Application of Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company to Submit its 2024 Risk Assessment and Mitigation Phase (RAMP) Report at 8-9, 
October 15, 2024, docket A.24-05-008 
9 TURN, Informal comments of TURN on PG&E’s RAMP Report at 9, October 9, 2024, docket 
A.24-05-008  
10 Energy Safety, Second Revised Draft EUP Guidelines Cover Letter at 1, January 6, 2025: 
“Stakeholders are invited to provide written comments only on the redlined revisions in Energy Safety’s 
Second Revised Draft EUP Guidelines and the sample data submission templates.” 
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1) Risk Targets and Metrics: PG&E states that it will be extremely 
difficult to manage the multitude of metrics, objectives, targets, 
thresholds, and standards.11 

2) Lack of Compliance Requirements: PG&E states that Energy 
Safety’s timeline, which entails releasing compliance guidelines 
after the guidelines for EUP submissions are finalized, will make it 
challenging for utilities to submit an EUP.12 

3) Mapping Secondary Lines and Service: PG&E reiterates that it 
would have trouble submitting secondary lines and service 
Geographic Information System information before EUP 
submission.13  PG&E’s comment does not address the tabular, 
JavaScript Object Notation, or Geographic Information System 
data templates but the actual EUP data requirements, which is 
contrary to Energy Safety’s instructions in the cover letter. 

4) Project Level Threshold Changes: PG&E does not support 
making the project-level thresholds static for the duration of the 
EUP.14 

If Energy Safety considers PG&E’s extraneous comments, it would bias the comment 

process against stakeholders who followed the instructions. Cal Advocates followed the 

instructions and limited its opening comments to topics related to the redlined revisions.  If Cal 

Advocates and other stakeholders had ignored the instructions, as PG&E has done, they could 

have commented on a variety of additional issues in their opening comments.   

C. PG&E should submit its EUP after Energy Safety finalizes 
compliance guidelines. 

PG&E asserts that it will be challenging to “submit an EUP without a clear understanding 

of the implications of the objectives, thresholds, standards, and key-decision making metrics 

outlined in the plan.”15  To resolve this concern, PG&E can simply wait to submit its EUP until 

Energy Safety has developed and finalized compliance guidelines.  When Energy Safety releases 

 
 
11 PG&E Comments on Second Revised Draft at 4. 
12 PG&E Comments on Second Revised Draft at 4. 
13 PG&E Comments on Second Revised Draft at 6. 
14 PG&E Comments on Second Revised Draft at 6. 
15 PG&E Comments on Second Revised Draft at 4. 
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draft compliance requirements, Energy Safety should also host at least one workshop for 

stakeholders to provide input and seek clarification.   

III. CONCLUSION 

Cal Advocates respectfully requests that Energy Safety adopt the recommendations 

described herein. 

 

Respectfully submitted,  

 

/s/ Angela Wuerth 
______________________________ 

Angela Wuerth 
Attorney 

 
Public Advocates Office 
California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, California 94102 

  Telephone: (415) 703-1083 
February 6, 2025  Email: Angela.Wuerth@cpuc.ca.gov 
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