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0520 WRG System Hardening Decision Outcomes

Decisions and Results

Workstream Decision Description Vote Results Result
0

Date of Approval

System
High Risk

Seeking for approval to begin order creation and the definition of

Hardening
Adjacency scope for new 25839 miles of high risk adjacencies for 2022 Approved 5202021

Opportunities 2023 as part of a multi year plan to address total circuit risk

Coarsegold
System 210410030 Phi Request that this scoped project is approved as is as all overhead

Approved 5202021
Hardening CWSP 2022 Work hardening work as determined by the Field Scoping Team

System
Vaca Dixon 1105

40092 Phi Seg 16 Request that this scoped project is approved as is as all overhead
Approved 5202021

Hardening Work hardening work as determined by the Field Scoping Team
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0520 WRG System Hardening New Action Items

New Action Items

Workstream Action Item Description Responsible party Resolution Target Resolution Date Resolution Date

System High Adjacency Bring back to the committee how many of the high risk adjacency

Hardening Risk Opportunities
miles approved thus far are within the top 20 of the risk buydown New

1

632021
curve

Work between risk modeling and PSS to determine what in the model

System Model Calibration
is driving the Stafford 1102 Cayetano 2109 and Cayetano 2111 New 6172021

Hardening higher in the model whereas the PSS recommendation is to not

proceed with System Hardening

Verify with the internal auditing team that we have a traceable and

System
T23 vs Ti miles accurate methodology for accounting for mileage between Tier 2 3

Hardening
counting towards work and Tier 1 work to meet the spirit of the program for targeting New 6102021

goal HFTD T23 and HFRA work Especially crucial in work that spans the

border between Tier 1 and Tier 23 areas
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Safety

Earthquake

Duck Cover Hold

gaall
Emergency Plan Exit Strategy

ot 1 Have a plan foryourseff and your household

247 Nurse Care Line

If you experience a work related discomfort or injury

call 18884497787 and notify your supervisor

Wash your
hands

lof

Wear a

Mask
Practice social

Distancing

Get vaccinated its safe effective and free

1 ha lig11212122 Ur

uxi it inyll lir

7 7 7 7 Lin If eligitie you CB1

I 10 he nolltec ehen s

thimmir

Vaccinate ALL 58

httpscovid19caciovvaccines I httpsmyturncagov I httpswwwvaccinatecacom

Meeting Agenda

Date 05202021

Decision High Risk Adjacency Opportunities

Decision Mitigation Recommendation for 2 project 2071 miles

Desired Inform PSS Circuit Reviews of On Hold Work

Outcomes Inform Scoping Status Update
Inform Action Item Review

Inform Mitigation Recommendations for 5 projects 4612 miles

Meeting Agenda
What Content Who Facilitators Slides

Agenda and Safety Moment 14

High Risk Adjacency Opportunities 59

Decisions Mitigation Recommendations 1016

PSS Circuit Reviews of On Hold Work 17

Scoping Status Update 1820

Action Item Review 2122

Informs Mitigation Recommendations 2332
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Decision Adjacent high risk CPZs have been evaluated and the team is seeking

approval to scope these adjacent high risk segments for 20222023 projects

HFTD Total Miles Left Rank 727 or lower represents top 20 Risk Circuit Segments MILES

2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 F 2026
CKT Candidates

TOTAL MILES LEFT Device RANK Miles per rank SELECTED YEAR

1350 169 2175 2023 2175

1102 548 4343

Mountain 90 17
CB 68 2499 2022 2499

Quarries 2101

6953 2021 45 571 2021 571

PSS Comments Recommendation TBD

628 27 in DOT
655

623120 74 655 2022 655

Highlands 1102 PSS Comments Hardening work IS recommended

Hardening of this zone would be valuable work as much of this area poses

high fire risk

990354 209 011

1904 75 3185 2022 3185
3459

37476 396 263 2023 263

Potter Valley PH
64118 2021 43 165 2021 165

1105 PSS Comments Hardening work IS recommended

PSS strongly supports hardening in CPZs 1904 37576 based on fuels

and fire potential Also CPZ 76498 has heavy fuel loading steep

topography and no significant recent burn history and extreme potential for

rapid fire growth and should be considered a high priority for hardening

despite its 1348 ranking

MILES Per Year on this slide 736 6339 2438 0 0 0
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Decision Adjacent high risk CPZs have been evaluated and the team is seeking

approval to scope these adjacent high risk segments for 20222023 projects

HFTD Total Miles Left Rank 727 or lower represents top 20 Risk Circuit Segments NILES

2021 2022 2023
1

1

2024 2025 2026
CKT Candidates

TOTAL MILES LEFT Device RANK Miles per rank SELECTED YEAR

CB 755 059 2022 059

1202 122 79 2022 79
989

361952 62 137 2022 137
1

Stafford 1102
784704 24 003 2022 003

PSS Comments lardening work NOT recommended

There is no significant fire history anywhere near this project for over 40

years Normal wind event is off shore away from this area I do not believe

the risk ranking score is correct with the current model This work could be

postponed

CB 63 1817 2022 1817

R2839 274 1281 2022 1281

R2578 163 4634 2023 4634
15833

R2579 277 3491 2024 3491

R314 327 4241 2025 4241

49122 330 369 2022 369
Auberry 1101

PSS Comments Hardening work IS recommended

PSS agrees with where the work is proposed in areas where there is high

fire risk Fire risk is lessened in areas of the Creek Fire burn scar that

burned complete but there are areas inside and along the Creek Fire

boundary that remain to have elevated fire potential ie Peterson Road
Populated areas around Burrough Valley are at a very high fire risk Tree

mortality that is abundant along this entire circuit should be considered

when ranking priority work

MILES Per Year on this slide 0 I 4456 4634 j 3491 4241 0
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Decision Adjacent high risk CPZs have been evaluated and the team is seeking

approval to scope these adjacent high risk segments for 20222023 projects

HFTD Total Miles Left Rank 727 or lower represents top 20 Risk Circuit Segments MILES

2021 2022 2023 202
CKT Candidates

TOTAL MILES LEFT Device RANK Miles per rank SELECTED YEAR

N58 257 455 2022 455
N54 69 2001 2022 2001

59763 615 282 2022 282

3833 2731 260 163 2023 163

N52 291 652 2023 652
N50 138 223 2023 223
NO2 87 004 2023 004
N04 510 053 2023 053

PSS Comments Hardening work IS recommended

N54 Rank 69 2001 miles PSS Support good starting point for 1103

NO2 Rank 87 004 miles in 2023 to spread resources and for

continuity working out from sourceside device N50PSS Support small

segment low risk of large damaging fire but high risk of small destructive

firepotential loss of life location

N50 Rank 138 223 miles in 2023 to spread resources and for

continuity working out from sourceside device N52PSS Support High
Paso Robles 1103

risk

N58 Rank 257 455 miles in 2022 to workout from the stationPSS

Support Typical sustained winds in that area would push fire into city

2371 Rank 260 163 miles in 2023 to spread resources and for

continuity working out from sourceside device N54PSS Support

suggest bring up list closer to N54 and accomplish while already in the

area and similar risk

N52 Rank 291 657 miles in 2023 to spread resources and for

continuity working out from sourceside device N54PSS Support

Major ingress and egress roadway
N04 Rank 510 053 miles in 2023 to spread resources and for

continuity working out from sourceside device N50 PSS Support small

segment low risk of large damaging fire but high risk of small destructive

firepotential loss of life location

59763 Rank 615 282 miles in 2022 for continuity since this zone is

between N54 N58 PSS Support

MILES Per Year on this slide 0 2738 1095 0 0 0

CONFIDENTIAL FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION

PGEDIXIENDCAL000016071



Decision Adjacent high risk CPZs have been evaluated and the team is seeking

approval to scope these adjacent high risk segments for 20222023 projects

HFTD Total Miles Left Rank 727 or lower represents top 20 Risk Circuit Segments MILES

2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 WO I

I

2026
CKT Candidates

TOTAL MILES LEFT Device RANK Miles per rank SELECTED YEAR

CB 795 141 2022 141

241413 NA NA 2022 NA
3581 884904 83 1164 2022 1164

9504 285 1447 2022 1447

MR572 177 829 2023 829

PSS Comments Hardening work NOT recommendedCayetano 2109

PSS believes this work is ranked wrong according to the model It is in the

short grass model area where Alameda County Fire does not evacuate the

residents because they get in the way on the streets and the homes are

built to the new code along with the success of containment due to fuel

type

CB NA 0

558 644731 <692 338 2023 338

Cayetano 2111 389190 90 22 2023 22

PSS Comments Same as Cayetano 2109

2021 Work TBD 0 2021 0

2022 Work 5122021 19453 2022 19453

DOT 19453 2023 Work 5122021 0 2023 0

2024 Work NA NA 2024 NA
2025 Work NA NA 2025 NA

I

Previously approved

mileage includes

Coarsegold Volta Santa ea` Previously Approved CWSP 20222023 Mileage not included DOT as of yet

I

Ynez Deschutes Putah

Creek Potter Valley

Stanislaus Hartley and

Mariposa

MILES Per Year on this slide 0

Total MILES per Year all slides combined 736

7241

Total Miles Includes those presented here and previously approved 7977

22205 1387

35738 9554

14267 11752

49905 21306

0

3491

8690

12181

0

4241

0

0

7443 1315

11684 1315
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ey Decision Approval to Execute High Risk Adjacency Opportunities

Approval Status Pending

Decision Detail

Seeking for approval to begin order creation and the definition of

scope for new 25839 miles of high risk adjacencies for 2022

2023 as part of a multi year plan to address total circuit risk

This represents the second set of nine 9 of twentysix 26
circuits which contain high risk adjacencies

Scoping will include collaboration with the Risk and Data Analytics

team as well as the PSS team to determine mitigations

All circuits proposed for scoping have at least one segment within

the top 20 of CPZ risk ranks

oncerns and Mitigatio

Risk model enhancement may change the current risk ranking We
will mitigate this risk by only scoping 20222023 projects now and

future projects can be scoped using any updates to the risk model

Valida

PSS
Recommendations

All work to begin order creation and definition of scope but

work not recommended for hardening by the PSS to hold

off on execution until work falls more in line with what we

expect in the model

Top 20 What percent of these new miles fall within the top 20

Model Calibration What is driving the higher ranking in the model for the 3

not recommended for hardening by PSS
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Todays discussion will include various mitigation recommendations for decisions and as

informs 663 miles total

The following projects have recommended mitigations

Order No CM Work Bucket
Total MAVF Core

Risk Value

Mean MAVF Core

Risk Rank
Recommendation WGC Request

WGC Decision 2071 miles

Coarsegold
210410030 Ph1

Vaca Dixon

110540092 Seg 16

CWSP 2022

All OH
2236 144 1151 mi Installed

Includes 167 mi Tier 1

All OH
Top 250 6247 37 92 mi Installed T2 Decision

817 mi Installed T1

Decision

WGC Inform 4612 miles

Coarsegold
21045310 Ph 1

Coarsegold

21045310 Ph2

Coarsegold
21045310 Ph3

Coarsegold
2104570682

Vaca Dixon

110540092 Seg 712

CWSP 2022 3829 61

CWSP 2022 3552 61

CWSP 2022 4152 61

CWSP 970 78

Top 250 15473 37

All OH
913 mi Installed

All OH
847 mi Installed

All OH
990 mi Installed

All OH
210 mi Installed

All OH
1652 mi Installed

Inform

Inform

Inform

Inform

Inform

CONFIDENTIAL FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION 10

PGEDIXIENDCAL000016074



I ec is i o n CWSP 2022 PM Coarsegold 210410030 Ph
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Idify target kicalions US
pretendI

Corp mcutIon Mks costs and

risk reduction art 1itil9 the

ligh ROE

Recommend 01iiilybna alternative

and present Memeltve cost for

deals

Are there any signelcant dependency or

construclapilAy
lirollations in I aeas of

Impact

ThreshOkt year mcremental delay

No

alernalives rOF MhIn a 25 range Is there

alcillional ben to chsosIng an alternative mod N

not the top rariced RSE7

IntenSify PSPS P ard Tree

Strike flags for Memde
contraction method

Does the CPZ meet

ECOP threshad 259f
structures warr

replacement and result

Ira more tenely

mffloalon Method

preferred eg ON

No

Idmitayems of

con OM

aspects ant

rem econo a

emAysme for prof

option

IdIfy target kcations

underarm referred

Proceed M1 recommendation

Meade to UG mew of mpact or

concern

Present altemaNes RSE Execution

Tmelines P PSPS en Tree Stn
gags for Make Governance

Conmatee amooval

Was the recommendation

approved

No

Was an Mem° recommendation

approved

Proceed with reconmendation

upde materials in to relied

mewed mitigation
method and

proceed to execution

Full

PSPS

Project

reote actions and develop

new allematNes based on

the feeMack and resubmit

to the Wildfire Gwernance

Committee far approval

Key Questions
1

Outcome

Is this an area that is impacted directly by PSPS >8 Y N
2 events 192

Frequency or >1200 Cust Impact cust impact

cn
13 Are there any critical customers within zone necessary y N
2 to protect

Is OH hardening an acceptable mitigation using Y N NA
distribution line exclusion

Is the area being considered for HFRA AddRemove Y N

2 IngressEgress concerns identified by PSS professionals
a cannot be mitigated by utilizing intumescent wrapped or Y N

composite poles

cv
w Moderate 615 or high >15 strike tree potential areas

U
in the segment Y N LOW

Are there any significant dependency or constructability

limitations in the areas of impact Y N

a Threshold 2+ year incremental delay
co
LL Does the CPZ meet ECOP threshold >25 structures

warrant replacement and result in a more timely Y N 39
mitigation method preferred eg OH

o
0 If alternatives fall within a 100 range is there

U additional benefit to choosing an alternative that is not Y N
<

the top ranked RSE

OH Preferred AL
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I ec is i o n CWSP 2022 PM Coarsegold 210410030 Ph

Coarsegold 2104 1151 miles No System Hardening Overhead Hardening Under grounding Hybrid

Primary Filter

Project Scope Risk Reduced After Mitigation 1386 NA NA
Project Scope Residual Risk Value 2236 850 NA NA
Overall Miles Installed 1151 Existing OH 1151 NA NA
Overall Miles Removed

OH System Hardening Cost

UG System Hardening Cost

Line Removal Cost

Total Capital Cost

Average OM Cost per year

NPV 68 discount rate

$ NPV per unit of risk RSE

risk mile

skmile

riskmile

PSS Preference Ingressegressfire history

Strike Tree Potential

IngressEgress Preferred option

Secondary Filter PSPS Mitigation 2 events x 96 Customers

Execution timeline 2022 2023 2023+
Other Costs 167 miles Tier 1 Hardening

Supporting Detail for Recommended Alternative EDRS Routing 202132466

Not Preferred

High FallIn Risk

Not Preferred

192 0

Preferred

Low Fall In Risk

Preferred

192 0
2022

$32M

NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

Public Safety Specialist Fuel types are consistent with Grass Oak Woodland and patches of intermediate sized brush and Gray Pine The population in the project area would be considered sparse

to moderate The areas to the west and east of the project are more densely populated The project area does not have a history of significant large fires in the last 20 years

Strike Tree Potential LOW 05 tree strike potential in this segment does not suggest UG hardening is required

Egress Considerations Raymond Road Road 415 River Road Road 400 River Knolls Road Road 600 606 identified by PSS No concerns with intumescent wrapped or composite poles

PSPS Mitigation No mitigation potential due to limited scope of this hardening project no critical essential customers in this segment To achieve PSPS reductions additional scope would have to

be included

Execution Timeline LandBioCulturalConstructability OH hardening could be accomplished by 12312022 California tiger salamander and western pond turtles identified Preactivity survey

for cultural constraints
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ey Decision Approval to Execute Coarsegold 210410030 Ph1 CWSP 2022 Work

Approval Status Pending

Decision Detail

Request that this scoped project is approved asis as all overhead

hardening work as determined by the Field Scoping Team

EDRS Routing

Approve

Approve

Approve

nd Valid

Strike Tree Potential Make notation in the scoping sheet as to why the strike

tree risk decreases from the no SH option to the Overhead

hardening option

CONFIDENTIAL FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION 13
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I ec is i o n Top 250 Miles PM Vaca Dixon 110540092 Ph1 Seg 16
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552000500 010295200251501120

and present alternative cost for
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ECOP thresald N56 Ves
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replacement a restt 1141
in a more Way

magalon Method

preferred eg 010

111 alernalives rOFWhIn a 25 0150 10 Mere

alcillional ben to chsosIng an alternative lode

not tine top rariced RSE

Identify POPS P and Tree

St Mtge for Namde
contraction meth

No

Key

0510 09 of

cal em

Spade ant
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ors9sie tor prof

option

Identify target kcations

undergraind peferred

Proceed with recommendation

Made to LIG mew of rape or

CCM

Present altemaNes RSE Execution

Trnelines P PSPS en Tree Stn
gags for INIktre Governance

Conmdtee aproval

Was the recommendation

approved

No

Was an aternalNe recommendation

approved

Proceed with reconmendation

update materials in 11 to relied

approved malgation method and

proceed to execution

Full

PSPS

Project

Teke achens and develop

new allematNes based on

the femback and resmit
lo the Wildfire Gwernance

Committee far approval

Key Questions
1

Outcome

Is this an area that is impacted directly by PSPS >8 Y N
4 Events 984

Frequency or >1200 Cust Impact Cust Impact

co
13 Are there any critical customers within zone necessary Y N
2 to protect

Is OH hardening an acceptable mitigation using Y N NA
distribution line exclusion

Is the area being considered for HFRA AddRemove Y N

cn

ci IngressEgress concerns identified by PSS professionals
a cannot be mitigated by utilizing intumescent wrapped or Y N

composite poles

cv I Moderate 615 or high >15 strike tree potential areas
a

co

in the segment Y N

Are there any significant dependency or constructability

limitations in the areas of impact Y N

0 Threshold 2+ year incremental delay
co
II Does the CPZ meet ECOP threshold >25 structures

warrant replacement and result in a more timely Y N 14
mitigation method preferred eg OH

a
0 If alternatives fall within a 100 range is there

co additional benefit to choosing an alternative that is not Y N
<w the top ranked RSE

6 OH Preferred

CONFIDENTIAL FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION 14

PGEDIXIENDCAL000016078



Decision Top 250 Miles PM Vaca Dixon 110540092 Ph1 Seg 16

Vaca Dixon 1105 926 miles Seg 16 Overhead Hardening Under Grounding DEE
Project Scope Risk Reduced After Mitigation

Project Scope Residual Risk Value

Overall Miles Installed

Overall Miles Removed

OH System Hardening Cost

UG System Hardening Cost

Line Removal Cost

Total Capital Cost AACE Class 5
Average OM Cost per year

NPV 68 discount rate

$ NPV per unit of rise RSE
Primary Filter

PSS Preference Ingressegressfire history

Strike Tree Potential

Ingress Egress

Secondary Filter PSPS Mitigation 246 custs 4 event

Execution timeline 2021 2022 2022+

Other 811 miles Tier 1 Hardening recommended by PSS

riskmile

riskmile

risk mile

6247

926 Existing OH

3873

2374

926

6185

062

1340

Satisfactory Satisfactory

Moderate FallIn Risk J Low Fall In Risk No Fall In Risk

Satisfactory J Satisfactory Satisfactory

9840 984 0 984 0
2021 2022+

5502

745

1452

Satisfactory

Low FallIn Risk

Satisfactory

984 0
2022+

Supporting Detail for Recommended Alternative EDRS Routing 1
Public Safety Specialist This project is in northern Vacaville and west of Hwy 505 Predominant fuels in these project areas are grassoak woodlands Portions of the grass lands are grazed Heavier

concentrations of vegetation follow riparian zones throughout the projects and on north sides or steeper slopes of the rolling hills Low to moderate density of housing within the project areas LNU
Fire Numerous roadside grass fires quickly extinguished PSS recommends OH Hardening in all of CPZ in area N E of Gibson Cyn Rd and Cantelow Rd Additional cost for 811 miles of OH

recommended By PSS

IngressEgress Considerations Good in most areas with possible issues on some narrow and deadend roads

Strike Tree Potential LOW 05 tree strike potential in this segment does not suggest UG hardening is required

PSPS Mitigation 4 Events 246 Customers 984 customer impact Mitigation for UG Alt would require UG Alt for segments 712 also which is not preferred

Execution Timeline LandBioCulturalConstructability Fairy Shrimp Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp VELB Swainsons Hawk multiple waterways Potential permitting Red ESA Monitoring Tribal

Consultation No EFS constraints UG Hybrid will require dozens of new UG easements which may push out timeline well past 2022
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ey Decision Approval to Execute Vaca Dixon 110540092 Ph1 Seg 16 Work

Approval Status Pending

Decision Detail

Request that this scoped project is approved asis as all overhead

hardening work as determined by the Field Scoping Team

EDRS Routing

=IMMO Validations
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nform PSS Review Scorecard Summary

PSS Review Scores by Circuit Name

Circuit Name

EL DORADO PH 2101

P ri ma ry

Score

135

Sescondeary

135

Average Score

135

Risk Level

Very High Risk

PINE GROVE 1102 150 105 128 HighRiskPLACERVILLE2106 120 150 135 Very High Risk

BIG BASIN 1101 135 135 135 Very High Risk

BRUNSWICK 1103 120 110 115 Moderate Risk

BRUNSWICK 1105 105 110 108 Moderate Risk

WEST POINT 1101 135 150 143 Very High Risk

KONOCTI 1102 135 95 115 Moderate Risk

MIWUK 1701 135 135 135 Very High Risk

MIWUK 1702 120 135 128 High Risk

ORO FINO 1101 135 150 143 Very High Risk

ORO FINO 1102 150 150 150 Severe Risk

OTTER 1102 120 125 123 High Risk

SALT SPRINGS 2102 105 120 113 Moderate Risk

STANISLAUS 1702 150 150 150 Severe Risk

O All circuits will now be reviewed with Grid

Design Team to develop recommended

mitigations

O Recommendations will be brought forward to

the WRG Steering Committee for review and

approval

O All circuit reviews and PSS comments available

in the appendix for further review as necessary

CONFIDENTIAL FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION 17
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System Hardening Status Total Portfolio Mileage by Status

7
2021 2023 System Hardening Project Portfoliol as of 51921

Scoped Not Scoped

8060 981

WriL

Total PreScoping

1839

i
1875

1462

976 of portfolio mileage comes from

MAT Code `08W System Hardening

887

Other MAT Codes include 2AF Idle Facilities

06A 06H 061 and 95A

239
274

In Scoping Scoped Estimating Dependency Ready for Miles in

Construction Construction

Progress

504

Miles Constructed

Note 1 All mileage reported herein is pulled from the MPP System Hardening Daily Summary of the date shown CONFIDENTIAL FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION 18
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System Hardening Status Progress Towards WMP Commitments and Public Safety
Metrics by MPP Tracking as of 519211

P
u
b
li
c

S
a
fe

ty
M

e
tr

ic
s

20212023 WMP Mileage

Commitment

Condition 1 80 of system hardening miles have

to be highest risk miles over the threeyear period

Risk Profile Highest Risk Miles defined as
1 Top 20 of risk buydown curve

2 Fire rebuild miles

3 PSPS mitigation miles

Condition 2 Minimum percentage of miles

mitigated with either Line Removal or

Undergrounding over the threeyear period

Risk Effectiveness

10 of Undergrounding or Line Removal work in

the System Hardening project portfolio

Execution Team Quality Assurance
As of 5182021 Report

Target

Condition 1

Condition 2

Scoped Mileage

46

Identified Not Scoped Not Identified

1140 Miles

Percent of Scoped Miles that meet public safety conditions as of 552021

Meets Condition Does Not Meet Condition

79

Meets Condition

38

1

A
Target 10

21

A
Target 80

Does Not Meet Condition

504 200
MILES CONSTRUCTED

252

471 200
QA MILES PASSED

236

Note I All mileage reported herein is pulled from the MPP System Hardening Daily Summary of the date shown with the exception of Execution

Team Quality Assurance which is pulled from the MPP Weekly Status Report

524 Miles

524 Miles

56
IA MILES VALIDATED

23
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die Facilities Update 41 of the 474 miles have been addressed resulting in 118
lies of idle line removed

Current Status of all potential or

identified Idle Facility Lines

06 mi1

474 mi Total

FOrini

41

16
40 mi

EL 8

104 mi
22

111

Completion

Construction

Estimating

EC Notif

Idle Facility

Process

Research

Current Status

Timing The current plan has all miles through the Idle Facility Process stage

Expectations by 531 de energized by 615 and removed from service by 1231

DeEnergization Status

474 mi

Status

El De Energized

r7 Reclassified to

Customer Owned

7 Reclassified to

Active

All line status

has been

determined

Completed Idle Lines

1943

Removed by Non Fire
Rebuild team

11 Removed by Fire

Rebuild team

n Retained as Idle

7 Reclassified to

Active Service

Reclassified to

Customer Owned
I I

Legend Items in Bold

indicate removed Idle

Lines

Fire Rebuild

Removes
11 24

Non Fire Rebuild

Removes
058

Total Removes 1182

Resolution
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System Hardening Open Action Items

Workstream Action Item Description Responsible Resolution Target Resolution

PartyI Resolution Date Date

System MAT code for PSPS
Confirm requirement of developing separate MAT code for PSPS

In progress TBD
Hardening and process through MAT code development if required

System Extent of Condition Evaluate the process used for HFRA adds and potential further
In progress 527

Hardening HFRA evaluation process for further adds

Action required to investigate how to tackle the on hold projects

Deteriorating

for both Deteriorating Conductor work and ECOP work Both

System
Conductor and ECOP

classifications of work are needed to be done but the

08W In progress TBD
Hardening On Hold Projects

determination of the committee is that the System

Hardening program of work is not the correct vehicle for that

work For both classifications the new program is TBD

PSS Review
PSS team to review 45 projects one radnom selection from

System Validation of System
each quartile or quintile of the risk buydown curve and provide a

Hardening Hardening Risk Buy
PSS Fire Risk Assessment tool grading perspective PSS not to In progress 6102021

Down Curve
start this effort until after the existing 350 mile backlog of miles

and only as current workload allows

System
PSS Review of the circuit and section for targeting

Hardening
Alleghany PSS review Update Pushed target date due to difficulties and In progress 6102021

complexities of the Alleghany work

Assess customer impact and cost effectiveness of all options

System Alleghany generation discussed and available for Alleghany SH effort
In progress 6102021

Hardening of facilities Update Pushed target date due to difficulties and

complexities of the Alleghany work

Alleghany cost review
Evaluate moving and update the current generation system in

System
to move current

place to meet the new critical customer needs and SH objectives
In progress 6102021

Hardening
generation

Update Pushed target date due to difficulties and

complexities of the Alleghany work
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System Hardening Open Action Items

Workstream Action Item Description Responsible Resolution Target Resolution

Party Resolution Date Date

o assemble the right teams together to determine the

critical customers as pertains to the PSPS decision tree Team to

System
Critical Customer develop what is needed to shore up the lack of definition to close

Hardening
Definition for PSPS the gap on the Audit identified risk issue In progress TBD
Decision Tree Update Continuing to meet with customer team to define

and weight critical customers as it pertains to PSPS

mitigations

o start the conversation including

concerning how to handle and treat the PSPS identified

System PSPS Identified Miles miles in regards to the previously identified top quartile of PSPS
In progress 63

Hardening Treatment work and any future projects identified

Update Meeting held 423 Follow up meeting planned for

week of 517 with behind the scenes work in support

As part of conditional a roval to cancel the PSPS on hold

projects and team to review the on hold projects

System PSPS On Hold to A analyze through the lens of the new overstrike tree

Hardening Projects Review exposure parameters to verify if miles are still low impact and B Delayed 527
to better prepare field teams for conversations with the

customerscommunity if cancelling is required

Pushed presenting materials due to scheduling conflicts

System Extent of Condition Evaluate the process used for HFRA adds and potential further
In Progress 527

Hardening HFRA evaluation process for further adds
1
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Identify 1500 0100000 US
preferred

Corp vacation M costs and

risk reduction ard
1102119

110

lighest ROE

Recommend ONIIyhmi alternative

and present alternative cost for

decal

Are there any signelcant dependency or

conslruclaplay lintlations In I aeas of

enpacla

ThreshOkt year mcrements May

No

Does tne CPZ met
ECOP threshold >25 Ves

tructures warrat

replacement a resit 1141
in a more anely

magalon method

preferred eg 010

Present altemes RSE Execution

Tmelines P PSPS en Tree Stn
gags for INIktre Governance

Conmdtee aroval

alernalives 101 WhIn a 25 range Is there

Malonel ben to choosing an en Inane

not the I rariced RSE

Identify PSPS P and Tree

Stnite gaga for Namee
contraction method

Was the recommendation

approved

No

Was an Memeltta recommendation

approved

No

Idm109ereas of

con em

Osp000 and

rewe econo

mafysie nor prof

option

Identify target kcations

underarm oeferred

Proceed with recommendation

Made to LIG mew of impact or

Canaan

Proceed with reconmendation

update materials in EONS to relied

appriwed mitigation
method and

proceed to execution

Full

PSPS

Project

reote actions and develop

new allernatNes based ch

the femback and resmit
to the Wildfire Gwernance

Committee for approval

Key Questions
1

Outcome

Is this an area that is impacted directly by PSPS >8 Y N
2 events 28 cust

Frequency or >1200 Cust Impact impact

cn
cl Are there any critical customers within zone necessary Y N
2 to protect

Is OH hardening an acceptable mitigation using Y N NA
distribution line exclusion

Is the area being considered for HFRA AddRemove Y N

2 IngressEgress concerns identified by PSS professionals
a cannot be mitigated by utilizing intumescent wrapped or Y N

composite poles

a Moderate 615 or high >15 strike tree potential areas

cn
in the segment

Y N Low

Are there any significant dependency or constructability

limitations in the areas of impact Y N

a Threshold 2+ year incremental delay
cou Does the CPZ meet ECOP threshold >25 structures

warrant replacement and result in a more timely Y N 25
mitigation method preferred eg OH

o
0 If alternatives fall within a 100 range is there

cn additional benefit to choosing an alternative that is not Y N
<w the top ranked RSE

OH Preferred A
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Coarsegold 2104 913 miles No System Hardening Overhead Hardening Under grounding I Hybrid

Project Scope Risk Reduced After Mitigation 2374 NA NA
Project Scope Residual Risk Value 3829 1455 NA NA
Overall Miles Installed 913 Existing OH 913 NA NA
Overall Miles Removed NA NA

OH System Hardening Cost risk mile

UG System Hardening Cost iskmile

Line Removal Cost riskmile

Total Capital Cost

Average OM Cost per year

NPV 68 discount rate

$ NPV per unit of risk RSE
Primar Filtery PSS Preference Ingressegressfire history Not Preferred Preferred NA NA

Strike Tree Potential Moderate Fall in Risk Low Fall in Risk NA NA
Secondary IngressEgress Preferred option Not Preferred Preferred NA NA

Filter PSPS Mitigation 2 events x 140 Customers 280 0 280 0 NA NA
Execution timeline 2022 2023 2023+I 2022 NA NARecommended

Supporting Detail for Recommended Alternative EDRS Routing 202132432

Public Safety Specialist Surrounded by grass oak woodland and intermixed patches of brush and gray pine Population density is sparse to moderate The areas to the south and north of the

project are more densely populated The project area does not have a history of significant large fires in the last 20 years

Strike Tree Potential LOW 05 tree strike potential for hardened system except 1 span of moderate tree strike will be addressed through VM work

Egress Considerations The eastern portion of the project lies near CASR41 and Raymond Road Road 415 identified by PSS No concerns with intumescent wrapped or composite poles

PSPS Mitigation No mitigation potential due to limited scope of this hardening project no critical essential customers in this segment that cannot be more effectively addressed through

temporary generation To achieve PSPS reductions additional scope would have to be included

Execution Timeline LandBioCulturalConstructability OH hardening could be accomplished by 12312022 western pond turtle Preactivity survey for cultural constraints more significant

impact for UG options Hybrid options includes additional cost for easements soil conditions FDCP
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nform CWSP 2022 PM Coarsegold 21045310 Ph2
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No
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tructures warrat

replacement a restt 1141
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mitiolion Method

preferred eg ON

Present altemdives RSE Execution

Trnelines P PSPS en Tree Stn
gags for Wildare Governance

Conrad tee agirrwal

alernalives rdl WhIn a 25 range Is there

Malonel boned to choosing an alternative Inane

not the I rariced RSE7

Idenaify PSPS P and In
Stntte flags for Memde

contraction method

Was the recommendation

approved

No

Was an Mamarca recommendation

approved

No

ldmne5ems of

con em

eflp000 anI

rem econo

anafysie for prof

option

Identify target kcations

underarm osier

Proceed M1 recommendalion

rdocate to UG mew of mead or

concern

Proceed wilh reconmendation

uolde materials in EONS to relied

aeonNed mitigation
method and

proceed to execution

Full

PSPS

Project

Teke achens and develop

new allernatNes based on

the feeiback and resmit
to the Wildfire Gwernance

Committee for approval

Key Questions
1

Outcome

Is this an area that is impacted directly by PSPS >8 Y N
2 events 274

Frequency or >1200 Cust Impact cust impact

cn
13 Are there any critical customers within zone necessary y N
2 to protect

Is OH hardening an acceptable mitigation using Y N NA
distribution line exclusion

Is the area being considered for HFRA AddRemove Y N

2 IngressEgress concerns identified by PSS professionals
a cannot be mitigated by utilizing intumescent wrapped or Y N

composite poles

cv
w Moderate 615 or high >15 strike tree potential areas

U
in the segment Y N LOW

Are there any significant dependency or constructability

limitations in the areas of impact Y N

a Threshold 2+ year incremental delay
co
LL Does the CPZ meet ECOP threshold >25 structures

warrant replacement and result in a more timely Y N 40
mitigation method preferred eg OH

o
0 If alternatives fall within a 100 range is there

U additional benefit to choosing an alternative that is not Y N
<

the top ranked RSE

OH Preferred A
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nform CWSP 2022 PM Coarsegold 21045310 Ph2

Coarsegold 2104 847 miles No System Hardening Overhead Hardening Under grounding Hybrid

Project Scope Risk Reduced After Mitigation 2202 q NA NA
Project Scope Residual Risk Value 3552 1350 NA NA
Overall Miles Installed 847 Existing OH 847 NA NA
Overall Miles Removed

OH System Hardening Cost risk mile

UG System Hardening Cost risk mile

Line Removal Cost riskmile

Total Capital Cost

Average OM Cost per year

NPV 68 discount rate

$ NPV per unit of risk RSE
Pr Filterimary PSS Preference Ingressegressfire history Not Preferred Preferred NA NA

Strike Tree Potential Moderate Fall in Risk Low Fall in Risk NA NA
Secondary IngressEgress Preferred option Not Preferred Preferred NA NA

Filter PSPS Mitigation 2 events x 137 Customers 274 0 274 0 NA NA
Execution timeline 2022 2023 2023+ 2022 NA NA

Recommended

Supporting Detail for Recommended Alternative EDRS Routing 202132446

Public Safety Specialist Fuel types are consistent with Grass Oak Woodland and patches of intermediate sized brush and Gray Pine The population in the project area would be considered sparse

to moderate The areas to the south and north of the project are more densely populated The project area does not have a history of significant large fires in the last 20 years

Strike Tree Potential LOW 05 tree strike potential in this segment does not suggest UG hardening is required

Egress Considerations The eastern portion of the project lies near CASR41 and Raymond Road Road 415 identified by PSS No concerns with intumescent wrapped or composite poles

PSPS Mitigation No mitigation potential due to limited scope of this hardening project no critical essential customers in this segment To achieve PSPS reductions additional scope would have to

be included

Execution Timeline LandBioCulturalConstructability OH hardening could be accomplished by 12312022 western pond turtle Preactivity survey for cultural constraints
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Cal ern
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Identify target kcations

underarm oeferred

Proceed with recommendation

Meade to LIG mew of impact or

CCM

Present alternatives RSE Execution

Trnelines P PSPS en Tree Stn
gags for INIktre Governance

Conmdtee amroval

Was the recommendation

approved

No

Was an Marna° recommendation

spooled

Proceed Mai reconmendation

update materials in EONS to relied

approved mitigation
method and

proceed to execution

Full

PSPS

Project

Take edema and Medea
new alternatives basset im

the feerback and resubmit

le the Wildfire Gwernance

COMMIttee far approval

Key Questions
1

Outcome

Is this an area that is impacted directly by PSPS >8 Y N
2 events 354

Frequency or >1200 Cust Impact cust impact

co
13 Are there any critical customers within zone necessary Y N
2 to protect

Is OH hardening an acceptable mitigation using Y N NA
distribution line exclusion

Is the area being considered for HFRA AddRemove Y N

2 IngressEgress concerns identified by PSS professionals
a cannot be mitigated by utilizing intumescent wrapped or Y N

composite poles

a w Moderate 615 or high >15 strike tree potential areas
cu r

cn

in the segment
Y N LOW

Are there any significant dependency or constructability

limitations in the areas of impact Y N

p Threshold 2+ year incremental delay
cou Does the CPZ meet ECOP threshold >25 structures

warrant replacement and result in a more timely Y N 24
mitigation method preferred eg OH

o
0 If alternatives fall within a 100 range is there

co additional benefit to choosing an alternative that is not Y N
ct

w the top ranked RSE

6 OH Preferred

CONFIDENTIAL FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION 27

PGEDIXIENDCAL000016091



nform CWSP 2022 PM

Coarsegold 2104 99 miles

Coarsegold 21045310 Ph3

No System Hardening Overhead Hardening Under grounding Hybrid

Project Scope Risk Reduced After Mitigation

Project Scope Residual Risk Value 4152

2574

1578

NA
NA

NA
NA

Overall Miles Installed 99 Existing OH 990 NA NA
Overall Miles Removed

OH System Hardening Cost risk mile

UG System Hardening Cost skmile

Line Removal Cost riskmile

Total Capital Cost

Average OM Cost per year

NPV 68 discount rate

$ NPV per unit of risk RSE
Primary Filter

PSS Preference Ingressegressfire history Not Preferred Preferred NA NA
Strike Tree Potential Moderate Fall in Risk Low Fall in Risk NA NA

Secondary IngressEgress Preferred option Not Preferred Preferred NA NA
Filter PSPS Mitigation 2 events x 177 Customers 354 0 354 0 NA NA

Execution timeline 2022 2023 2023+ 2022 NA NA
Recommended

Supporting Detail for Recommended Alternative EDRS Routing 20213244E1

Public Safety Specialist Surrounded by grass oak woodland and intermixed patches of brush and gray pine Population density is sparse to moderate The areas to the south and north of the

project are more densely populated The project area does not have a history of significant large fires in the last 20 years

Strike Tree Potential LOW 05 tree strike potential for hardened system

Egress Considerations The eastern portion of the project lies near CASR41 and Raymond Road Road 415 identified by PSS No concerns with intumescent wrapped or composite poles

PSPS Mitigation No mitigation potential due to limited scope of this hardening project no critical essential customers in this segment To achieve PSPS reductions additional scope would have to

be included

Execution Timeline LandBioCulturalConstructability OH hardening could be accomplished by 12312022 western pond turtle Preactivity survey for cultural constraints more significant

impact for UG options Hybrid options includes additional cost for easements soil conditions FDCP
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nform CWSP 2023 PM Coarsegold 2104570682
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hpaCt
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Identify target kcations

underarm adored
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Made to LIG mew of raped or

Cale=

Present alternatives RSE Execution

Tmelines P PSPS en Tree Stn
gags for INlidgre Governance

Conmdtee aroval

Was the recommendation

approved

No

Was an atette recommendation

approved

Proceed with recommendation

upn materials in EONS to relied

aeonNed megaton method and

proceed to execution

Full

PSPS

Project

reole achens and develop

new allernatNes based on

the fedback and resmit
lo the Wildfire Gmernance

Committee for approval

Key Questions
1

Outcome

Is this an area that is impacted directly by PSPS >8 Y N
2 events 74

Frequency or >1200 Cust Impact cust impact

cn
13 Are there any critical customers within zone necessary y N
2 to protect

Is OH hardening an acceptable mitigation using Y N NA
distribution line exclusion

Is the area being considered for HFRA AddRemove Y N

2 IngressEgress concerns identified by PSS professionals
a cannot be mitigated by utilizing intumescent wrapped or Y N

composite poles

cv
w Moderate 615 or high >15 strike tree potential areas

U
in the segment Y N LOW

Are there any significant dependency or constructability

limitations in the areas of impact Y N

a Threshold 2+ year incremental delay
co
LL Does the CPZ meet ECOP threshold >25 structures

warrant replacement and result in a more timely Y N 34
mitigation method preferred eg OH

o
0 If alternatives fall within a 100 range is there

U additional benefit to choosing an alternative that is not Y N
<w the top ranked RSE

OH Preferred A
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Inform CWSP 2023 PM
imsilim

Coarsegold 2104570682

Coarsegold 2104 21 miles I
No System Hardening Overhead Hardening Under grounding Hybrid

Project Scope Risk Reduced After Mitigation 601 NA NA
Project Scope Residual Risk Value 970 369 NA NA
Overall Miles Installed 21 Existing OH 210 NA NA
Overall Miles Removed

OH System Hardening Cost risk mile

UG System Hardening Cost NA
Line Removal Cost riskmile

Total Capital Cost

Average OM Cost per year

NPV 68 discount rate

$ NPV per unit of risk RSE
Primary Filter

PSS Preference Ingressegressfire history Not Preferred Preferred NA NA
Strike Tree Potential Moderate Fall in Risk Low Fall in Risk NA NA

Secondary IngressEgress Preferred option Not Preferred Preferred NA NA
Filter PSPS Mitigation 2 events x 37 Customers 74 0 74 0 NA NA

Execution timeline 2022 2023 2023+ 2023 NA NA
Recommended

Supporting Detail for Recommended Alternative EDRS Routing 202132445

Public Safety Specialist Fuel types are consistent with Grass Oak Woodland and patches of intermediate sized brush and Gray Pine The population in the project area would be considered sparse

to moderate The areas to the east of the project are more densely populated The project area does not have a history of significant large fires in the last 20 years

Strike Tree Potential LOW 05 tree strike potential in this segment does not suggest UG hardening is required

Egress Considerations The eastern portion of the project lies near CASR41 and Raymond Road Road 415 identified by PSS No concerns with intumescent wrapped or composite poles

PSPS Mitigation No mitigation potential due to limited scope of this hardening project no critical essential customers in this segment To achieve PSPS reductions additional scope would have to

be included

Execution Timeline LandBioCulturalConstructability OH hardening could be accomplished by 12312022 Preactivity survey for cultural constraints
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Inform Top 250 Miles PM Vaca Dixon 1105 LR 40092 Seg 712

m

I

Mitigation Decision Tree

1ST HOlar a ca f

Fnoyal P OutRens

Istna aoa apactal Ate Wore ay cncel

Oren PSFS H3 Frequency OR customers walnane
a >I 200 Of St Insnathf neCeSS 10 pre

Yes

No ass a annal naraned OH

in place Rat

s 01Madecog a accotael

Mega uOin0 Canton

1st area hang COnSeares1 for

HOPP lacePanoyea

ES=

Pre there aeas Iclainned van Ir
Sae eaten yothm tho arc

agrnen

ow 65 Madera 014 high Ins

Review areas of knpact for

additional

landbioculturalkonstructatrility

Identify 01500 00000000 US
preferred

Compile vacation risks costs and

tisk ructiot and
identry

the

tighest R

Are there any signalcant dependency or

constructlay ihollations In I alms of

Impact

Threshokt year incremental day

No

Cal the ern be safely

oftioSed unlang intumescent

wrayps0 or
composite poles

Does tne CPZ meet

ECOP threshNd Nagt Yes

Nructures warrant

replacement a rest11 1141
in a more Neely

mfflodion method

preferred eg OH

Is there

dIfalnoner1elvnes

fa
lt
o
l

Yntchlnang25tarenemge

not the rarioed RSE

Recommend 011119e00 alternative
identify PSPS PSS end Tree

aid present alternative cost for
Strike Mtge for etternate

deciskm construction method

No

No

they

2057 mem of

cat em

Impact and

rene econo

era prof

option

IdeNly target locallons

undergroxind Referred

Proceed with recommendation
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Present altemaNes RSE Execution

Tmelines P PSPS en Tree Stn
gags for Wildgre Governance

Comma tee agnoval

Was the recommendation

approved

No

Was an Mem° recommendation

approved

Proceed with recommendation

update materials in EONS to relied

approved megaton method and

proceed to execution

Full

PSPS

Project

ntete actions and develop

nee alternatives based on

the fedback and resmit
lotheWildfire Gmernance

Committee fee approval

Key Questions
1

Outcome

Is this an area that is impacted directly by PSPS >8 Y N
4 Events 66

Frequency or >1200 Oust I mpact Cust Impact

u
o Are there any critical customers within zone necessary to

NuY
a protect

Is OH hardening an acceptable mitigation using Y N NA
distribution line exclusion

Is the area being considered for HFRA AddRemove 13 of project is

Y N within a potential

ci HFRA removal
Ca

IngressEgress concerns identified by PSS professionals

cannot be mitigated by utilizing intumescent wrapped or Y N

composite poles

a
Moderate 615 or high >15 strike tree potential areas in

L c
i iyi

the segment Y N

Are there any significant dependency or constructability

limitations in the areas of impact Y N

a Threshold 2+ year incremental delay
U
u Does the CPZ meet ECOP threshold >25 structures

warrant replacement and result in a more timely Y N 15
mitigation method preferred eg OH

a
0 If alternatives fall within a 100 range is there additional

Cl benefit to choosing an alternative that is not the top ranked Y N
<
w RSE

OH Preferred
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Inform Top 250 Miles

Vaca Dixon 1105 1652 miles Seg 712

Vaca Dixon 1105 LR 40092 Seg 712

No System Hardening Overhead Hardening Under Grounding Hybrid

Project Scope Risk Reduced After Mitigation

L Project Scope Residual Risk Value

Overall Miles Installed

Overall Miles Removed

OH System Hardening Cost

UG System Hardening Cost

Line Removal Cost

Total Capital Cost AACE Class 5
Average OM Cost per year

NPV 68 discount rate

$ NPV per unit of rise RSE
PSS Preference Ingressegressfire history

Strike Tree Potential

71 IngressEgress

PSPS Mitigation 165 custs 4 event
Execution timeline 2021 2022 2022+
Other Operational Considerations etc

PrimaryFilter

Secondary

Filter

riskmile

risk mile

risk mile

li 15473

1652 Existing OH

9593

5880

1652

Satisfactory Satisfactory

Moderate Fall In Risk Low Fall In Risk

Satisfactory Satisfactory

660 0 6600
2021

Recomied

15319

155

1840

Satisfactory

No Fall In Risk

Satisfactory

660 0
2022+

13302

2171

1800

Satisfactory

Low Fall In Risk

Satisfactory

660 0
2022+

Supporting Detail for Recommended Alternative EDRS Routing

Public Safety Specialist This project is in northern Vacaville and west of Hwy 505 Predominant fuels in these project areas are grassoak woodlands Portions of the grass lands are grazed Heavier

I

concentrations of vegetation follow riparian zones throughout the projects and on north sides or steeper slopes of the rolling hills Low to moderate density of housing within the project areas LNU

Fire Numerous roadside grass fires quickly extinguished PSS recommends OH all of CPZ in area N E of Gibson Cyn Rd and Cantelow Rd UG RSE 98 more than OH RSE

INGRESSEGRESS Considerations Good in most areas with possible issues on some narrow and deadend roads

Strike Tree Potential LOW 05 tree strike potential for hardened system except 2 spans of moderate tree strike will be addressed through VM work

P
S

P
S Mitigation 4 Events 165 Customers 66 customer impact Several portions to NESeg 16 of project are within HFRA removal areas Mitigation for UG Alt would require UG Alt for segments

16 also which is not preferred

Execution Timeline LandBioCulturalConstructability Fairy Shrimp Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp VELB Swainsons Hawk multiple waterways Potential permitting Red ESA Monitoring Tribal

Consultation No EFS constraints UG Hybrid will require dozens of new UG easements which may push out timeline well past 2022
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System Hardening Decision Framework Overview

Primary Filter

Primary evaluation criteria for

evaluated recommended

alternatives include the RSE and

PSS preference based upon
ingressegress and fire history

Secondary Filter

Secondary evaluation criteria to be

considered when there is not a

clear delineation of alternatives in

the primary filter

Supporting Detail

Additional details which support the

recommended alternative

Baseline

Assume no system hardening work

completed

Alternatives Considered

List of alternatives which have been

considered for system hardening

31lverado 2102 174MIlesi bler Sbotemlehlnt Cerhead Ilantenant

Polo kcc Fisk SoiJted 4Icr tht rater

Peolea Scope Residual Fdsk Value

Mb Instaled

2115usiem Harclesang Coss

kt Statt I trasnins

Ii term sol Crud

tra LUXE Ca S
Aram OELNI Ca tar seer

aril iarlal direaura rare

s hirw Aar mm5
Panay Mar

Preren cm 11gmeetyteefieee blear

Load
Fltber

Shako Tomo Poerreial

Egreela Praf1 option

PSPS bale liaelon f7 CharmMI
rharriear timeline 2021 20224
bewr lopaennel as

900
099

127 121

002

L33 133 $0131

OM+ I

be9990100179191Par ReerainanskilAINarlive Inuts lint

Pubis Wets Spadallst SurroundNI by 0as oak noochnd arcl sane grailschats cf trush PoraJetca elensIty Is low he area reoand 1hIKoject has thrlicarrt

tor imarol nii
SInkeTrm Potweial 63A LAl Liuv1ml II ill 1151 07 I fhb Delenri we e rOrtd
ren miceonto= morsel r0rene owls threat due iu lamule Ion clerr ta In the area

13313310W
2022

hkary but nut tbe

Risk Mitigated

Overview of risk mitigated and residual risk

for the scope of the project proposed

1A

Economic Considerations

Economic evaluation of each alternative

Risk Spend Efficiency comparison

NPV risk reduced for each alternative

Ranked in order of best to worst

Public Safety Specialist Preference

Recommended alternative if applicable by
PSS based on ingress egress fire history

PSTSIVieMies I teal llll riesF rips1111 L m11341114 j Hill11111111111111141 11i Pf4f1111clirue =111
taveto telne

I Eaueralimai DandSignalllamelitcnIaLenlabililld n110411111 if
tit

hi ee It1peixm 1 CA loll arrisihsroa Pmultra
Mils Imam slur kart optip 10 optic US ocklens Ir delddImkeal cost ins easerranazi soda01310ns 4 e dedbp 1st

PSPS Mitigation

of Customers Impacted by PSPS before project

of Customers Impacted by PSPS after project

of customers to remain energized during PSPS

Baseline Strike Tree Potential

Indicator of whether strike tree potential is

sufficiently high enough to influence

mitigation for the proposed scope

LOW 05 MOD 614 HIGH 15+

Recommended Option

The system hardening alternative

recommended by the team after

consideration of the primary and secondary

filters
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PSS Review Tracking

Week 1 Week Ending April 30th Primary PSS Secondary PSS

EL DORADO PH 2101

PINE GROVE 1102

PLACERVILLE 2106

Week 2 Week Ending May 7th

BIG BASIN 1101

BRUNSWICK 1103

BRUNSWICK 1105

WEST POINT 1101

Week 3 Week Ending May 14th

KONOCTI 1102

MIWUK 1701

MIWUK 1702

ORO FINO 1101

ORO FINO 1102

OTTER 1102

SALT SPRINGS 2102

STANISLAUS 1702

Indicates PSS review received

Circuits Still to be Assigned Primary and Secondary PSS

CAMP EVERS 2106 FOOTHILL 1101

OTTER 1101 PARADISE 1103

HALF MOON BAY 1101 HALF MOON BAY 1102

PARADISE 1105 POINT MORETTI 1101

LOS GATOS 1106 WILLOW CREEK 1103

Note 1 El Dorado PH 2101 has already commenced to progress to scoping through other SH means and so review with WRG not required
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SS Scoring of El Dorado PH 2101 On Hold Work

PSS Reviewer
Fire History

40yr all fires

IngressEgress

Impacts

Resistance to

Control
Community Risk Factors

Other Unique

Local Factors

Common
Themes

151
15

King Fire of 2014 83000+

acres

gr

Single 2 lane road

services nearly 4000
residents

Densely developed

neighborhoods in remote

wooded setting

Utility Assets and heavy
fuels pose potential

roadway blockage

Dense heavy timber and

brush in area

Plume dominated fire

behavior expected with

potential house to house

ignition

Significant risk to life and

critical infrastructures

Long term economic

impact to community

Significant weekend and

summer recreation

population

Intense neighborhood

development

Topographic and

geographic factors lend to

large fire development

Roadway layout has

limited ingressegress and

multiple dead ends

leading to mass confusion

and panic

Primary Score

Secondary Score

135 Very High Riskl

135 Very High Risk
Average Score 135 Very High Risk

Note 1 See Appendix Slide Circuit Risk Rating Guide to determine how score translates to risk grading CONFIDENTIAL FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION 44
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SS Scoring of Pine Grove 1102 On Hold Work

PSS Reviewer
Fire History

40yr all fires

IngressEgress

Impacts

Resistance to

Control
Community Risk Factors

Other Unique

Local Factors

w RE

15 15

kr

kr

Kri RE

15

Common
Themes

Butte Fire 2015

Gulch Fire 1992

Both south of circuit

Mix of intense

development and rural

areas

Paved country roads but

narrow

Heavy Timber fuels with

underbrush

House to house ignition

likely

Some areas of open grass

oak woodland

Municipal Water Supply

Timber industry

Local Watershed

Commercial business

impact esp along Hwy 88

Local Watershed

PGE Hydro and

Transmission Facilities

Retirement population and

difficulty to evacuate the

intense development

areas

Limited road access on

Mokelumne Canyon Rim

Primary Score

Secondary Score

150 Severe Riskl

105 Moderate Risk
Average Score 128 High Risk

Note 1 See Appendix Slide Circuit Risk Rating Guide to determine how score translates to risk grading CONFIDENTIAL FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION 46
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SS Scoring of Placerville 2106 On Hold Work

PSS Reviewer
Fire History

40yr all fires

IngressEgress

Impacts

Resistance to

Control
Community Risk Factors

Other Unique

Local FactorsK 151 Kr IM 15n
Common
Themes

Multiple fires north and

east of circuit

Trailhead 2016
King Fire 2014
Ralston 2006

Poor road condition dirt

with heavy vegetation and

blind turns

Distribution assets mostly

follow road

Dead end one way roads

present concern for

firefighting resources

Plume dominated fire

behavior is likely

Grassoak woodland

transition to heavy timber

and heavy brush as

primary fuels

MiddleSouth fork

watershed

Georgetown CSD and

CAL FIREUSFS

repeaters located within

the project

Critical communication

sites

Water supply

Multiple commercial

industrial properties

Rural nature presents

unique challenges for

firefighting resources

Fuels

Roadway access

Topography

Geographical

constraints

Primary Score

Secondary Score

120 High Riskl

150 Severe Risk
Average Score 135 Very High Risk

Note 1 See Appendix Slide Circuit Risk Rating Guide to determine how score translates to risk grading CONFIDENTIAL FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION 48
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SS Scoring of Big Basin 1101 On Hold Work

PSS Reviewer
Fire History

40yr all fires

IngressEgress

Impacts

Resistance to

Control
Community Risk Factors

Other Unique

Local Factors

LIMB 30 gr

15

Common
Themes

2020 CZU Lightning

Complex

Multiple egress routes

Most traveled and largest

thoroughfare flanked by

heavily forested road with

narrow shoulders and D
line assets

Continuous heavy fuels

Funneling Winds would

contribute to plume
dominated fire

Indirect attack and long

range spotting firefighting

strategies most likely

required

Private Timber Big Trees

Park Recreation

Communications water
and power infrastructure

heavily impacted as seen

in 2020 CZU Lightning

Complex

Significant seasonal

recreation

Density of development

along major thoroughfare

Primary Score

Secondary Score

135 Very High Riskl

Averaae Score
105 Moderate Risk

Note 1 See Appendix Slide Circuit Risk Rating Guide to determine how score translates to risk grading

120 High Risk
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SS Scoring of Brunswick 1103 On Hold Work

PSS Reviewer
Fire History

40yr all fires

IngressEgress

Impacts

Resistance to

Control
Community Risk Factors

Other Unique

Local Factors

Common
Themes

IL 151
5

No major fires in or

directly around the circuit

area

2017 Wind Complex fires

One fire noted 1517 acres

in the northern project

area

gr

Winding thoroughfares

with oneway inout

More people than roads

would be able to handle

Dense heavy timber with

understory ladder fuels in

northnortheast portion

Some areas cleared by

homeowners but not

enough to consider as fuel

breaks

Timber values

Watershed for Yuba and

American Rivers

Dense commercial

properties within Greater

Nevada City area

Critical infrastructure

including fire and police

facilities airport and

communications

equipment towers

15111

15

Steep rugged terrain

Response time for fire

apparatus

Dense commercial areas

in the south and dense

residential areas in the

north

Primary Score

Secondary Score

120 High Riskl

110 Moderate Risk
Average Score 115 Moderate Risk

Note 1 See Appendix Slide Circuit Risk Rating Guide to determine how score translates to risk grading CONFIDENTIAL FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION 52
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SS Scoring of Brunswick 1105 On Hold Work

PSS Reviewer
Fire History

40yr all fires

151
5

IngressEgress

Impacts

Resistance to

Control 1Other Unique
Community Risk Factors

Local Factors

15 15

15

Common
Themes

No Major fires directly in

the area

2 noted fires south and

east of area 2015 Lowell

Fire 2316 acres and

2008 Yuba River Complex

1063 acres

Long narrow roads not at

todays width and

shoulder standards

Majority of overhead

circuits follow the major

thoroughfares presenting

ingress egress issues of

wildfire agencies and

evacuating public

Heavy dense timber

throughout area

Heavy underbrush

Flume from Scotts and

Spaulding projects

Community service

districts

Fire stations

Repeater Locations east

of the area

Retirement housing

Summertime weekend

population increases

Primary Score

Secondary Score

105 Moderate Riskl

110 Moderate Risk
Average Score 108 Moderate Risk

Note 1 See Appendix Slide Circuit Risk Rating Guide to determine how score translates to risk grading CONFIDENTIAL FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION 54
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SS Scoring of West Point 1101 On Hold Work

PSS Reviewer
Fire History

40yr all fires

IngressEgress

Impacts

Resistance to

Control
Community Risk Factors

Other Unique

Local Factors

Kr

Kr

Common
Themes

Major Fires near area

2016 Butte Fire

2008 Tiger Fire

2004 Power Fire

Mix of development and

rural areas

2 lane major thoroughfare

Multiple dead end roads

Electric distribution assets

follow the major

thoroughfares north and

south of Hwy 88

Dense heavy forest fuels

House to house ignition

likely

Plume dominated fire

likely

Threat to economic and

critical infrastructure

especially along Hwy 88

Municipal water supply

SPI Timber local

watershed

Circuit traverses canyon
bottom directly below the

community

Major thoroughfare for

recreational tourists

seasonal residents

Primary Score

Secondary Score

135 Very High Riskl

150 Severe Risk
Average Score 143 Very High Risk

Note 1 See Appendix Slide Circuit Risk Rating Guide to determine how score translates to risk grading CONFIDENTIAL FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION 56
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SS Scoring of Konocti 1102 On Hold Work

PSS Reviewer
Fire History

40yr all fires

Kr

IngressEgress

Impacts

15 I

Resistance to

Control

1115111
Community Risk Factors

Other Unique

Local Factors

gr

Common
Themes

Multiple fires in and

around the area

Valley 2015

Jerusalem 2015

Clayton 2016

Sulfur 2017

River 2018

Previous fire activity

suggest significant impact

to ingress and egress

routes

Most areas have ability to

exit with the exception of

Cobb Hwy 175

Grassoak woodland with

dense brushmanzanita

Difficult access

Transmission and

Substation assets

Fire and law facilities

Agricultural vineyards

Strong potential for large

fire growth

Recreational activities

driving a seasonal

population

Agricultural producers

who ignore initial

evacuation orders

Primary Score

Secondary Score
Averaae Score

95 Medium Risk

135 Very High Riskl

Note 1 See Appendix Slide Circuit Risk Rating Guide to determine how score translates to risk grading

115 Moderate Risk
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SS Scoring of Miwuk 1701 On Hold Work

PSS Reviewer
Fire History

40yr all fires

IngressEgress

Impacts

Resistance to

Control
Community Risk Factors

Other Unique

Local FactorsA 151
15

Common
Themes

Multiple major fires near

area

Stanislaus Lighting 1987

Cottonwood 1990

Rogge 1996

Caylor 1999

Rim 2013

Road system is driven by

two lane non circular with

many dead end spots

Hwy 108 main route in

and out with numerous

offshoots

Continuous fuels from

canyon walls with brush

transitioning to tall conifer

forest

Steep and difficult

topography

Plume dominated fire

behavior expected

Resorts and Timber

Industry

Watershed

Commercial businesses

along Hwy 108

Communications water
and power infrastructure

Expected complacent

population overly used to

fires

Heavy fuels and

evacuation complexities

would redirect priorities to

evacuation and rescue

Primary Score

Secondary Score

135 Very High Riskl

135 Very High Risk
Average Score 135 Very High Risk

Note 1 See Appendix Slide Circuit Risk Rating Guide to determine how score translates to risk grading CONFIDENTIAL FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION 60
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SS Scoring of Miwuk 1702 On Hold Work

PSS Reviewer
Fire History

40yr all fires

IngressEgress

Impacts

Resistance to

Control
Community Risk Factors

Other Unique

Local FactorsA 151
kr

151IM
15

Common
Themes

Multiple major fires near

area

Stanislaus Lighting 1987

Cottonwood 1990

Rogge 1996

Caylor 1999

Rim 2013

Road system is driven by

two lane non circular with

many dead end spots

Hwy 108 main route in

and out with numerous

offshoots

Continuous fuels from

canyon walls with brush

transitioning to tall conifer

forest

Steep and difficult

topography

Plume dominated fire

behavior expected

Resorts and Timber

Industry

Watershed

Commercial businesses

along Hwy 108

Communications water
and power infrastructure

Expected complacent

population overly used to

fires

Heavy fuels and

evacuation complexities

would redirect priorities to

evacuation and rescue

Primary Score

Secondary Score

120 High Riskl

135 Very High Risk
Average Score

Note 1 See Appendix Slide Circuit Risk Rating Guide to determine how score translates to risk grading

128 High Risk
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SS Scoring of Oro Fino 1101 On Hold Work

PSS Reviewer
Fire History

40yr all fires

IngressEgress

Impacts

Resistance to

Control
Community Risk Factors

Other Unique

Local Factors

M15M
Common
Themes

Large Fire History in the

area

POE 2001

70 Fire 2001

Concow 2001

Humboldt 2008

Butte Lightning Complex
2008

Camp Fire 2018

Few large thoroughfares

Long dead end or circular

road types

Roads traversing

drainages with fuel loads

ED assets along and

crossing thoroughfares

Densely packed timber

with heavy underbrush

Steep difficult terrain

Del Oro CSD Desabla

Powerhouse TLine

Assets

Watersheds

Timber industry

Dense residential

communities

Extended response times

for initial ground attack

resources

Economically repressed

population with tendency

to ignore initial evacuation

orders

Primary Score

Secondary Score

135 Very High Riskl

150 Severe Risk
Average Score 143 Very High Risk

Note 1 See Appendix Slide Circuit Risk Rating Guide to determine how score translates to risk grading CONFIDENTIAL FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION 64
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SS Scoring of Oro Fino 1102 On Hold Work

PSS Reviewer
Fire History

40yr all fires

IngressEgress

Impacts

Resistance to

Control
Community Risk Factors

Other Unique

Local Factors

kr

gin

Kr

Common
Themes

Large Fire History in the

area

Campbell 1990

Musty Fire 1999

POE 2001

70 Fire 2001

Concow 2001

Humboldt 2008

Butte Lightning Complex
2008

Camp Fire 2018

Few large thoroughfares

Long dead end or circular

road types

Roads traversing

drainages with fuel loads

ED assets along and

crossing thoroughfares

Roads cannot handle

population load

Densely packed timber

with heavy underbrush

Steep difficult terrain

Difficult access to most of

the system

Desabla Powerhouse T
Line Assets

Watersheds

Timber industry

Communications towers

CalFI RE and Butte county

fire facilities

Dense residential

communities

Extended response times

for initial ground attack

resources

Economically repressed

population with tendency

to ignore initial evacuation

orders

Recreational activity

population

Primary Score

Secondary Score

150 Severe Riskl

150 Severe Risk
Average Score 150 Severe Risk

Note 1 See Appendix Slide Circuit Risk Rating Guide to determine how score translates to risk grading CONFIDENTIAL FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION 66
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SS Scoring of Otter 1102 On Hold Work

PSS Reviewer
Fire History

40yr all fires

IngressEgress

Impacts

Resistance to

Control 1

Community Risk Factors
Other Unique

Local Factors

A

kr

11115 MEM 151111

5

Common
Themes

Multiple major wildfires

Kirk Fire 1999

Basin Complex 2008

Soberanes 2016

Dolan 2020

Hwy 1 is the only travel

route in or out

ED assets on and

crossing multiple times

across Hwy 1

Heavy coastal timber fuels

Steep rugged terrain

Indirect attack firefighting

methods would be

required

Commercial closures

along Hwy 1

Tourism and Timber

Industry

Watershed

Coastal environment and

wildlife

Tourists in the area could

be lost or confused

during an evacuation

Offshore wind events

could cause wildfires to

burn towards and onto the

coast line

Primary Score

Secondary Score

120 High Risk

125 High Risk
Average Score

Note 1 See Appendix Slide Circuit Risk Rating Guide to determine how score translates to risk grading

123 High Risk
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SS Scoring of Salt Springs 2102 On Hold Work

PSS Reviewer
Fire History

40yr all fires

IngressEgress

Impacts

Ks 1

15 115 W
Kr

Resistance to

Control
Community Risk Factors

Kr

Other Unique

Local Factors

15 15

Common
Themes

Multiple surrounding fires

Sourgrass 2002

Powers 2004

Armstrong 2 2004

Knight 2009

Ramsey 2012

Butte 2015

Major access is Hwy 4
with minimal alternatives

Numerous narrow

roadways that all dump
onto Hwy 4

Heavy timber with second

generation understory too

thick to walk through

Likely established plume
behavior fire with daily

diurnal winds

Long range spotting with

indirect strategies

Private Timber Big Trees

Park Recreation and

Commercial impact along

Hwy 4
Communications water
and power infrastructure

Density of developments
could drive evacuation

complexities

Summer recreation

population

Retirement type

community

Primary Score

Secondary Score

105 Moderate Riskl

120 Moderate Risk
Average Score 113 Moderate Risk

Note 1 See Appendix Slide Circuit Risk Rating Guide to determine how score translates to risk grading CONFIDENTIAL FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION 70
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SS Scoring of Stanislaus 1702 On Hold Work

PSS Reviewer
Fire History

40yr all fires

IngressEgress

Impacts

Resistance to

Control
Community Risk Factors

Other Unique

Local Factors

Common
Themes

Kr

Several major fires in and

surrounding the project

area

Gulch 1992

Darby 2001

Sourgrass 2002

Powers 2004

Armstrong 2004

Knight 2009

Butte 2015

Hwy 4 main

ingressegress

Multiple communities

could be impacted

Numerous narrow

roadways that all dump
onto Hwy 4

Heavy timber with second

generation understory too

thick to walk through

Likely established plume
behavior fire with daily

diurnal winds

Long range spotting with

indirect strategies

Primary Score

Secondary Score

150 Severe Riskl

150 Severe Risk

Private Timber Big Trees

Park Recreation and

Commercial impact along

Hwy 4
Recreational golf courses

Communications water
and power infrastructure

Density of developments
could drive evacuation

complexities

Summer recreation

population

Retirement type

community
Fire starting deep down

off of Camp 9 by power
house

Average Score 150 Severe Risk

Note 1 See Appendix Slide Circuit Risk Rating Guide to determine how score translates to risk grading CONFIDENTIAL FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION 72
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Appendix Circuit Risk Rating Guide

4111

Circuit Risk Rating Guide

96 100 144150 pts Severe Risk
I

9095 135143 pts Very High Risk

80 89 120134 pts High Risk

7079 105119 pts Moderate Risk

6069 90104 pts Medium Risk

5059 7589 pts Low Risk

CI Scores are calculated out of a

maximum of 150 pts 5
categories at max score of 30

pts each

CI Scores can be translated to a

percentage of 150 pts or raw

scores used

CI Scores are then assigned a

Risk Rating
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