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Mitigation Decision Tree 
Discussed irt Detail on Following Slides 

Objective: 

Streamline the mitigation level approvals for system hardening 

by setting bounds on which projects come before the 

committee for approval 

Decision Tree in Action: 

[3 System Hardening Team will leverage the decision tree in 

all mitigation scoping discussions 

[3 Any jobs clearly defined by the decision tree logic will come 

to the committee as an inform 

[3 All jobs which are "on the edge" or require exceptions to 

the decision tree will be brought to the committee for 

approval 

~ Decision Tree Approval 

1 

Team will request approval after demonstrating with tonight’s 

projects 
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I_iDA~ Da~abase PSS Report lO-year Lookback 



Key 
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The following 6 projects are for discussion today: 

35217270 KONOCTI CWSP-T0pS0 5i_70 9 OH PENDING 
1102~65078 

LAS GALLINAS A 
35191319 

110599904 
ECOP 13.50 215 UG PENDING 

35192284 
SlLVERADO 

2104726 
ECOP 58.77 279 Hybrid (OH/UG) PENDING 

CLAYTON 
35192280 

221296224 
ECQP 32.63 377 Hybrid (OH/UG) PENDING 

35219273 
Volta 

~SP- Top 250 t3 39 OH PENDING 
110149742 

Bucks Creek CWSP - Top 50 9.55 11 Hybrid (OH/UG) PENDING 35217268 
1101CB 
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Committee Future State: INFORM 

Is this an area that is impacted directly by PSPS (>8 
Frequency or >1,200 Cust Impact)? 

~m Are there any critical customers within zone 

~m necessary to protect? Y 

Is OH hardening an acceptable mitigation using 
Y N N/A 

distribution line exclusion? 

Is the area being considered for HFRA 
Add/Remove? 

Ingress/Egress concerns identified by PSS 
professionals cannot be mitigated by utilizing 
intumescent wrapped or composite poles. 

Moderate (6-14) or high (15+) strike tree potential 
.= 

areas in the segment. 

Are there any significant dependency or 
constructability limitations in the areas of impact? 
(Threshold. 2+ year incremental delay) 

~3 If alternatives fall within a 25% range,is there 

IJ N 

Hybrid achieved 

m’~ 

additional benefit to choosing an alternative that iSnot the top ranked RSE? topRSE, d dnot viable .... 
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Overall Miles Installed                                                                                               2,78 

~OH System Hardening Cost ~risk-milemmitigated)it igated) 

Line Removal Cost 

Total Capital Cost (AACE Class 5) 

Average O&M Cost (per year) 

NPV @ 6.8% discount rate 

[ ~ NPV per unit of risk (RSE) 
Primary Filter - -- 

~PSS Preference (Ingress[egress/fire history)                   Not-Preferred            Satisfactory             Satisfactory             Satisfactory 

Strike Tree Potential Moderate Fall-In Risk Low Fall-In Tree Risk N]A Low Fall-In Tree Risk 

Ingress ] Egress LOW Satisfactory Satisfactory Satisfactory 
Secondary PSPS Mitigation (42 customers) 

42 ] 42 (0%) 42 / 42 (0%) 42 / 42 (0%) 42 / 42 (0%) 
Filter 

Execution timeline (2021, 2022, 2022+) 2021 2022+ 2022+ 

Other (Operational Considerations, etc.)                                         ~ Path deemed not viable 
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PENDING 

Request that these scoped projects are approved as is as all OH 
hardened facilities as determined by the Field Scoping Team. 

EDRS - 202:~-0:~900 
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Committee Future State: INFORM 

Is this an area that is impacted directly by PSPS (>8 
Frequency or >1,200 Cust Impact)? 

~ Are there any critical customers within zone 

~m necessary to protect? Y 

Is OH hardening an acceptable mitigation using 
Y N N/A 

distribution line exclusion? 

Is the area being considered for HFRA 
Add/Remove? 

mm Ingress/Egress concerns identified by PSS 
Ingresslegress ~" professionals cannot be mitigated by utilizing 

intumescent wrapped or composite poles,                        concerns 

ee ~ Moderate (6-14) or high (15+) strike tree potential Moderate Strike .= 
~. ~ areas in the segment. Tree Potential 

Are there any significant dependency or 
m~ constructability limitations in the areas of impact? Y u- 

(Threshold. 2+ year incremental delay) 

~3 If alternatives fall within a 25% range, is there UG not top ranked, 

,~ 
additional benefit to choosing an alternative that is but required due to 

W not the top ranked RSE? PSS / Tree strike 
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! 
Project Scope Risk Reduced A~er Mitigation 
Project Scope Residual Risk Value I 5.16 1,96 0,05 0.48 

Overall Miles Installed I 2.15 

kine 8emoval Cost 

Total Capital Cost 

Average O&M Cost (per year) 

NPV@ 6.8% discount rate 

Prima Filte I ~NPVperunitofrisk(RSE) 
! PSS Preference (Ingress/egress/fire fastory) I Not Preferred Not satisfactory Preferred satisfactory 

Filter PSPS Mitigation (57 customers) I 57/57(0%) 57/57(0%) 57/57(0%) 57/57(0%) 

Execution timeline (2021, 2022, 2022+) I I 2021 2022+ 2022+ 
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PENDING 

Request that these scoped projects are approved as is as all UG 
hardened facilities as determined by the Field Scoping Team. 

EDRS - 2021-02773 
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Committee Future State: INFORM 

Is this an area that is impacted directly by PSPS (>8 ua mainline may 

Frequency or >1,200 Cust Impact)? 
achieve future 

benefit 

Are there any critical customers within zone 
Y 

necessary to protect? 

Is OH hardening an acceptable mitigation using y N/A 
distribution line exclusion? 

Is the area being considered for HFRA y 
Add/Remove? 

~ Ingress/Egress concerns identified by PSS 
professionals cannot be mitigated by utilizing Y 
intumescent wrapped or composite poles. 

ee ~ Moderate (6-14) or high (15+) strike tree potential 
~_ ~ areas in the segment. 

Are there any significant dependency or 
~ constructabllity limitations in the areas of impact? Y u- 

(Threshold. 2÷ year incremental delay) 

~3 If alternatives fallwithin a 25% range’ is there 

! OHt°pranked’ ~ additional benefit to choosing an alternative that is hybrid within 25% 
not the top ranked RSE? 
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Overall Miles Installed ~_ I 9,56 

Line Removal Cost 

Total Capital Cost (AACE Class 5) 

Averase O&M Cost {per year) 

NPV @ 6.8% discount rate 

I ~ ,~ NPV per unit of risk (RSE) I Primary Filter | PSS Preference (ingress/egress/fire history) 
I Not Preferred Satisfactory I Satisfactory Satisfactory 

Strike Tree Potential ! Moderate Fall-in Risk I Low Fall-in Risk ! N/A Low-Fall-in Risk 

I Ingress / Egress I Moderate I Satisfactory I Satisfactory Satisfactory 

Se~l~rary PSPS Mitigation (349 Cast ..... ) I 698/698(0%) 698/698 (0%) I 698/698 (0%) 698/698(0%) 

Execution timeline (2021, 2022~ 2022+) I 2021 I 2022+ 2022+ 

Other (Operational Considerations, etc.) 
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PENDING 

Request that these seoped projects are approved as is as a Hybrid 
(OH/UG) hardened facilities as determined bythe Field Scoping 
Team. 

EDRS - 2021-00327 
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Committee Future State: Decision 

Is this an area that is impacted directly by PSPS (>8 
Frequency or >1,200 Cust Impact)? 

Are there any critical customers within zone 
Y 

necessary to protect? 

Is OH hardening an acceptable mitigation using 
Y N N/A 

distribution line exclusion? 

Is the area being considered for HFRA 
Add/Remove? 

~ Ingress/Egress concerns identified by PSS Ingress / 
~" professionals cannot be mitigated by utilizing Egress 

intumescent wrapped or composite poles, concerns 

ee ~ Moderate (6-14) or high (15+) strike tree potential 
.= 

areas in the segment. 

Are there any significant dependency or 
constructability limitations in the areas of impact? ~ u- 
(Threshold. 2+ year incremental delay) 

~3 If alternatives fall within a 25% range, is there ~llulll 

in 
Hybrid and UG 

,~ 
additional benefit to choosing an alternative that isIIIN 

within 25% 
not the top ranked RSE? 
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Overall Miles Installed I I I 

kine Removal Cost 

Total Capital Cost 

Average O&M Cost (per year) 

NPV@ 6,8% discount rate                           I 

$ NPV per unit of risk (RSE) I 
Primary Filter 

PSS Preference ( ngress/egress/fire history) I    Not Preferred    I Satisfactow I Preferred Satisfactory 

Strike Tree Potential I Moderate Fall-in Risk I Low Fall-in Risk I N/A Low Fall-in Risk 

Secondary Ingress/Egress- Preferred option I Moderate I Not Preferred I Preferred Satisfactory 

Filter PSPS Mitigation (26 Customers) I 26 / 26 (0%) I 26 / 26 (0%) I 26 / 26 (0%) 26 / 26 (0%) 

Execution timeline (2021, 2022, 2022+) I I 2021 I 2022+ 2022+ 

Supporting Detail for Recommended Alternative (EDRS Routing 202 L -027~9) : 

Public Safety Specialist: Surrounded by grass oak. Population dens’ty is low. The area around this project has some fire histoW. Preference for action to be taken based on increased risk of 

TgnitTon on tagged equTpment, 

¯ Strike Tree Potentlah g3g total strTke potential trees Tn t he CPZ, LOW {0-S) t Fee strike potential Tn thTs segment does not suggest UG ha rde~ing Ts req uTred. 

¯ Egress Considerations:ThTs road Ts not a math thoroughfare on a daTly basis but Ts a route of egFess for citizens from the Clayton Valley area when fire impactsthe Clayton Valley area. The 

road is used for ingress for fire and emergency services from the south. 

PSP5 Mitigation: No mit’gation potential due to limited scope of this hardening project; no critical / essential customers in this segment. To achieve PSPS reductions, additional scope wouJd 

have to be incl uded. 

Execution Timellne (Land/Bio/Cultural/Constructability): OH hardening could be accomplished by 12/31/2021; 1,2 miles of CA red-legged frog habitat, CA tiger salamander, and Alameda 

WhTpsna ke; P re-actTvTty suFvey for cultural constraTnts (more sTgnTfTca nt Tm pact foF UG optTons); UG optTons Tnclude addTt’onal cost for easements, soTI condTtTons, & expected b]o r-sk, 
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PENDING 

Request that these seoped projects are approved as is as a Hybrid 
(OH/UG) hardened facilities as determined bythe Field Scoping 
Team. 

EDRS - 2021-02769 
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Committee Future State: Decision 

Is this an area that is impacted directly by PSPS (>8 
Frequency or >1,200 Cust Impact)? 

Are there any critical customers within zone 
Y 

necessary to protect? 

Is OH hardening an acceptable mitigation using y N/A 
distribution line exclusion? 

Is the area being considered for HFRA 
Add/Remove? 

~ Ingress/Egress concerns identified by PSS 
~" professionals cannot be mitigated by utilizing Y 

intumescent wrapped or composite poles. 

Moderate (6-14) or high (15+) strike tree potential 
.= 

areas in the segment. 

Are there any significant dependency or 
~ constructability limitations in the areas of impact? u- 

(Threshold. 2+ year incremental delay) 

If alternatives fall within a 25% range, is there 
additional benefit to choosing an alternative that is 
not the top ranked RSE? 

Confidential CONFIDENTIAL - FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION 

PG E-DlXl E-N DCAL-000001218 



Overall Miles Installed 

OH System Hardening COst risk-mile ~ mitigated} 

mitigated) 

Line Removal Cost 

Total Capital Cost (AACE Class 5) 

Average O&M Cost (per year) 

NPV @ 6.8% discount rate 

I "~ NPV per unit of risk (RSE) 
Primary Filter - -- 

! PSS Preference (Ingress/egress/fire history)                                         Satisfactory 

Strike Tree Potential Low Fall-In Risk Low Fall-In Risk N/A Low Fall-In Risk 

Ingress / Egress LOW Satisfactory Satisfactory satisfactory 
Secondary 

PSPS Mitigation (19 customers) 38 / 38 (0%) 
~ 

38 / 38 (0%) 38 / 38 (0%) 38 / 38 (0%) 
Filter 

Execution timeline (2021, 2022, 2022+) 2021 2022+ 2022+ 

Other (Operational Considerations, etc.) 

PGE-DIXIE-N DCAL-000001219 



PENDING 

Request that these scoped projects are approved as is as all OH 
hardened facilities as determined by the Field Scoping Team. 

EDRS - 202:[-03779 

Derision Framework Establish clear derision criteria for the WFRG make a 

derision upon system hardening mitigation alternatives 

proposed - COMPLETE 
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Committee Future State: Decision 

Is this an area that is impacted directly by PSPS (>8 9 events, ua 
Frequency or >1,200 Cust Impact)? Preferred 

~ Are there any critical customers within zone 

~ necessary to protect? Y 

Is OH hardening an acceptable mitigation using 
Y N N/A 

distribution line exclusion? 

Is the area being considered for HFRA 
Add/Remove? 

mm Ingress/Egress concerns identified by PSS 
~" professionals cannot be mitigated by utilizing 

HWY 70, UG 

intumescent wrapped or composite poles,                        preferred 

Moderate (6-14) or high (15+) strike tree potential 
.= 

areas in the segment. 

Are there any significant dependency or 
m~ constructability limitations in the areas of impact? u_ 

(Threshold.¯ 2+ year incremental delay) 

~3 If alternatives fall within a 25% range, is there 
> 25%, PSPS and 

,~ 
additional benefit to choosing an alternative that is 

Ingress/Egress 
W not the top ranked RSE? 
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Overall Miles Installed 

risk-mile mitigated) 

risk-mile mitigated) 

igated) 

Total Capital Cost (AACE Class SI 

Average O&M Cost (per year) 

NPV @ 6.8% discount rate 

I "~ NPV per unit of risk (RSE) 
Primary Filter 

! PSS Pref ...... (Ingress/egress/fire history) I N ..... tisfactory li    Satisfactory       N ..... tisfactory 

Strike Tree Potential Moderate Fall-In Risk Low Fall-In Tree Risk [I Low Fall-In Tree Risk Low Fall-In Tree Risk 

Ingress / Egress Moderate Non-satisfactory Satisfactory Non-satisfactory 
Secondary 

PSPS Mitigation (5 customers) 45 / 45 (0%) 45 / 45 (0%) 45 / 45 (0%) 45 / 45 (0%) 
Filter 

Execution tirneline (2021, 2022, 2022+) 2021 2022+ 2022+ 

Other (Operational Considerations, etc.) 

Supposing Detail for Recommended Alternative (EDRS Lk~E S::2 0~,i~ I ~):                                             I    ’ ’ : :: =: 

¯ Public Safety Specialist: Fuel types are consistent wi~h modeTate to heavy brush and mixed conifer, however ~he general area has been heavily fire scared and the fire scar areas are intemRxed with a significant 
amount c~ s~anding and down dead fuel 

¯ Strike Tree Potential: 105 total Strike potential trees in ~he CPZ, Moderate (6 15} tree ~dke potential. 

¯ Egress Considerations: ]his project crosses HWY 70 near the Bucks Creek P~edlouse and then parallels the hiohway for a roughly7 nRle strefch, and then runs alon0 Storde Rd paralleling~he Feather River on 
the canyon opposite side of Highway 78 HWY 70 is a main thoroughfare for in,tess/egress for emergenc~ r~sponders and to the few residents who live in that direct area; it is also a major route for commerce 

both by vehicle and railroad If Hiohway 70 was closed in dRs area it would make ingress and eore~ difficult if not impossible for responde~s and dtizens and economically be a substantial hit to ~omm~ce There 

are no alternative routes within the Feather River Canyon 

¯ PSP~ Mitigation: No mitigation p~tential due~o limited scope ofthis hardenin~ project; no critical/essential customers in this se~ent Cannot achieve PSPS redurtion due to required overhead conductor over 

the water crossing n~ar t]le substation 

¯ Execution Timeline (b~nd/Bio/Cultural/Constru~tability): Work required durinothe dry season (May 15 Oft 15) and/or biornonit~ino, and potential Heli restri~dons (Feb 2 July 25) due to owl activ~y centers 
CA LTRA N S ROW, easement restrictions, and 1 culturally ~en sitive areas in Hybrid 
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PENDING 

Request that these scoped projects are approved as is as all OH 
hardened facilities as determined by the Field Scoping Team. 

EDRS - 2021-03744 

Decision Framework Establish clear decision criteria for the WFRG make a 

decision upon system hardening mitigation altematives 

proposed - COMPLETE 
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PENDING 

Request that the System Hardening Decision tree be approved to 
streamline the mitigation approval process. Key tenets of the 
decision include: 

System Hardening Team will leverage the decision tree in all 
mitigation scoping discussions 
Any jobs clearly defined by the decision tree logic will come to the 
committee as an inform 
All jobs which are %n the edge" or require exceptions to the 
decision tree will be brought to the committee for approval 
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