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Mitigation Decision Tree 
Discussed irt Detail on Following Slides 

The primar~ purpose of the system hardening 

program is to reduce wildfire risk 

Other risk factors will be address as targets of 
opportunity: 
¯ Where possible, the selected mitigation may be 

enhanced to reduce the impacts of PSPS to 
customers 

¯ EC tag concentration can trigger a system 
hardening project due to the increased risk not 
captured in the wildfire risk model 

¯ All hardening projects will address any EC tags 
that fall within the scope of the job 
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I_iDA~ Da~abase PSS Report lO-year Lookback 



Key 
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The following 3 projects are for discussion today: 

WGC Decision 

CLAYTON 
3,5192280 

221286224 ECQP 32.63 377 Hybrid ~OH~UG) Deoislon 

35217268 . Top 50         &55             11         Hybrid :(OH;UG)      Decision 
Bucks Creek 

CWsP 
t~O~CB 

WGC Inform 

Volta 
35219273 

110149742 
CWSP - Top 250 13 39 OH Inform 
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Mitigation Decision Tree 

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

~ Are there any critical customers within zone 

~~ 
i 

~ necessary to protect? Y 

Is OH hardening an acceptable mitigation using 
distribution line exclusion? 

N/A 

Is the area being considered for HFRAAdd/Remove? 

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

intumescent wrapped or composite poles, concerns 

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) 

u. Does the CPZ meet ECOP threshold (>25% 
structures warrant replacement) and result in a more 
timely mitigation method preferred (e.g., OH)? 

iIf alternatives fall within a 100% range’ is there Hybrid and UG 
additional benefit to choosing an alternative that is no within 100% 
the top ranked RSE? 
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Overall Miles installed I I 

± 
Line Removal Cost 

Total Capital Cost 

Average O&M Cost (per yearI 

NPV @ 6,8% discount rate 

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

PSS Preference Ilngress/egress/fire history) i    Not Preferred    i Satisfactory i Preferred Satisfactory 

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

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

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

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

Request that this scoped project is appreved as a Hybrid (QH/UG) 
hardened facilities as determined by the Field Scoping Team. 

EDRS - 2021-02769 
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Mitigation Decision Tree 

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

Are there any critical customers within zone ---- 

~ n ....... yto protect? 
__.,.m 

Is OH hardening an acceptable mitigation using // 
..... ? Y N 

distribution line exclusion. IYIN 
N/A 

Is the area being considered for HFRAAdd/Remove? 

~ Ingress/Egress concerns identified by PSS 
k~r 

& professionals cannot be mitigated by utilizing mllN HWY 70, UG 

intumescent wrapped or composite poles, 
m| 

preferred 

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

~.~ ..... 
in the segment. 

Are there any significant dependency or |lira 
constructabilitylimitations in the areas of impact? i Y iii~i 

u. Does the CPZ meet ECOP threshold (>25% /llll 
structures warrant replacement) and result in a more 
timely mitigation method preferred (e.g., OH)? 

II -- 

~) If alternatives fall within a 100% range, is there ~1/ 
additional benefit to choosing an alternative that is not~lllN     PePS and 
the top ranked RSE?                             m/ Ingress/Egress 
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sk-mile mitigated) 

Total Capital Cost (AACE Class 5)_ 

Average O&M Cost (per year) 

~ NPV per unit of risk (RSE) 

I Primary Fitter PSS Pref ...... ( Ingr ess/egress/fire history) I IN ..... tisfactory Satisfactory N tisfactory ..... 

Secondary 
PSPS Mitigation (5 customers) 45/45 (0%) 45/45 (0%) 45 I45 (0%) I 45/45 (0%) 

Filter 
Execution timeline (2021, 2022, 2022+) ! I 2021 2022+ [ 2022+ 

Other (Operational Considerations, etc.) ! I [ 
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PENDING ] 

Request that this scoped project is approved as a Hybrid (QH!UG) 
hardened facilities as determined by the Field Scoping Team. 

EDRS - 2021-03744 
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Mitigation Decision Tree 

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

~ Are there any critical customers within zone 

i ~ necessary to protect? Y 

Is OH hardening an acceptable mitigation using 
N 

distribution line exclusion? 
Y N/A 

i 
Is the area being considered for HFRAAdd/Remove? Y 

~ 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 
i 

"= areas in the segment. Y 

i 
Are there any significant dependency or 
constructability limitations in the areas of impact? Y 

~    (Threshold. 2+ year incremental delay) 

Does the CPZ meet ECOP threshold (>25% 
structures warrant replacement) and result in a more Y 
timely mitigation method preferred (e.g., OH)? 

If alternatives fall within a 100% range, is there 
additional benefit to choosing an alternative that is no 
the top ranked RSE? 
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Overall Miles Installed                                                                                                              I 

~OH System Hardening COst ~risk-milemitigated)mitigated) 

Line Removal Cost 

Total Capital Cost (AACE Class S) 

Average 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) 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.) 
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Sapport 

Support 

Request that the System Hardening Decision tree be approved to 
Support 

streamline the mitigation approval process. Key tenets of the 
decision include: Sapport 
¯ System Hardening Team will leverage the decision tree in all 

Abstain - Nat present 
mitigation scoping discussions 

¯ Any jobs clearly defined by the decision tree logic will come to the 
committeeasaninform ::,, :1::~ ii:i ~,.: :: 

¯ All jobs which are "on the edge" or require exceptions to the 
decision tree will be brought to the committee for approval Guiding Principles Cleady articulate the guiding principles for the system 

hardening program 

Contin uous As we move forward, look for opportunities to quantify 

~ .~ :~i~ i : ’,1"i fq:’ .I Improvement (where possible) the criteria and develop a normalized 
scodng 

RSE Threshold Update RSE threshold to 100% 

EC Tags Cleady articulate the thresholds 
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EC Optimization Program Hardening Review Process 

1. Review Circuit Protection Zone for potential hardening areas using the following EC Optimization Results 

searches/criteria: 

a. Review EC Tags along Circuit Protection Zone for clustering of tags with the >25% <25% 
following Object Types: Impacted Structures Impacted Structures 

Poles                                                                                       Review mainlines 

¯ Crossarms 
~ Consider 

and taps for 
¯ Transformer ~ .._o designating entire 

potential <2 miles 

¯ Insulators ~- e. hardening projects 
h, N CPZ as potential 

b. Review Data for concentrations of EC Tags within the same Automatic ~1) ,~ hardening Area that affect greater 

Source Side Device (ASSD) than 50% structure 

2. Count the total number of poles within the potential hardening zone~                                                                   impact criteria 

3. Determine the probable structure impact factor using the probable structure impact 
Review mainlines factor (table below). 

"~" and taps that meet 
"= CPZ hardening 

~. ~. greater than 50% 
criteria may no~t 

! pole V ~N apply 
structure impact 

o and consider 

1 pole 
Count only if not associated proposals to extend 

with a structure above 

1.5 pales          1.5 if not adjacent to pole/ 
~’ansformer tags 

0.4 poles 
Count only if not associated 

with a structure above 
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