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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Examine Electric Rulemaking 18-12-005
Utility De-Energization of Power Lines in Dangerous (Filed December 13, 2018)
Conditions.

COMMENTS OF THE COUNTY OF MENDOCINO, THE
COUNTY OF NAPA, AND THE COUNTY OF SONOMA ON
R.18-12-005

In accordance with Rule 6.2 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and
Procedure, and the January 28, 2019 email ruling of Administrative Law Judge Semcer setting
February 8 as the date by which comments are due, the County of Mendocino, the County of
Napa, and the County of Sonoma (the Counties) submit these comments on the Rulemaking.
The Counties have recently experienced the effects of California’s evolving wildfire risk, in
which a single piece of overhead electrical equipment can start an inferno. The Counties also
witnessed first-hand PG&E’s inaugural Public Safety Power Shutoff (PSPS) events in October
and November 2018. In order to prevent future wildfires and effectively safeguard its customers,
de-energization practices must be significantly improved.

I COMMENTS ON RULEMAKING

The Counties appreciate that the Commission is taking steps to examine and
establish the process by which the investor-owned utilities in California should approach de-

energizing their overhead electric lines in high-fire-risk conditions. Because the three large



investor-owned utilities have different levels of experience with de-energization,' the Counties
surmise that their respective programs will require individualized changes. For this reason, and
because the Counties are located in PG&E’s service territory, these comments focus on PG&E’s
de-energization practices.

Issue 1: Conditions in which proactive and planned de-energization is practiced:

1(a). Should the Commission limit de-energization in specific ways?

Given the fact-intensive nature of circumstances under which de-energization
may be considered, the Counties do not believe that black-letter limits should be imposed.
Instead, the appropriate admonition is that PSPS events can have serious consequences for
PG&E’s customers and shutting off the power should therefore be a carefully considered, finely
calibrated, and well-coordinated last resort.

1(b). Should [the Commission] develop metrics for determining when de-

energization is appropriate?

The Counties believe that the primary metrics have already been identified: high
wind conditions; low humidity; levels of dry vegetation; the age and condition of electrical
system equipment; and real-time observations from utility field crews. Because the technology
that models and monitors weather can be inaccurate, or can fail to present a complete picture of
the conditions in specific locations, and because utility personnel cannot be everywhere at all
times, the Counties recommend that local government emergency response, fire, or other boots-

on-the-ground personnel provide situation reports to PG&E, as possible, during high-fire-risk

! SDG&E’s de-energization program has been operating for years; SCE joined the de-
energization discussion shortly after SDG&E began its program; and PG&E issued its first de-
energization practices and protocols in September 2018.



conditions. This will allow PG&E to have a more complete picture of conditions in its service
territory in real time.

1(c). How much discretion should the IOUs have in calling de-energization

events?

Assuming the IOUs have reasonable criteria, a rational decision-making process,
and have worked to mitigate potential impacts, they should have wide discretion in calling a
PSPS event.

1(d). Are there other guidelines [the Commission] should apply to de-

energization?

The Commission should consider directing the IOUs to reconfigure their electrical
transmission and distribution systems to be better-suited for potential de-energization.
Developing greater segmentation of the electrical grid and more responsive control systems will
enable de-energization of targeted areas and reduce the need for wholesale de-energization of
certain geographic areas.

Issue 2: Best practices and a set of criteria for evaluating development of effective
programs:

2(a). What are the best tools that can be applied to different landscapes

and fire conditions across California?

There is no substitute for real-time first-person reports from knowledgeable
personnel. In addition to computerized modeling and monitoring, PG&E’s PSPS protocols
should include reports from its field personnel and local emergency operations personnel or first

responders. The Commission should also encourage PG&E to explore new forecasting



technologies designed to identify potential ignition areas in advance, such as OneConcern.’
These technologies could be used in real time to inform PG&E de-energization decisions, as well
as to better prepare first responders.

2(b). Are there tools deployed by the National Weather Service (e.g., Santa

Ana Wind Warnings) used in specific locations in California that
should be adapted and deployed elsewhere?

Coordinating with the National Weather Service and using the tools that it
provides should be required for PG&E. The NWS provides information and weather warnings
that are available to local governments and PG&E, which is critical in terms of helping PG&E
and local governments coordinate efforts based on shared information that is readily available.
Instead of using the NWS, however, PG&E established its own weather service center that
provides information only to PG&E. Not only do local governments not have access to PG&E’s
internal weather data, but PG&E has not been effective at communicating its internal information
to local governments and first responders. Moreover, the Counties are not currently certain how
accurate PG&E’s internal weather data is compared to the information provided by the NWS.

The Counties cannot stress enough the importance of PG&E and local
governments working off of the same information in a high fire-threat situation that may involve
shutting power off. If the utility and the government personnel in the affected area are not using
the same information, there is little chance of effective communication or coordinated response
to an emergency situation. The Counties’ strong preference is for PG&E to use the NWS as the

primary source of weather data in de-energization events; to the extent PG&E relies on its

? https://www.oneconcern.com/product (last visited F ebruary 6, 2019).
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internal data, that information must be made available to local governments through a web portal
or other access point that does not rely on PG&E personnel relaying the information.

2(c). How should programs be designed for use of new technologies and for
continuous improvement?

The Commission should consider establishing a standing Electrical System De-

Energization Public Safety Advisory Committee to evaluate current technologies and practices,
and to provide feedback and recommendations for improvement to the Commission and the
utilities. The IOUs could be asked to provide annual updates on their programs, following the
end of fire season, with feedback on the use of technology and lessons learned. A review
process like this would support cross-leveling best practices across the three large IOUs.

PG&E should also be required to develop a web-based information portal for state
and local public safety personnel, which would allow access to up-to-date information and maps
of potentially affected areas. Providing secure access to this type of information is crucial for
local first responders to clearly identify which communities and infrastructure are at risk.
Additionally, this approach would reduce the instances of different information being provided
to different people.

Issue 3: Notification to the public, local governments, critical facilities, and emergency
responders.

3(a). What are the best ways to notify the aforementioned parties of a
planned de-energization event and when power will be restored in the
event of de-energization?

The question of how to provide notice of a potential PSPS event comes after the

question of whom to notify. In terms of alerting emergency responders and local governments,



the Counties have observed that PG&E appears to lack a clear idea of what “first responders”
means and how communication should be prioritized at the various stages of a PSPS event. In
terms of disseminating information and providing notice to the public of potential de-
energization of power lines, it is likely more critical that PG&E communicate with local
government Public Information Officers and Offices of Emergency Services than local law
enforcement and fire departments.

PG&E should also explore leveraging local governments’ emergency notification
systems—such as Nixle, Nextdoor, and Reverse 911—to provide effective notice of information
that may affect local residents. Local governments will generally have more accurate
information about their residents’ needs, and will have more experience providing emergency
notifications, than PG&E. This is subject to the caveat that, if the power is shut off, the local
emergency notifications generally stop working; PG&E should coordinate with local
governments to provide backup generation or alternative emergency communication platforms
for those times when electric lines must be de-energized.

Effective communication with local governments, critical facilities, and
emergency responders is crucial to ensure that basic infrastructure and safety services are not
adversely affected. Shutting off electricity affects the Counties’ critical infrastructure, such as
radio tower communications, water and fuel pumps, hospitals, and camera networks. De-
energization also impacts resources and communication channels for first responders, tactical
situational awareness, and the Counties’ ability to effectively communicate with residents
through alert and warning systems. Effective communication about the duration of a de-
energization event is also necessary. The length of a PSPS event will almost always exceed the

battery backup capabilities of cell towers and generators, which increases public safety risks for



both residents and first responders. Early communication between PG&E and local governments
and first responders, and effective protocols for how to coordinate during a PSPS event, will
minimize disruptions to these critical functions when power lines need to be de-energized.

3(b). Do notification standards differ for vulnerable populations?

Yes. For vulnerable populations, the work of ensuring proper notice has to begin
long before a PSPS event occurs. PG&E cannot provide effective notice if it does not have an
adequate list of vulnerable customers or an understanding of their needs.

One of the most significant issues the Counties observed during the 2018 PSPS
events was that PG&E’s method of cataloguing its medically vulnerable customers is
problematic. The Counties’ understanding is that PG&E used its list of customers that signed up
for Medical Baseline service, and that, in some circumstances, the “customer” is actually a
meter, not a person. Using the Medical Baseline registry is problematic because that program is
significantly under-enrolled. The requirement that customers self-register presents a barrier to
entry for people who have limited English language capabilities, cognitive issues or severe
physical impairments, sensory disabilities, medication or other substance impairment, and
psychosocial instability. In the midst of the winter 2018 PSPS events, Napa County learned that
PG&E’s Medical Baseline registry led PG&E to believe there were 146 medically vulnerable
residents in the County; the County’s own In Home Support Services records identified over 900
medically vulnerable residents. Napa County also learned that some of the “customers” PG&E
identified were actually meters associated with master-metered mobile home parks or multi-

tenant buildings.



Issue 4: Electric utility coordination with state and local level first responders when they
call a de-energization event.

4(a). How do the IOUs coordinate with state and local first responders?

PG&E relies on local representatives or community liaisons to make initial
notifications to first responders of a potential PSPS event; contact is generally made by email.
There are multiple PG&E employees responsible for communicating with local governments in
the lead-up to a PSPS event. For instance, Napa County has a PG&E government representative,
who communicates with elected officials and upper management, a PG&E representative for law
enforcement, and a third representative who communicates with local fire officials.

4(b). What is working and what is not working in this coordination?

Some aspects of PG&E’s de-energization practices are helpful. PG&E has
committed significant resources to develop relationships with local governments and first
responders; developing these networks enables local governments and public safety leaders to
open channels of communication early in the PSPS process and has allowed for discussion of
potential timing of de-energization events and potentially affected areas. The Counties have
appreciated PG&E’s pre-PSPS outreach efforts to local governments, which included briefings
and tours of PG&E’s safety operations center for elected officials. During the PSPS events in
winter 2018, PG&E provided advance notice that it was considering de-energization; PG&E
made itself available for conference calls and shared information on the approximate numbers of
customers and general geographic areas that could be affected. After the PSPS event where
power was turned off, the Counties received final confirmation from PG&E of the number of

impacted customers.



Many more aspects of PG&E’s de-energization practices, however, are not
working well. In the Counties’ experience, PG&E representatives’ communication with the
separate groups of local officials has not, in the case of the 2018 PSPS events, been coordinated
or particularly effective. Napa County observed that certain PG&E representatives had access to
more accurate and up-to-date information than other representatives, which caused Napa officials
to scramble to find the PG&E representative with the best information or to try to verify the
accuracy of the information provided by other representatives. Sonoma County observed that the
initial notice of the PSPS events provided by PG&E to local first responders and customers
sometimes occurred simultaneously and sometimes contained inconsistent messaging about
potential timing and which areas might be impacted. Sonoma County also observed that PG&E
representatives were not well-informed regarding the utility’s real-time activities, which meant
extra time was spent obtaining answers and information from PG&E’s internal operations. The
Counties have also observed that PG&E personnel in the field do not appear to have decision-
making authority, which frustrates the Counties’ and first responders’ abilities to take decisive
action in response to a developing situation.

PG&E has so far been unable to provide detailed information regarding the
circuits that would be de-energized until an hour before de-energization, and PG&E has yet to
provide maps of the shut-off circuits and impacted areas. Sonoma County observed that, during
the October 15, 2019 event, PG&E’s public information regarding de-energization unnecessarily
alarmed residents outside the PSPS area. PG&E’s map of the shutdown areas was misleading
and caused notable concern and confusion because the map was not specific enough about the
areas in which PG&E planned to shut off the power. For instance, the map included areas of

Santa Rosa and a large portion of the western part of Sonoma County, while the actual PSPS area



would only affect a small number of residents in the northeastern part of the County. This lack
of specific information also frustrated County emergency management officials because PG&E
could not provide real-time situational awareness beyond what it was sharing with the general
public.

It is also not clear to the Counties what criteria PG&E uses to determine when to
call a PSPS event and when to cancel it. The Counties became aware of PG&E’s official PSPS
Policies and Procedures during this proceeding, but the actual decision-making the Counties
witnessed during the winter 2018 PSPS events did not evidence clear criteria or a coordinated
process.

Finally, the Counties note that the costs to local governments for public safety
response during PSPS events is heavily impacted by the level of uncertainty from PG&E. Local
governments incur significant costs for staff overtime and disruption of operations beginning in
the early stages of a PSPS notification and continuing for the duration of the event. This can
include increased staffing for emergency management, public communications, dispatch, fire,
law enforcement, and emergency operations centers. If PG&E continues to overstate or misstate
the areas that will be impacted, if PG&E is unable to provide accurate information about the
situation in real-time, and if PG&E is unable to communicate effectively with local governments,
local emergency and public safety resources will be expended unnecessarily. If PSPS events are
to become a regular event for PG&E, public safety capabilities will be stretched thin and will
negatively impact local jurisdictions’ budgets and resources, which will create the need for

financial assistance or austerity measures.
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4(c). What changes are required to ensure better coordination?

Formalized protocols that outline the roles and responsibilities of PG&E
personnel and local government and first responders are necessary to ensure effective
notification and coordination. These protocols should be validated and updated annually with
lessons learned from the most recent fire season, and should include communications exercises
or workshops. As local government, public safety, and PGE staff rotate out and new staff come
in, maintaining institutional knowledge and proficiency will be challenging due to the fact that
de-energization events generally occur on only a few occasions during a certain time of year.
Annual updates to the PSPS protocols, combined with training, will help maintain a sufficient
level of knowledge and experience.

PG&E should adopt a Standardized Emergency Management System (SEMS)
model for communication with local governments relating to de-energization events. Many local
governments use SEMS and find it to be effective. Under a SEMS structure, there would be
clearly established roles and responsibilities within PG&E and the local governments, as well as
established communication protocols. PG&E Operations would talk with local Operations;
PG&E Public Information Officers would talk with local Public Information Officers; PG&E
command would talk with local command, and so on. Ensuring ahead of time that everyone
knows who their utility and government counterparts are, and that everyone understands with

whom they are to communicate, will reduce chaos and improve communication.
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The following chart, which is part of the Sonoma County Plan,’ illustrates the
complex notification and information-sharing relationship among PG&E departments, public

safety agencies, and the public:
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Adopting the SEMS structure for communications will be an important step for

PG&E toward more effective coordination with local governments, but it is not sufficient in and

3 Sonoma County, Department of Emergency Management, Sonoma County Operational Area
Electrical System De-energization Response Plan (2018), available at https://sonoma-
county.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=855&meta_id=253922.
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of itself. Increased planning and communication with local governments to ensure that all
entities responsible for planning for, and responding to, PSPS events are adequately prepared.
The center of gravity for developing and processing hazard information in California’s SEMS
system is the County/Operational Area. Because most of the wildfire hazard in PG&E’s service
territory is located in unincorporated areas, counties play a key role in monitoring and
responding to emergency situations and therefore need to develop greater capabilities than most
other levels of government to address de-energization events. The counties need PG&E’s
support and partnership to develop training and exercise programs for contingency planning,
communication, and response. Furthermore, de-energization events do not activate state or
regional Emergency Operations Centers, often due to insufficient lead time or the fact that the
state agency’s mission does not extend to de-energization. Because the full extent of resources
available to the public are not utilized during PSPS events, CalOES representatives should be
placed in PG&E’s Operations Center during high fire-risk events in order to facilitate an
increased level of emergency management and situational awareness information to and from the
Operational Areas in the field—as is currently the practice between the Counties and CalOES
during most other regional emergency incidents.

PG&E must also provide accurate and detailed information about the areas that
will be affected by the PSPS event, as well as maps of the circuits that will be shut off, with as
much advance notice as possible. Regardless of the amount of lead time, PG&E must provide
this information. PG&E must also ensure that its representatives are well-informed and kept

apprised of developments and decisions in real time.
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Issue 5: The extent to which the electric utilities’ systems are in compliance with and align
their systems with California’s Standardized Emergency Management System framework
(SEMS).

The Counties do not believe that PG&E’s current system aligns or complies with
California’s SEMS framework. The Counties do, however, recommend that PG&E conform its

PSPS communication and notification practices to the SEMS structure.

Issue 6: How to mitigate the impact of de-energization on vulnerable populations.

6(a). What are the impacts of de-energization on vulnerable populations,
and what can the Commission and IOUs do to minimize these
impacts?

As described in response to Issue 3, above, one of the primary impacts to
vulnerable populations of shutting the power off is that critical medical equipment, or
medications that require refrigeration, can be adversely affected. Patients who have left
ventricular assist devices, ventilators, oxygen concentrators, electric wheelchairs, home IV
infusion devices, home dialysis, tube feeding pumps, suction pumps, and electric beds are
particularly impacted by loss of electricity. Shutting off the power can also harm individuals and
communities in remote areas, particularly if communications towers lose power and deprive
these residents of phone service. Whether populations are medically vulnerable or vulnerable
due to remote location, the most crucial elements of de-energization are effective notice of a

potential PSPS event and protocols to address the needs of these residents if and when the power

goes out.
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The Commission should ensure that PG&E develops a method of identifying and
tracking vulnerable persons that will be accurate and allow PG&E to make contact before a de-
energization event. The current practice of relying on the Medical Baseline registry is
inadequate. PG&E must partner with the health and social services agencies of the communities
that it serves—particularly In Home Support Services for aging and vulnerable adults, California
Children’s Services for children with disabilities, and Emergency Medical Services and MediCal
Managed Care agencies to obtain a more accurate count and contact information for medically
vulnerable residents that must be reached before the power is shut off. Additionally, Health and
Human Services’ emPOWER program compiles data on Medicare beneficiaries that are on
power-dependent life-sustaining equipment and medications.

In addition to notice, PG&E should also work with these agencies, and long-term
care and skilled nursing facilities, to develop protocols to ensure that medically vulnerable
people are able respond to a PSPS notification. These efforts should include helping facilities
install backup generation and developing protocols for helping homebound vulnerable
populations obtain backup power or to leave their home if a long-term outage is anticipated or
occurs. PG&E should also work directly with hospitals and other medical facilities in elevated
fire-risk zones to develop protocols for responding to PSPS events. The St. Helena Hospital, for
instance, is in a Tier 3 fire risk zone, and the Counties understand that the transmission line that
serves the area in which the hospital is located also runs through a Tier 3 zone. The hospital has
backup generation, but it cannot perform certain procedures when operating on backup
generation, and de-energization may require emergency services to be diverted. The hospital
also lost approximately $150,000 due to canceled procedures and treatments during the October

2018 PSPS event, which did result in de-energization. Because not all PSPS events will require
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actual power shutoff, it is crucial that medical care facilities be timely notified of PG&E’s
decision-making regarding de-energizing so that procedures are not unnecessarily canceled and
care is not unnecessarily deferred. In order for hospitals and other medical facilities to protect
their patients as best they can in high-fire-risk conditions, these facilities may need information
and support from PG&E beyond the protocols contained in PG&E’s PSPS Policies and

Procedures.

Issue 7: How to reduce the need for de-energization, if possible.

In addition to system hardening, vegetation management, and undergrounding, the
Counties recommend that PG&E develop greater segmentation in its transmission and
distribution system so that de-energization is more targeted and less disruptive. This will not
eliminate the need to de-energize power lines in high fire-risk situations, but it will reduce the

area, infrastructure, and populations impacted.

Issue 8: Examine the need for community and first responder notification improvements.

8(a). How are the current notification requirements working?

See the discussion in Issues 4 and 5, above.

The Counties have learned about the notification and communication between
SDG&E and the communities that it served during potential de-energization events, and the
Counties believe that SDG&E’s system should serve as a blueprint for PG&E’s own PSPS
program. From what the Counties have observed, SDG&E’s de-energization program has been
effective at preventing wildfires and its community is well-informed before, during, and after

PSPS events.
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8(b). What additional notice requirements should [the Commission]
consider?

See the discussion in Issues 4 and 5, above.

Issue 9: Examine best practices around the country or the world in implementing de-
energization.

The Counties believe that SDG&E’s de-energization program provides a useful
template on which PG&E’s nascent PSPS program can be modeled, particularly in terms of how

the utility communicates with its customers and local government.

Issue 10: Develop reporting and notice requirements that best serve Californians.

See the discussion in Issue 11, below.

Issue 11: What data should be collected when IOUs initiate a de-energization event, during
and after these events?

The communities impacted by the PSPS event should be surveyed at the local
government, first responder, and resident levels to provide first-hand information about how well
notice, communications, coordination, decision-making, and other elements of the utility’s
program worked in practice. A formal after-action report process should be completed for de-
energization events to identify lessons learned and designate the parties responsible for
implementing any corrective actions. After-action reports should also be used to develop a

database of impacted residents, vulnerable populations, and infrastructure to provide a full
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picture of the scope of de-energization events in a particular service territory or geographic
region.

IL. OTHER ISSUES

A. Category and Need for Hearings

The Counties do not object to the preliminary categorization of this proceeding as
quasi-legislative. If the parties and Commission subsequently determine that this proceeding
would be more appropriately categorized as ratesetting, the Counties would have no objection.

The Counties do not object to the preliminary determination that hearings will not
be necessary, though the Counties will not object if it is later determined that hearings are
required.

B. Schedule

The Counties generally support the revised schedule, provided in TURN’s
comments on this Rulemaking, that disaggregates the issues of notification, mitigation and
reporting, and PSPS criteria so that the Commission can focus on each issue more closely.

The Counties do, however, believe it is necessary for PG&E to have interim
criteria for PSPS events in place, coupled with protocols to effectively act when enough criteria
are triggered that de-energization may be necessary, before the 2019 fire season starts. The
criteria identified in PG&E’s PSPS Policies and Procedures are a good starting point. PG&E
should work with the local governments it serves to improve lines of communication and to
develop effective information-sharing protocols before the 2019 fire season. The PSPS criteria
and protocols can be further developed, as necessary, as proposed in the intervenors’ revised

schedule.
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III. CONCLUSION

The Counties support the Commission’s efforts to ensure that the investor-owned
utilities have effective de-energization practices and protocols in place before the 2019 fire
season starts. Notice and effective communication are crucial to ensuring the safety of the public
if there is a possibility the power might be shut off. Coordination with local governments and
first responders must begin long before weather conditions threaten overhead power lines, and
must be an ongoing dialogue to ensure information is up-to-date and action plans are well-oiled.
The Counties look forward to working with the Commission, the other parties, and PG&E to
improve and refine the current PSPS practices and procedures.

Respectfully submitted February 8, 2019, at San Francisco, California.
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VERIFICATION

COUNTIES OF MENDOCINO, NAPA, AND SONOMA

I, Megan Somogyi, am outside legal counsel for the County of
Mendocino, the County of Napa, and the County of Sonoma (Counties). I am'authorized
to make this verification for and on behalf of the Counties, and I make this verification
for that reason in accordance with Rule 1.11(d) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice
and Procedure, as my office is located in the County of San Francisco. I have read the
Comments of the County of Mendocino‘, the County of Napa, and the County of Sonoma
on R.18-12-005, and I am informed and believe that the matters therein are true and on
that ground I allege that the matters stated therein are true.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California
that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed at San Francisco, California on February 8, 2019.

Counsel for the County of Mendocino, the County
of Napa, and the County of Sonoma
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	investor-owned utilities have different levels of experience with de-energization, the Counties surmise that their respective programs will require individualized changes. For this reason, and because the Counties are located in PG&E's service territory, these comments focus on PG&E's de-energization practices. 
	1 


	Issue 1: Conditions in which proactive and planned de-energization is practiced: l(a). Should the Commission limit de-energization in specific ways? 
	Given the fact-intensive nature of circumstances under which de-energization may be considered, the Counties do not believe that black-letter limits should be imposed. Instead, the appropriate admonition is that PSPS events can have serious consequences for PG&E's customers and shutting off the power should therefore be a carefully considered, finely calibrated, and well-coordinated last resort. 
	l(b). Should [the Commission] develop metrics for determining when de­energization is appropriate? 
	The Counties believe that the primary metrics have already been identified: high wind conditions; low humidity; levels of dry vegetation; the age and condition of electrical system equipment; and real-time observations from utility field crews. Because the technology that models and monitors weather can be inaccurate, or can fail to present a complete picture of the conditions in specific locations, and because utility personnel cannot be everywhere at all times, the Counties recommend that local government
	SDG&E's de-energization program has been operating for years; SCE joined the de­energization discussion shortly after SDG&E began its program; and PG&E issued its first de­energization practices and protocols in September 2018. 
	1 

	conditions. This will allow PG&E to have a more complete picture ofconditions in its service territory in real time. l(c). How much discretion should the IOUs have in calling de-energization events? Assuming the IOUs have reasonable criteria, a rational decision-making process, and have worked to mitigate potential impacts, they should have wide discretion in calling a PSPS event. l(d). Are there other guidelines [the Commission] should apply to de­energization? The Commission should consider directing the 
	(last visited February 6, 2019). 
	technologies designed to identify potentia.l ignition areas in advance, such as OneConcern.2 These technologies could be used in real time to inform PG&E de-energization decisions, as well as to better prepare first responders. 2(b). Are there tools deployed by the National Weather Service (e.g., Santa Ana Wind Warnings) used in specific locations in California that should be adapted and deployed elsewhere? Coordinating with the National Weather Service and using the tools that it provides should be require
	2 
	https://www.oneconcern.com/product 

	internal data, that information must be made available to local governments through a web portal or other access point that does not rely on PG&E personnel relaying the information. 2(c). How should programs be designed for use of new technologies and for continuous improvement? The Commission should consider establishing a standing Electrical System De­Energization Public Safety Advisory Committee to evaluate current technologies and practices, and to provide feedback and recommendations for improvement to
	the Counties have observed that PG&E appears to lack a clear idea of what "first responders" means and how communication should be prioritized at the various stages of a PSPS event. In terms ofdisseminating information and providing notice to the public of potential de­energization ofpower lines, it is likely more critical that PG&E communicate with local government Public Information Officers and Offices ofEmergency Services than local law enforcement and fire departments. PG&E should also explore leveragi
	both residents and first responders. Early communication between PG&E and local governments and first responders, and effective protocols for how to coordinate during a PSPS event, will minimize disruptions to these critical functions when power lines need to be de-energized. 3(b). Do notification standards differ for vulnerable populations? Yes. For vulnerable populations, the work of ensuring proper notice has to begin long before a PSPS event occurs. PG&E cannot provide effective notice if it does not ha
	Issue 4: Electric utility coordination with state and local level first responders when they call a de-energization event. 4(a). How do the IOUs coordinate with state and local first responders? PG&E relies on local representatives or community liaisons to make initial notifications to first responders of a potential PSPS event; contact is generally made by email. There are multiple PG&E employees responsible for communicating with local governments in the lead-up to a PSPS event. For instance, Napa County 
	Many more aspects of PG&E's de-energization practices, however, are not 
	working well. In the Counties' experience, PG&E representatives' comtnunication with the separate groups oflocal officials has not, in the case of the 2018 PSPS events, been coordinated or particularly effective. Napa County observed that certain PG&E representatives had access to more accurate and up-to-date information than other representatives, which caused Napa officials to scramble to find the PG&E representative with the best information or to try to verify the accuracy ofthe information provided by 
	PG&E has so far been unable to provide detailed information regarding the circuits that would be de-energized until an hour before de-energization, and PG&E has yet to provide maps ofthe shut-off circuits and impacted areas. Sonoma County observed that, during the October 15, 2019 event, PG&E's public information regarding de-energization unnecessarily alarmed residents outside the PSPS area. PG&E's map ofthe shutdown areas was misleading and caused notable concern and confusion because the map was not spec
	PG&E has so far been unable to provide detailed information regarding the circuits that would be de-energized until an hour before de-energization, and PG&E has yet to provide maps ofthe shut-off circuits and impacted areas. Sonoma County observed that, during the October 15, 2019 event, PG&E's public information regarding de-energization unnecessarily alarmed residents outside the PSPS area. PG&E's map ofthe shutdown areas was misleading and caused notable concern and confusion because the map was not spec

	would only affect a small number ofresidents in the northeastern part ofthe County. This lack of specific information also frustrated County emergency management officials because PG&E could not provide real-time situational awareness beyond what it was sharing with the general public. It is also not clear to the Counties what criteria PG&E uses to determine when to call a PSPS event and when to cancel it. The Counties became aware ofPG&E's official PSPS Policies and Procedures during this proceeding, but t
	4(c). What changes are required to ensure better coordination? Formalized protocols that outline the roles and responsibilities of PG&E personnel and local government and first responders are necessary to ensure effective notification and coordination. These protocols should be validated and updated annually with lessons learned from the most recent fire season, and should include communications exercises or workshops. As local government, public safety, and PGE staff rotate out and new staff come in, maint
	Figure
	PG&E ------
	Operation s SectionWeather ...........PSPS • ...,.... 
	··r ··;.·.:·.·.·.·.:·.:·.:·.·...........: ...................... "" ~ \ ; Government \ . wsoc -~---Relations \ 
	\ \ \ I I 
	I IVM, Text, Email ICalOES I I I ' ' 
	' Op Area Jurisdictions Medical Baseline : General Customers Customers 
	Media & .. Websites">: Monitoring .. ·. --.Op Area CoordinationLocal EOCs Public InformationSoCoAlert Notifications 

	The following chart, which is part ofthe Sonoma County Plan, illustrates the 
	3 

	complex notification and information-sharing relationship among PG&E departments, public safety agencies; and the public: 
	Adopting the SEMS structure for communications will be an important step for 
	PG&E toward more effective coordination with local governments, but it is not sufficient in and 
	Sonoma County, Department ofEmergency Management, Sonoma County Operational Area county.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view id=2&clip id=855&meta id=253922. 
	3 
	Electrical System De-energization Response Plan (2018), available at https://sonoma­

	ofitself. Increased planning and communication with local governments to ensure that all entities responsible for planning for, and responding to, PSPS events are adequately prepared. The center ofgravity for developing and processing hazard information in California's SEMS system is the County/Operational Area. Because most ofthe wildfire hazard in PG&E's service territory is located in unincorporated areas, counties play a key role in monitoring and responding to emergency situations and therefore need to
	Issue 5: The extent to which the electric utilities' systems are in compliance with and align their systems with California's Standardized Emergency Management System framework (SEMS). The Counties do not believe that PG&E's current system aligns or complies with California's SEMS framework. The Counties do, however, recommend that PG&E conform its PSPS communication and notification practices to the SEMS structure. Issue 6: How to mitigate the impact of de-energization on vulnerable populations. 6(a). What
	The Commission should ensure that PG&E develops a method of identifying and tracking vulnerable persons that will be accurate and allow PG&E to make contact before a de­energization event. The current practice ofrelying on the Medical Baseline registry is inadequate. PG&E must partner with the health and social services agencies ofthe communities that it serves-particularly In Home Support Services for aging and vulnerable adults, California Children's Services for children with disabilities, and Emergency 
	actual power shutoff, it is crucial that medical care facilities be timely notified of PG&E's decision-making regarding de-energizing so that procedures are not unnecessarily canceled and care is not unnecessarily deferred. In order for hospitals and other medical facilities to protect their patients as best they can in high-fire-risk conditions, these facilities may need information and support from PG&E beyond the protocols contained in PG&E' s PSPS Policies and Procedures_. 
	Issue 7: How to reduce the need for de-energization, if possible. 
	In addition to system hardening, vegetation management, and undergrounding, the Counties recommend that PG&E develop greater segmentation in its transmission and distribution system so that de-energization is more targeted and less disruptive. This will not eliminate the need to de-energize power lines in high fire-risk situations, but it will reduce the area, infrastructure, and populations impacted. 
	Issue 8: Examine the need for community and first responder notification improvements. 8(a). How are the current notification requirements working? 
	See the discussion in Issues 4 and 5, above. 
	The Counties have learned about the notification and communication between SDG&E and the communities that it served during potential de-energization events, and the Counties believe that SDG&E's system should serve as a blueprint for PG&E's own PSPS program. From what the Counties have observed, SDG&E's de-energization program has been effective at preventing wildfires and its community is well-informed before, during, and after PSPS events. 
	8(b). What additional notice requirements should [the Commission] 
	consider? 
	See the discussion in Issues 4 and 5, above. 
	Issue 9: Examine best practices around the country or the world in implementing de­
	energization. 
	The Counties believe that SDG&E' s de-energization program provides a useful template on which PG&E's nascent PSPS program can be modeled, particularly in terms of how the utility communicates with its customers and local government. 
	Issue 10: Develop reporting and notice requirements that best serve Californians. 
	See the discussion in Issue 11, below. 
	Issue 11: What data should be collected when IOUs initiate a de-energization event, during and after these events? 
	The communities impacted by the PSPS event should be surveyed at the local government, first responder, and resident levels to provide first-hand information about how well notice, communications, coordination, decision-making, and other elements of the utility's program worked in practice. A formal after-action report process should be completed for de­energization events to identify lessons learned and designate the parties responsible for implementing any corrective actions. After-action reports should a
	The communities impacted by the PSPS event should be surveyed at the local government, first responder, and resident levels to provide first-hand information about how well notice, communications, coordination, decision-making, and other elements of the utility's program worked in practice. A formal after-action report process should be completed for de­energization events to identify lessons learned and designate the parties responsible for implementing any corrective actions. After-action reports should a


	picture ofthe scope of de-energization events in a particular service territory or geographic reg10n. II. OTHER ISSUES A. Category and Need for Hearings The Counties do not object to the preliminary categorization ofthis proceeding as quasi-legislative. Ifthe parties and Commission subsequently determine that this proceeding would be more appropriately categorized as ratesetting, the Counties would have no objection. The Counties do not object to the preliminary determination that hearings will not be neces
	picture ofthe scope of de-energization events in a particular service territory or geographic reg10n. II. OTHER ISSUES A. Category and Need for Hearings The Counties do not object to the preliminary categorization ofthis proceeding as quasi-legislative. Ifthe parties and Commission subsequently determine that this proceeding would be more appropriately categorized as ratesetting, the Counties would have no objection. The Counties do not object to the preliminary determination that hearings will not be neces
	III. CONCLUSION The Counties support the Commission's efforts to ensure that the investor-owned utilities have effective de-energization practices and protocols in place before the 2019 fire season starts. Notice and effective communication are crucial to ensuring the safety ofthe public ifthere is a possibility the power might be shut off. Coordination with local governments and first responders must begin long before weather conditions threaten overhead power lines, and must be an ongoing dialogue to ensu
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