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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Per Rule 14.3 (b) of the Rules of Practice and Procedure, and as discussed below, RCRC 
respectfully requests that the Proposed Decision be modified to: 
 
• Add a Finding of Fact that utilities should strive to undertake system hardening and resiliency 

improvements to reduce size, scope, duration, and frequency of PSPS events. 
 

• Revise Community Resource Center (CRC) Guideline A.5. to minimize externalization of 
PSPS-mitigation burdens by requiring utilities to notify, receive approval from, and agree to 
reimburse the reasonable costs of those entities to which utilities will direct customers to access 
electricity during evening hours when CRCs are closed. 

 

• Modify Guideline E.3 to require investor owned utilities to additionally track and report costs 
for PSPS-related mitigation assistance. 

 

• Renumber Medical Baseline and Access and Functional Needs (AFN) Communities Guideline 
G.3 to resolve ambiguities as to the extent of coordination with paratransit agencies and clarify 
that compensation will be provided for services rendered.   

• Revise the Medical Baseline and Access and Functional Needs (AFN) Communities Guideline 
G.4 to address ambiguities that could lead to utility decisions to externalize mitigation burdens 
by merely informing customers about where to access information and support during a PSPS 
event in lieu of providing actual mitigation assistance. 
 

• Revise Reporting Guideline K.3.a.ii. to ensure that post-season reports include information 
about the maximum length of time a customer was deenergized. 
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RURAL COUNTY REPRESENTATIVES OF CALIFORNIA COMMENTS 
ON THE PROPOSED DECISION ADOPTING PHASE 3 REVISED AND 

ADDITIONAL GUIDELINES AND RULES FOR PUBLIC SAFETY 
POWER SHUTOFFS (PROACTIVE DE-ENERGIZATIONS) OF 

ELECTRIC FACILITIES TO MITIGATE WILDFIRE RISK CAUSED BY 
UTILITY INFRASTRUCTURE 

 
I. Introduction 

In accordance with Rule 14.3 of the California Public Utilities Commission 

(“Commission”) Rules of Practice and Procedure, the Rural County Representatives of California 

(RCRC) submits these comments to Commissioner Batjer’s May 21, 2021 Proposed Decision 

Adopting Phase 3 Revised and Additional Guidelines and Rules for Public Safety Power Shutoffs 

(Proactive De-Energizations) of Electric Facilities to Mitigate Wildfire Risk Caused by Utility 

Infrastructure (Phase 3 Proposed Decision) to the Order Instituting Rulemaking 18-12-005 

(“Rulemaking”).  RCRC received party status via written ruling on March 18, 2019. 

II. Discussion 
A. Overview.   

RCRC appreciates the Commission’s efforts to further refine the Public Safety Power Shut-

off (PSPS) Guidelines in Phase 3 of this proceeding.  We strongly support many of the changes 

made to the staff proposal in this Proposed Decision.  At the same time, we are troubled by some 

of the commentary contained in the Proposed Decision and several of the proposed Guideline 

changes.  We offer two overarching observations on the Commission’s commentary in the 

 

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Examine 
Electric Utility De-Energization of Power 
Lines in Dangerous Conditions 

 

Rulemaking 18-12-005 
(Filed December 13, 2018) 



6 
 

Proposed Decision.  We also suggest one new Finding of Fact and recommend five changes to the 

proposed Guidelines to set clearer expectations, remove ambiguities and avoid unintended 

consequences, as well as prevent further externalization of PSPS mitigation costs onto non-utility 

entities. 

B. Items RCRC Supports in the Phase 3 Proposed Decision. 

RCRC is pleased the Commission will consolidate all of the PSPS guidelines and rules into 

a single compendium.  Such a document is expected to be much easier for utilities and stakeholders 

to navigate, understand, and implement.   

The key Phase 3 PSPS Guidelines RCRC supports include: 

• Detailing the expected role that utility Community Resource Centers (CRCs) play in 

mitigating PSPS impacts and requiring coordination with local agencies in determining 

the location of those facilities and services they will provide. 

• Expanding the definition of critical facilities to include homeless shelters, community 

centers, voting centers and tabulation facilities, and food banks. 

• Increasing proactive mitigation of PSPS impacts for medically sensitive residents.  

• Providing more information on the extent of PSPS events, lessons learned, and 

mitigation measures in required reports. 

RCRC is also supportive of the Phase 3 Proposed Decision’s modification of the staff 

proposal to: 

• Require, rather than encourage, utilities to provide basic services at (CRCs), including 

device charging stations that are capable of powering medical devices, cellular network 

services, water, chairs, and restrooms. 

• Direct utilities to explore contracting with all entities for locations of CRCs. 

• Require utilities to strive to agree with local governments, emergency managers, and 

public health officials on the services to be provided at CRCs. 

• Improve consumer ability to find local CRC resources. 

• Require utilities to regularly update and share critical facilities and infrastructure lists. 

• Require utilities to annually report on efforts to assess backup power needs of critical 

facilities and infrastructure, as well as the backup power provided to those facilities. 

• Broaden the definition of “concurrent emergencies” beyond wildfires. 

• Expand the definition of critical facilities to include independent living centers. 
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• Require utilities to provide updates on wildfire mitigation measures intended to reduce 

the scale and scope of PSPS events at quarterly regional working group meetings and 

to solicit input on harms posed by shutting off power and potential mitigation measures. 

• Identify circuits at greatest risk of deenergization and describe the steps taken to reduce 

the risk and mitigate the impacts of deenergization of each circuit. 

• Identify any areas not served by utility partnerships with community-based 

organizations (CBOs) to assist access and functional needs and vulnerable populations. 

C. Overarching Observations. 

While there is much to support in the Phase 3 Proposed Decision, we remain concerned 

with some of the Commission’s intent and offer some observations.  One passage seems to indicate 

the Commission will take a hands-off approach and let key energy reliability issues be handled by 

sister agencies with far less expertise in those matters.1  Another passage lends an impression that 

the Commission is unlikely to conduct reasonableness reviews of PSPS events.2  In light of these 

passages, RCRC encourages the Commission to retain vigorous oversight to ensure utilities 

improve their systems to minimize the need for PSPS events and act reasonably in calling and 

conducting PSPS events in the future.  California now has several years of PSPS events under its 

belt and the Commission should establish clearer expectations about how long utilities will 

continue to use PSPS events as a central wildfire risk reduction tool. 

1. The Commission must retain responsibility for ensuring that utilities undertake system 

improvements to decrease the need to call PSPS events.   

Two of the Phase 3 Proposed Decision’s comments give RCRC great concern about how 

the Commission views its future role in driving utilities to undertake system improvements that 

will reduce the need to call PSPS events in future years.   

We believe there is continuing validity in the Commission’s 2009 statement that:  
“…a safe electric system is one which is operated to prevent fires. However, operating a safe system 
also includes the reliable provision of electricity. Without power, numerous unsafe conditions can 
occur.  Traffic signals do not work, life support systems do not work, water pumps do not work, 
and communication systems do not work. As the California Legislature recognized in § 330(g), 

 
1 Proposed Decision Adopting Phase 3 Revised and Additional Guidelines for Public Safety Power Shutoffs 
(Proactive De-Energizations) of Electric Facilities to Mitigate Wildfire Risk Caused by Utility Infrastructure 
(Proposed Decision), May 21, 2021, pages 119-120. 
2 Proposed Decision, pages 22-24. 
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“[r]eliable electric service is of utmost importance to the safety, health, and welfare of the state’s 
citizenry and economy.”3  
 

The Commission has often noted that PSPS events are expected to be used only as a last 

resort for wildfire risk mitigation and we agree with the Commission’s assertion that they should 

be less necessary as investor-owned utilities (IOUs) improve infrastructure and refine PSPS 

implementation.4 Comments made in 2019 by PG&E’s then-CEO to a Legislative Oversight 

Committee when discussing a 10-year PSPS horizon caused great consternation, with Senator Jim 

Beall pointedly noting the state needed to focus on a three year horizon for system fixes because 

the possibility of continued PSPS events over the next decade makes people and businesses very 

nervous.5 

The Commission is uniquely situated to drive outcomes by requiring utilities to make those 

investments necessary to ensure that all Californians have reliable electricity in the 21st Century.  

Indeed, the Commission should establish clearer expectations about how long utilities will 

continue to use PSPS events as a key wildfire risk reduction tool.  We are deeply concerned about 

the Commission’s tone regarding its future role in overseeing the infrastructure improvements that 

are vital to ensure that PSPS events decrease in their frequency, scope, duration, and impact over 

time.  That concern was provoked by the aspirational nature of the Commission’s passage that it 

would “hopefully see fewer, shorter, and smaller events in the future.”6  The Commission need 

not, and should not, sit back as an idle observer and leave it to the utilities to decide whether they 

should phase out PSPS events.  We recognize that PSPS events are a vital wildfire risk mitigation 

tool; however, that role must diminish as system improvements are made.  We do not argue for 

the complete abandonment of the PSPS tool, but regulators must ensure that it is truly used only 

as a last resort.   

We are even more troubled by the Phase 3 Proposed Decision statement: “We maintain 

that actions aimed at mitigating the risk of wildfires and minimizing the need for PSPS events are 

appropriately addressed in the utilities’ Wildfire Mitigation Plans.”7  We strongly dispute that 

 
3 Decision 09-09-030, Decision Denying Without Prejudice San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s Application to 
Shut Off Power During Periods of High Fire Danger, September 18, 2009, page 57. 
4Proposed Decision, page 60. 
5 William Johnson, CEO, testimony on behalf of Pacific Gas and Electric to the Senate Energy, Utilities, and 
Communications Committee, Electric Utility Power Shutoffs:  Identifying Lessons Learned and Actions to Protect 
Californians Informational Hearing, November 18, 2019. 
6 Proposed Decision, page 119. 
7 Proposed Decision, page 120. 
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utility WMPs are the sole forum in which utilities can or should be directed to undertake actions 

to reduce the need for future PSPS events.  The Commission has and should retain that role even 

as responsibility for reviewing and approving Wildfire Mitigation Plans (WMPs) shifts to the 

Office of Energy Infrastructure Safety (OEIS) at the California Natural Resources Agency 

(CNRA) later this year pursuant to Government Code Section 15475 and Public Utilities Code 

Section 8386.  Indeed, a proposed OEIS Budget Trailer Bill will further diminish the 

Commission’s role in reviewing WMPs by repealing the requirement for ratification of OEIS’s 

action (see proposed changes to Public Utilities Code Section 8386.38).  Wildfire risk reduction 

and the provision of safe, reliable energy are coequal goals.  RCRC believes the Commission must 

continue driving utilities to improve infrastructure and operations to promote both safety and 

reliability.   

A Presiding Officer’s Decision issued just five days after this Proposed Decision notes that 

infrastructure improvements to reduce wildfire risk and reduce the need for PSPS events are “more 

appropriately considered in [utility] General Rate Case[s].”9  These potentially conflicting 

statements show the need to clarify the Commission’s commitment to ensuring utilities undertake 

infrastructure improvements needed to reduce the need to call future PSPS events. We strongly 

encourage the Commission to add the Finding of Fact referenced in Section D.1. below. 

2. The Commission must utilize reasonableness reviews to ensure that utilities do not 

merely “check the box” in complying with the PSPS Guidelines. 

The Phase 3 Proposed Decision articulates the Commission’s rationale for declining to 

conducting regular reasonableness reviews of utility PSPS events, fearing that such reviews could 

create arbitrary triggers that ultimately inhibit utility efforts to promote safety and reduce wildfire 

risk.10 While we appreciate and understand the Commission retains discretion to determine when 

to undertake a reasonableness review, we fear that the Commission’s overarching reluctance to 

wield this tool (and publication of that reluctance in the Phase 3 Proposed Decision) sends the 

wrong message to utilities.  Insufficient review of the use of PSPS events could leave many 

California communities and residents without a reliable source of electricity during many parts of 

the year.    

 
8 https://esd.dof.ca.gov/trailer-bill/public/trailerBill/pdf/485.  
9 Presiding Officer’s Decision on Alleged Violations of Pacific Gas and Electric Company with Respect to Its 
Implementation of the Fall 2019 Public Safety Power Shutoff Events, May 26, 2021, pages 77-78. 
10 Proposed Decision, pages 22-24. 

https://esd.dof.ca.gov/trailer-bill/public/trailerBill/pdf/485
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RCRC does not seek to chill utility use of PSPS events as a legitimate tool of last resort to 

protect public safety and reduce the risk of wildfire, but careful and deliberate regulatory oversight 

is fundamental.  As we have previously stated, “Utilities must expect careful regulatory scrutiny 

of their actions in order to ensure that their decisions were reasonable... Without regular and 

systematic oversight of PSPS events, there is no guarantee that utilities will comply with the letter 

and spirit of the guidelines and that PSPS events are only used as a last resort.”11   

The Phase 3 Proposed Decision goes on to clarify the Safety and Enforcement Division’s 

(SED) role in reviewing PSPS events.  The SED will be charged with determining utility 

compliance with the Commission’s PSPS Guidelines, rather than the reasonableness of the utility 

decisions or conduct during PSPS events.12  We accept that the Commission is better suited to 

determine whether a utility acted reasonably in calling or conducting a PSPS event; however, the 

SED compliance review process must be paired with Commission review and engagement, where 

appropriate.     

  The need for Commission review is highlighted by the Order to Show Cause portion of 

this proceeding.  PG&E argued that no penalties were warranted by its October 2019 PSPS events, 

disputed that there was anything wrong with their use of secure data transfer portals (that often 

provided information for the wrong jurisdiction) or the accuracy of their outage maps (that inflated 

the impacted area by 20% to the great detriment of many local governments), and argued that their 

lapses in customer notification and website performance were merely “unfortunate and fell below 

[their] goals and expectations.”13  The Commission must continue to play an active role in 

reviewing PSPS events to ensure the SED compliance process does not simply become the “check 

the box” exercise it sought to avoid when issuing the November 2019 Order Instituting 

Investigation on the Commission’s Own Motion on the Late 2019 Public Safety Power Shutoff 

Events.14   

 

 

 
11 Comments of the Rural County Representatives of California on the Safety and Enforcement Division’s Report 
and the Future Scope of This Proceeding, December 2, 2020, Page 5. 
12 Proposed Decision, page 24. 
13 Opening Brief of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U 39 E) In Order to Show Cause Phase of Rulemaking 18-
12-005, October 30, 2020, pages 2, 7, and 31. 
14 November 13, 2019, page 2. “We are not solely concerned with technical or “check-the-box” compliance with our 
directives...” 
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D. Proposed Modifications of the Phase 3 Proposed Decision.   

1. Add a Finding of Fact that utilities should strive to undertake system hardening and 

resiliency improvements to reduce size, scope, duration, and frequency of PSPS events. 

RCRC strongly suggests that the Commission add a Finding of Fact reemphasizing that 

PSPS events are only to be used as a measure of last resort to prevent utility-caused catastrophic 

wildfire ignitions and that utilities should seek to continue reducing PSPS size, scope, frequency, 

and duration by implementing system hardening, segmentation, and resiliency improvements.   

Narrowly tailored, well-executed PSPS events can play an important in reducing wildfire 

risk when used as a last resort, especially in the near term as utilities improve and increase the 

resiliency of their transmission and distribution systems.  At the same time, the Commission has 

acknowledged across several proceedings that PSPS events can cause dislocating impacts for 

residents and local governments15 and can have disproportionate impacts on certain populations.16  

When the Commission adopted the Phase 1 PSPS Guidelines in mid-2019, it stated that 

PSPS events “must be deployed by the utilities as a measure of last resort, and the utilities should 

continue to strengthen their infrastructure to minimize the need for and size of de-energization 

events.”17  While PSPS size, scope, frequency, and duration declined dramatically from 2019 to 

2020, due in part to significant utility system improvements and operational changes, we note that 

the magnitude and failings of the major 2019 PSPS events were shocking.   

Two years after the Phase 1 PSPS Guidelines were issued, many rural counties face the 

prospect of even more frequent and extensive PSPS events, as PG&E explained in a detailed 

response to questions posed at its April 20, 2021 Tree Overstrike Workshop.18  While we 

 
15 Decision 09-09-030, pages 34-57; Decision 20-06-17, Decision Adopting Short-Term Actions to Accelerate 
Microgrid Deployment and Related Resiliency Solutions, June 11, 2020, pages 98-99, Findings of Fact #2 and #4; 
Decision 20-07-011, Decision Adopting Wireless Provider Resiliency Strategies, July 16, 2020, page 123, Findings 
of Fact # 9, 16, and 18; Decision 21-02-029, Decision Adopting Wireline Provider Resiliency Strategies, February 
11, 2021, page 95, Findings of Fact 18-21. Letter from Commission President Batjer to Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company, October 14, 2019, page 1, 
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/uploadedFiles/CPUCWebsite/Content/News_Room/NewsUpdates/2019/PGE%20Letter%2
0-%20PSPS%2010-14-19.pdf, “Loss of power is not a mere inconvenience – it endangers lives and property, 
especially those individual who are reliant on power for medical reasons, and causes major disruptions to 
businesses, medical facilities, schools, banks, gas stations, transportation networks and other critical infrastructure, 
and strains state and local emergency and public safety personnel as they work to ensure public safety.”  
16 Decision 19-05-042, Decision Adopting De-Energization (Public Safety Power Shut-off) Guidelines (Phase 1 
Guidelines), May 30, 2019, page 116, Finding of Fact #8; Decision , page 79, Finding of Fact #7; Proposed 
Decision, page 157, Finding of Fact 24. 
17 Decision 19-05-042, page 70. 
18 PG&E, Letter to California Public Utilities Commission regarding Tree Overstrike Workshop Follow-Up, May 
20, 2021. 

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/uploadedFiles/CPUCWebsite/Content/News_Room/NewsUpdates/2019/PGE%20Letter%20-%20PSPS%2010-14-19.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/uploadedFiles/CPUCWebsite/Content/News_Room/NewsUpdates/2019/PGE%20Letter%20-%20PSPS%2010-14-19.pdf
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appreciate utility efforts to refine their PSPS methodology to reduce the risk of utility-caused 

wildfire, the dramatic increase in risk of the number of PSPS events, their scope, and duration due 

to worsening dry conditions necessitates bolder action to improve utility infrastructure and 

implement more local energy resiliency projects.  As such, RCRC believes it is timely and vital 

for the Commission to reemphasize its earlier declaration that utilities should strengthen their 

infrastructure to reduce the need to call PSPS events.  To this end, RCRC suggests adding the 

following Finding of Fact Paragraph 1 and renumbering subsequent paragraphs accordingly: 
 

PSPS events are only to be used as a measure of last resort to prevent utility-caused 
catastrophic wildfire ignitions and so utilities must strive to reduce the size, scope, 
frequency, and duration of PSPS events by continuing to implement system hardening, 
segmentation, and resiliency improvements. 

 

2. Revise Community Resource Center (CRC) Guideline A.5. to minimize externalization 
of PSPS-mitigation burdens by requiring utilities to notify, receive approval from, and 
agree to reimburse the reasonable costs of those entities to which utilities will direct 
customers to access electricity during evening hours when CRCs are closed.    

RCRC suggests revising Guideline A.5 regarding Community Resource Centers (CRCs) 

to minimize utility externalization of mitigation responsibilities and the impacts that may result.  

The Phase 3 Proposed Decision requires: 

Prior to a PSPS event, immediately after the utility decides on which CRC locations to 
open during the PSPS event, the utility must provide notice to customers of the locations 
of the CRCs, the services available at each CRC, the hours of operation of each CRC, and 
where to access electricity during the hours the CRC is closed. [emphasis added] 
 

RCRC continues to believe that round the clock operation of CRCs is important, especially 

for medically sensitive residents.  “Early closure of a CRC leaves those individuals with little 

choice but to go to facilities open during the night where they can access electricity – oftentimes a 

hospital or emergency room.”19  We fear that the last clause of the proposed Guideline A.5 will 

continue to enable and promote this kind of cost-shifting from utilities to local governments, 

hospitals, non-profit organizations, and private businesses.  Local governments have already had 

to open their own resource centers to fill the gaps left by inadequate and poorly placed CRCs.  

Redirecting residents to other locations during the hours a CRC is closed may adversely impact 

 
19 Comments of the Rural County Representatives of California on the Safety and Enforcement Division’s Report 
and the Future Scope of This Proceeding, page 13. 
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the ability for those entities to perform their normal operations – risks that are heightened if the 

utility directs residents to other critical facilities.   

While we appreciate the Commission’s willingness to revisit this requirement if it does not 

adequately meet the needs of medically vulnerable residents, 20 this unfortunately ignores the cost-

shifting and operational challenges inherent in directing those residents to other local entities for 

after-hours electricity.  PSPS events often occur in rural areas, and many of those entities to which 

utilities are likely to direct customers for after-hours electricity are already fiscally strained.  

Should the Commission retain this requirement, utilities must only remit information after 

notifying and receiving approval of the entity to which the utility will direct customers and 

agreeing to reimburse the entity for the reasonable costs of providing those services.  Guideline 

A.5 in Appendix A should be modified as follows: 

Prior to a PSPS event, immediately after the utility decides on which CRC locations to 
open during the PSPS event, the utility must provide notice to customers of the locations 
of the CRCs, the services available at each CRC, the hours of operation of each CRC, and 
where to access electricity during the hours the CRC is closed.  A utility may only provide 
information about where to access after-hours electricity after notifying and obtaining 
approval from those entities to which it will direct customers and agreeing to reimburse 
that entity for the reasonable costs of providing those services. 
 

Conclusion of Law #10 should also be modified accordingly:   

10. The staff’s proposal should be modified to require IOUs to proactively inform the 
public of where individuals can access electricity during the hours CRCs are closed after 
notifying, obtaining approval from, and agreeing to reimburse those entities to which 
the IOU will direct customers for the reasonable costs of providing those services. 
 
3. Modify Guideline E.3 to require IOUs to additionally track and report costs for PSPS-

related mitigation assistance. 

Proposed Guideline E.3. requires each IOU to track and report costs for PSPS-related 

education and outreach efforts.  We support this requirement but suggest changes to ensure that 

the Commission captures information on the costs of PSPS mitigation provided by CBOs, 

paratransit agencies, and other community partners at the request of a utility.   

The PSPS Guidelines contain many requirements for utilities to partner or coordinate with 

CBOs and other entities in providing education, outreach, notification, and mitigation assistance.  

Phase 3 Proposed Decision’s Guideline A.5. requires utilities to direct customers to locations 

 
20 Proposed Decision, page 38. 
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where they can access electricity during evening hours when CRCs are closed.  Similarly, 

Proposed Guideline G.3.b. requires IOUs to proactively notify paratransit agencies that serve 

persons who may need access to a CRC during a PSPS event.   

While we appreciate the Commission’s interest in having utilities leverage existing local 

agencies and stakeholders to provide education, outreach, and mitigation assistance, we believe 

that the Commission should clarify that utilities should reimburse those organizations for their 

reasonable costs of providing the requested services and that utilities be authorized to seek cost 

recovery. 

The Phase 3 Proposed Decision seeks to get a better understanding of the costs of education 

and outreach efforts conducted in partnership with CBOs, but this is too narrow of a focus and 

fails to capture mitigation-related costs performed by CBOs and by other local entities, including 

paratransit agencies and local agencies.  This requirement should be broadened to additionally 

track those costs incurred by other stakeholders and local agencies to provide PSPS-related 

services requested by utilities.  Many rural areas subject to frequent PSPS events have some of the 

lowest median household incomes in the state (qualifying them for designation as disadvantaged 

communities under Water Code Section 79505.5) and are ill-equipped to bear the costs of 

mitigating PSPS impacts alone.  We suggest the following changes to Guideline E.3: 

Each electric investor-owned utility must track and report costs for PSPS-related 
education, and outreach, and mitigation assistance, including the required surveys, and 
the Commission’s Safety and Enforcement Division is authorized to develop the cost 
tracking system for this purpose. The utilities must include these costs, in the format 
designated by Safety and Enforcement Division, with the [prior year] Post-Season Report. 
 
We suggest this be accompanied by the following changes to Conclusion of Law #34:  
 

34. The IOUs should track and report all costs related to education, and outreach, and 
mitigation assistance, including the costs of the required surveys, related to PSPS so that 
the Commission is better able to make decisions on future or additional education, and 
outreach, and mitigation assistance efforts related to PSPS. 
 
4. Renumber Medical Baseline and Access and Functional Needs (AFN) Communities 

Guideline G.3 to resolve ambiguities as to the extent of coordination with paratransit 

agencies and clarify that compensation will be provided for services rendered.   

The Phase 3 Proposed Decision requires IOUs to proactively notify paratransit agencies 

that serve persons who may need access to a CRC during a PSPS event; however, the structural 
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placement of the provision creates unnecessary ambiguities and refinements are necessary to 

ensure that IOUs compensate the paratransit agencies for rendered services. 

With respect to placement, the paratransit notification requirement is contained in 

Guideline G.3.b.  G.3 and G.3.a. are concerned with residents who live in multi-family buildings 

and who rely on elevators; however, G.3.b. concerning paratransit notification appears to be 

broader in scope and could generally apply to all residents impacted by PSPS events.  RCRC has 

long been supportive of efforts for utilities to provide transportation assistance to PSPS-impacted 

residents who need it.21  If the Commission’s intent is for this paratransit notification to apply to 

all PSPS-impacted residents who may need to access a CRC, we suggest renumbering G.3.b. as 

G.4. to resolve this ambiguity, since its current placement could lead to an interpretation that this 

is narrowly focused on elevator-dependent residents of multi-family buildings. 

While RCRC supports utility efforts to work with paratransit agencies to provide 

transportation assistance to PSPS-impacted customers, we note that rural paratransit agencies are 

often operated by (or funded in whole or in part by) local governments.  To the extent that utilities 

rely upon paratransit agencies to help mitigate PSPS impacts on customers, it is vital that those 

utilities reimburse the paratransit agencies for the reasonable costs of providing those services.  

We suggest the following changes to Guideline G.3.b. in Appendix A: 

“G.4.3.b.  Each electric investor-owned utility must provide proactive notification and 
impacted zip code information to paratransit agencies that may serve all the known 
transit- or paratransit dependent persons that may need access to a community 
resource center during a proactive de-energization event and reimburse those 
paratransit agencies for the reasonable costs of providing those services. 
 

5. Revise the Medical Baseline and Access and Functional Needs (AFN) Communities 

Guideline G.4 to address ambiguities that could lead to utility decisions to externalize 

mitigation burdens by merely informing customers about where to access information 

and support during a PSPS event in lieu of providing actual mitigation assistance. 

The Proposed Decision walks back the staff proposal to require utilities to provide 

customers who rely on life-sustaining medical equipment with free backup batteries and instead 

provides a much more flexible directive for utilities to support resiliency for those customers.  

RCRC recognizes that the mandatory provision of backup batteries may not be suitable in all 

 
21 Comments of the Rural County Representatives of California on the Safety and Enforcement Division’s Report 
and the Future Scope of This Proceeding, Pages 10-11. 
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situations, that some customers may not need assistance, and that other forms of mitigation 

assistance (like providing transportation and accommodation assistance, self-generation incentive 

program assistance, etc.) may be more appropriate depending on the individual circumstances.  We 

also note that requiring provision of a six-hour battery would be woefully inadequate in many 

cases considering that PSPS events in many rural areas last far longer than six hours, and in many 

cases several days at a time. As such, RCRC supports efforts to provide utilities with greater 

flexibility to mitigate PSPS impacts for medically sensitive customers.  At the same time, RCRC 

is deeply concerned that Proposed Guideline G.4 could be abused such that utilities merely provide 

information to their medically sensitive customers about where and how to access information and 

support during a PSPS event and thereby avoid having to provide any actual mitigation assistance 

to individuals.  We do not believe that this is the Commission’s intent and so suggest slight 

modifications to clarify that the utilities’ focus should be on providing mitigation assistance, not 

merely informing individuals where to go during a PSPS event.  To address these concerns, we 

suggest modifying Guideline G.4 as follows: 

“Each electric investor-owned utility must administer a program to support resiliency for 
customers that rely on electricity to maintain necessary life functions, by consulting with 
and offering them adequate and appropriate support and services in preparation for and 
during the anticipated duration of a PSPS event. Such support and services may include, 
for example, free backup batteries that energize such equipment, transportation to a 
community resource center or other location of the customer’s choosing, information 
about where and how to access critical information and support during a PSPS event, 
and other forms of support identified in consultation with these customers, and any 
combination thereof.  Investor-owned utilities are also encouraged to share information 
about where and how to access critical information and support during a PSPS event.”  

 

6. Revise Reporting Guideline K.3.a.ii. to ensure that post-season reports include 

information about the maximum length of time a customer was deenergized. 

The Proposed Decision makes a number of important changes to the pre- and post-season 

reports, including K.3.a.ii., which requires disclosure of the number of customers deenergized and 

median amount of time deenergized for various types of customers.  This is very valuable 

information and RCRC strongly supports its inclusion; however, minor changes are necessary to 

shed light on the full extent of customer impacts.  While information about the median amount of 

time deenergized is helpful for statistical purposes, it misses the mark for capturing the true impact 

on those customers who went without power the longest.  For example, the median amount of time 
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customers went without power could be 48 hours while the maximum amount that a single 

customer or small community went without power could be several multiples of that amount.  Not 

all communities have the same PSPS experiences.  Focusing on the median will gloss over the true 

disruption that extended duration PSPS events cause residents and communities.  This missing 

information is crucial for the Commission and stakeholders to better understand the true impacts 

of deenergization and determine what improvements are needed to reduce the maximum time 

customers went without electricity. To address this issue, RCRC suggests the following 

modifications to Proposed Guideline K.3.a.ii. in Appendix A: 

Total number of customer accounts de-energized and median and maximum amount of 
time de-energized, total number of nonCARE/FERA customer accounts de-energized and 
median and maximum amount of time de-energized, total number of CARE/FERA 
customer accounts de-energized and median and maximum amount of time de-energized, 
total number of Medical Baseline customer accounts de-energized and median and 
maximum amount of time deenergized, and total number of customers who self-identified 
for advance notification that were de-energized and median and maximum amount of time 
de-energized, all by census tract. 
 

III.  Conclusion 
Two years after the adoption of the Phase 1 PSPS Guidelines, the Commission is poised to 

adopt a third round of significant changes to address past PSPS problems, improve notifications, 

and reduce PSPS impacts on critical facilities and infrastructure, medical baseline, and access and 

functional needs populations.  We applaud the Commission in those efforts.  While we strongly 

support most of the proposed PSPS Guideline changes included in the Proposed Decision, some 

modifications are necessary to guard against unintended consequences better mitigate PSPS 

impacts.  In the future we hope the Commission will turn from perfecting the PSPS Guidelines 

(and consolidating them into a single document) to instead drive utilities to implement the system 

upgrades and maintenance—and subsequent risk calculation upgrades—necessary to dramatically 

reduce the size, scope, frequency, and duration of PSPS events over the next few years. 

RCRC appreciates your consideration of our comments, respectfully requests your 

acceptance of these comments for filing, and urges your adoption of the suggested modifications 

herein.  

Respectfully submitted,   

  /s/   John Kennedy           

John Kennedy 
Legislative Advocate 
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APPENDIX A 

This Appendix is provided in compliance with Rule 14.3(b) of the Rules of Practice and Procedure 

and contains RCRC’s proposed changes to the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, Order as 

well as the Phase 3 Proposed Decision Appendix. 
 

1. The following should be added as paragraph 1 to the Findings of Fact. Additions are 
underlined, and strikethroughs signify deletions. 
PSPS events are only to be used as a measure of last resort to prevent utility-caused 
catastrophic wildfire ignitions and so utilities must strive to reduce the size, scope, frequency, 
and duration of PSPS events by continuing to implement system hardening, segmentation, 
and resiliency improvements. 
 

2. The following changes should be made to Paragraph 10 of the Conclusions of Law. 
Additions are underlined, and strikethroughs signify deletions. 
The staff’s proposal should be modified to require IOUs to proactively inform the public of 
where individuals can access electricity during the hours CRCs are closed after notifying, 
obtaining approval from, and agreeing to reimburse those entities to which the IOU will 
direct customers for the reasonable costs of providing those services. 
 

3. The following changes should be made to Guideline A.5 on page 2 of the Phase 3 Proposed 
Decision Appendix A. Additions are underlined, and strikethroughs signify deletions. 
Electric investor-owned utilities must make comprehensive CRC information, including 
potential or actual locations, publicly available and accessible with searchable functions, on 
a de-energization webpage in advance of fire season. Prior to a PSPS event, immediately after 
the utility decides on which CRC locations to open during the PSPS event, the utility must 
provide notice to customers of the locations of the CRCs, the services available at each CRC, 
the hours of operation of each CRC, and where to access electricity during the hours the CRC 
is closed.  A utility may only provide information about where to access after-hours 
electricity after notifying and obtaining approval from those entities to which it will direct 
customers and agreeing to reimburse that entity for the reasonable costs of providing those 
services. Notice must be provided in all available means, including, but not limited to, text 
messages and on the utilities’ websites. Notice must conform with the required language and 
accessibility requirements for notices, in general, for PSPS events, as set forth in these 
guidelines and rules. The utilities must make the actual locations of CRCs accessible by 
customers through a searchable function on their websites.\ 
 

4. The following changes should be made to Paragraph 34 of the Conclusions of Law. 
Additions are underlined, and strikethroughs signify deletions. 
 

The IOUs should track and report all costs related to education, and outreach, and mitigation 
assistance, including the costs of the required surveys, related to PSPS so that the Commission 
is better able to make decisions on future or additional education, and outreach, and 
mitigation assistance efforts related to PSPS. 
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5. The following changes should be made to Guideline E.3 on page 8 of the Phase 3 Proposed 

Decision Appendix A. Additions are underlined, and strikethroughs signify deletions. 
Each electric investor-owned utility must track and report costs for PSPS-related education, 
and outreach, and mitigation assistance, including the required surveys, and the 
Commission’s Safety and Enforcement Division is authorized to develop the cost tracking 
system for this purpose. The utilities must include these costs, in the format designated by 
Safety and Enforcement Division, with the [prior year] Post-Season Report. 
 

6. The following changes should be made to Guideline G.3.b. on page 9 of the Phase 3 
Proposed Decision Appendix A. Additions are underlined, and strikethroughs signify 
deletions. 
G.4.3.b.  Each electric investor-owned utility must provide proactive notification and impacted 
zip code information to paratransit agencies that may serve all the known transit- or 
paratransit dependent persons that may need access to a community resource center during a 
proactive de-energization event and reimburse those paratransit agencies for the reasonable 
costs of providing those services. 
 

7. The following changes should be made to Guideline G.4 on page 10 of the Phase 3 
Proposed Decision Appendix A. Additions are underlined, and strikethroughs signify 
deletions. 
“Each electric investor-owned utility must administer a program to support resiliency for 
customers that rely on electricity to maintain necessary life functions, by consulting with and 
offering them adequate and appropriate support and services in preparation for and during 
the anticipated duration of a PSPS event. Such support and services may include, for example, 
free backup batteries that energize such equipment, transportation to a community resource 
center or other location of the customer’s choosing, information about where and how to 
access critical information and support during a PSPS event, and other forms of support 
identified in consultation with these customers, and any combination thereof.  Investor-owned 
utilities are also encouraged to share information about where and how to access critical 
information and support during a PSPS event.”  

 
 
8. The following changes should be made to Guideline K.3.a.ii. on page 13 of the Phase 3 

Proposed Decision Appendix A. Additions are underlined, and strikethroughs signify 
deletions. 
Total number of customer accounts de-energized and median and maximum amount of time 
de-energized, total number of nonCARE/FERA customer accounts de-energized and median 
and maximum amount of time de-energized, total number of CARE/FERA customer accounts 
de-energized and median and maximum amount of time de-energized, total number of Medical 
Baseline customer accounts de-energized and median and maximum amount of time 
deenergized, and total number of customers who self-identified for advance notification that 
were de-energized and median and maximum amount of time de-energized, all by census tract. 

 


