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Q. Are you the same Joshua B. Jones who provided rebuttal testimony in Phase I of 1 

this proceeding on behalf of PacifiCorp d/b/a Rocky Mountain Power (“the 2 

Company”)? 3 

A. Yes, I am.  4 

I. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 5 

Q. Please describe the purpose of your Phase III direct testimony. 6 

A. My testimony provides support for the Company’s request in this proceeding that the 7 

Public Service Commission of Utah (“Commission”) approve the revised 2023-2025 8 

Wildfire Mitigation Plan (“WMP”), filed February 28, 2024.1 My testimony also 9 

provides additional information and clarifications in response to the Independent 10 

Evaluator (“IE”) report by Charles River Associates (“CRA”), delivered to the 11 

Commission on January 10, 2025.  12 

Q. Please describe status of the revised 2023-2025 WMP.  13 

A.  The revised 2023-2025 WMP was filed February 28, 2024. On June 27, 2024, the 14 

Commission issued an order finding that additional time and process were required in 15 

order to retain an independent evaluator to offer an opinion as to whether the WMP 16 

appropriately balances costs and risk.  17 

Q. What was the scope of the IE’s Report? 18 

A. The Commission retained CRA as the IE and to review the Company’s revised 2023-19 

2025 WMP and perform three tasks: (1) determine if the WMP properly assesses the 20 

wildland fire risk, (2) determine whether the Company’s WMP includes all of the 21 

elements appropriate to address the identified risks, including each of the elements 22 

 
1 The 2023-2025 WMP was filed for approval in Docket No. 23-035-44, which was consolidated into this 
proceeding in the Commission’s November 15, 2024 Order Adopting Alternative Process. 
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specified in Utah Code §54-204-201, and (3) determine whether the Company properly 23 

evaluated mitigation costs and benefits of its WMP. 24 

Q. Please summarize the findings in the IE’s Report.  25 

A. In its Report, the IE found that the WMP properly assesses wildland fire risk, that the 26 

Company sets forth significant and comprehensive programs to address the identified 27 

fire risk and is compliant with the threshold requirements in Utah Code § 54-24-201(2). 28 

However, the IE Report was unable to determine whether the Company properly 29 

evaluated mitigation program efficacy or mitigation cost and benefits. The IE 30 

recommended the Company produce cost-benefit evaluation and suggested Pacific Gas 31 

and Electric Company’s (“PG&E”) Risk Spend Efficiency (“RSE”) formula as a way 32 

to evaluate costs and benefits.  33 

Q. What improvements does the revised 2023 WMP provide over the approved 2020 34 

WMP plan?  35 

A. The 2023-2025 WMP addresses comments from Utah Forest, Fire and State Lands 36 

(“FFSL”) issued November 9, 2023 where they recommended that the data and risk 37 

model be updated to reflect the growing wildfire risk in Utah. The Company updated 38 

the data, collaborated with FFSL on enhancing its risk model to better represent high-39 

risk areas, and re-issued the plan February 28, 2024. If the Company is required to 40 

revert back to the 2020 Plan, significant identified risks areas called out by FFSL would 41 

remain unaddressed. This risk model improvement increased the classification of high-42 

risk and high-consequence company assets from 650 miles to 2,050 miles. Reverting 43 

to the previous plan would result in nearly 1,400 miles of high-risk asset lacking 44 

enhanced mitigation programs aimed at reducing wildfire risk. Additionally, the budget 45 
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outlined in the prior plan is now insufficient to implement all the mitigation efforts 46 

originally identified, creating a shortfall in the investment needed to deliver the plan 47 

effectively. And while PacifiCorp is in the process of developing an RSE evaluation 48 

tool for future plans, that type of tool has not matured in the industry to a level that it 49 

was feasible for the development of the 2023 Plan, nor was it required.  50 

II. INDEPENDENT EVALUATION OF WILDFIRE MITIGATION PLAN 51 

Q. Please summarize the findings from the IE regarding the Company’s WMP. 52 

A. The IE Report discusses the following findings:  53 

(1) the Company properly assesses the risk of wildland fire.  54 

(2) the WMP sets forth a significant and comprehensive program for addressing the 55 

risk of wildland fire and is compliant with Utah Code §54-42-201(2).  56 

(3) The IE was unable to determine whether the Company has properly evaluated 57 

mitigation program efficiency or mitigation costs and benefits. 58 

Q. Did the IE find the revised 2023-2025 WMP compliant with Utah statutory 59 

requirements? 60 

A. Yes. The IE Report discusses each element of Utah statute2 and confirms that the 61 

Company’s WMP is fully compliant with Utah Code §54-24-201(2) parts A-I. 62 

Q. Did the IE find the revised 2023-2025 WMP appropriately assesses wildland fire 63 

risk? 64 

A. Yes. The IE determined that “after a thorough assessment of Rocky Mountain Power’s 65 

processes, programs in development, and future initiatives, CRA finds that Rocky 66 

Mountain Power’s overall approach to risk assessment aligns with industry best 67 

 
2 Page 12, Table 2. 
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practices. Rocky Mountain Power identifies and prioritizes risks and integrates 68 

emerging technologies to mitigate wildfire threats while seeking to maintain 69 

operational safety and efficiency.”3 The IE also found that the Company’s risk 70 

assessment practices demonstrate a detailed understanding of wildfire hazards, 71 

considering factors such as topography, vegetation, structure density, and asset 72 

locations. This approach helps identify ignition risks from energized equipment and 73 

potential consequences, while resilience investments and operational practices further 74 

protect critical assets and infrastructure.  75 

Q. The IE states that since the WMP complies with the requirements of Utah statute, 76 

the Commission must determine if the plan is reasonable and in the public interest 77 

and balances the costs with the risk of potential wildland fire. What did the IE 78 

recommend be used to evaluate program cost reasonableness?  79 

A. The IE Report recommends the use of an RSE analysis to measure the costs and benefits 80 

of the WMP programs. The IE notes that while no industry standard for RSE calculation 81 

exists, it believes that completion of an RSE analysis, such as the one used by PG&E, 82 

is the common method for determining whether mitigation program costs are 83 

reasonable. The IE notes that the Company has not yet released its RSE analysis 84 

methodology, so it is unable to determine if the Company has appropriately balanced 85 

mitigation program costs with risks.  86 

 

 

 
3 IE report p. 10. 
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III. BALANCE COST OF THE WILDFIRE MITIGATION PLAN PROJECTS 87 

WITH THE RISK OF A WILDLAND FIRE 88 

Q. What is the status of the Company’s efforts towards an RSE methodology and 89 

how similar is it to the proposed RSE described by CRA?  90 

A. In 2024, the Company began development of an RSE conceptually similar to the PG&E 91 

example discussed by the IE and used by other utilities. The Company will continue 92 

development of RSE as a component of its overall analysis framework to balance cost 93 

of implementing a wildfire mitigation plan with the risk of a wildland fire and an input 94 

into alternatives analysis for mitigation project planning. Similar to the approach used 95 

by PG&E as described by the IE, the Company defines RSE as the net present value 96 

(“NPV”) of the monetized pre-mitigation expected fire risk minus the monetized post-97 

mitigation expected fire risk divided by the NPV of the mitigation cost. The initial 98 

version of the RSE will use unitless risk reduction in the numerator while assumptions 99 

for the monetary impact of simulated wildfires are developed, yielding a result of risk 100 

reduction per dollar spent. 101 

Q. What is a unitless risk reduction and how will this be used in the Company’s RSE? 102 

A. The Company’s RSE includes three major components: estimates of utility-caused 103 

wildfire likelihood and impact, estimates of the total lifecycle costs of the mitigation 104 

projects under evaluation, and estimates of the effectiveness of mitigation projects at 105 

reducing wildfire likelihood or impact. The Company currently has available non-106 

financial estimates of utility-caused wildfire likelihood and impact through use of 107 

Technosylva FireSight model outputs for risk scoring and mapping as described in its 108 

WMP. The Company references its own project history to estimate lifecycle costs for 109 
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mitigation projects. The Company continues to benchmark and collaborate with peer 110 

utilities to develop estimates of mitigation effectiveness and processes to effectively 111 

observe or measure achieved risk reduction to incorporate into future RSE calculations. 112 

Absent industry standards for defining mitigation effectiveness, The Company’s 113 

effectiveness assumptions will be based on values from benchmarking discussions with 114 

peer utilities evaluated by the Company subject matter experts. The measurement of 115 

actual mitigation effectiveness is a critical focus of ongoing analysis and development 116 

work in the utility industry and at the Company. 117 

Q. Once available, will the RSE analysis be the appropriate tool to evaluate all of the 118 

projects in a WMP? 119 

A. No. It is the Company position that using RSE alone as a measure of balancing the cost 120 

of implementing mitigations with the risk of a wildland fire of all of the projects within 121 

the WMP is not appropriate. While RSE can be a useful tool for the decision-making 122 

process for evaluating the cost effectiveness of alternatives at the project level, 123 

particularly for system hardening project planning, RSE is not appropriate for 124 

evaluating foundational wildfire mitigation initiatives like the development of a risk 125 

model or situational awareness capabilities that produce daily weather forecasts which 126 

are components of the minimum investment required to understand and mitigate 127 

wildfire risk. As the IE noted, while RSE is useful to measure the cost effectiveness of 128 

mitigation programs, RSE is one component of an overall framework to assess 129 

balancing cost and risk. The Company’s position is consistent with the examples cited 130 

by the IE: RSE is one component of an overall framework to evaluate the cost 131 
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effectiveness of individual mitigations as an input into alternatives analysis for project 132 

selection and program planning. 133 

Q. How does the Company respond to the IE’s statement that “So long as Rocky 134 

Mountain Power fails to provide a sufficiently detailed RSE, or other detailed cost 135 

benefit analysis, it would be difficult for the Utah PSC to judge and evaluate the 136 

reasonableness of Rocky Mountain Power’s expenditures and whether the 137 

investment is suitable for Utah ratepayers?”4 138 

A. Consistent with industry practice, the Company intends to use RSE as a component of 139 

its overall analysis framework to assess the cost of implementing wildfire mitigation 140 

with the risk of a wildland fire and as an input into alternatives analysis for mitigation 141 

project planning. The Company anticipates evaluating a range of RSE values as part of 142 

its alternatives analysis and project evaluation given the uncertainties associated with 143 

evaluating mitigation effectiveness and the monetary impact of wildfire consequences. 144 

However the Company notes that RSE and other risk cost analysis methodologies have 145 

been evolving in the industry as the urgency, necessary scale and sophistication of 146 

mitigation efforts has evolved to address this critical risk. The Company will continue 147 

its efforts to develop an RSE for use in future wildfire mitigation plans, but the tool 148 

was not used in this WMP, nor was it practical to be used given the state of its evolution 149 

in the industry. When approving the 2020 WMP, the Commission did not require the 150 

Company to submit RSE or any other quantitative analysis. This should not restrict the 151 

ability to review or approve the WMP similar to how the absence of RSE did not restrict 152 

the ability to review or approve the 2020 WMP.  153 

 
4 IE report p. 41. 
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Q. Why is it in the public interest that the Commission approve the WMP?  154 

A. The 2023-2025 WMP contains updated data that the Company has identified, in 155 

collaboration with FFSL, as better representing the high-risk areas of its service 156 

territory. This risk model improvement increased the classification of high-risk and 157 

high-consequence company assets from 650 miles to 2,050 miles. Reverting to the 158 

previous plan would result in nearly 1,400 miles of high-risk asset lacking enhanced 159 

mitigation programs aimed at reducing wildfire risk. If the WMP is not approved, 160 

significant identified risks areas called out by FFSL would remain unaddressed.  161 

Q. The IE concluded that the WMP appropriately assesses the risk. How does the 162 

plan confirm that the risk is mitigated? 163 

A. Absent industry standards for evaluating the effectiveness of wildfire mitigations, the 164 

Company employs industry practices in its wildfire mitigation programs. In parallel 165 

with the deployment of these wildfire mitigations, the Company continues to 166 

collaborate with peer utilities in the development of an effectiveness evaluation process 167 

to assess post-mitigation risk reduction. These measured or observed reductions in risk 168 

will then be analyzed to validate or update estimated risk reductions used in wildfire 169 

risk modeling, RSE, and analysis for balancing cost and risk. In general, this 170 

effectiveness evaluation is expected to review the change in utility-caused ignition risk 171 

drivers following completion of wildfire risk mitigation projects.  172 
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Q. The IE concluded that the mitigation plan is in alignment with industry mitigation 173 

techniques, methods and programs. The Company demonstrated how they 174 

prioritize, govern and competitively bid this work. Is it the Company’s position 175 

that these efforts verify that the mitigation is implemented cost effectively?  176 

A. Yes. The use of industry practices for mitigation programs that are prioritized, 177 

governed, and competitively bid under well-established industry norms for investment 178 

planning provides a procedural structure for cost effectiveness while the Company 179 

progresses toward RSE and an overall analysis framework to balance cost and risk. 180 

Q. Is it the position of Rocky Mountain Power that the revised 2023-2025 WMP 181 

appropriately balanced cost and risk based on meeting the two obligations just 182 

covered? 183 

A. Yes. As the IE noted, the Company “properly assesses wildland fire risk,” and “sets 184 

forth significant and comprehensive programs to address the identified fire risks.” The 185 

Company has implemented procedural controls to govern wildfire mitigation 186 

expenditures relying on established practices for investment planning while continuing 187 

to develop RSE and an overall framework to assess balancing the cost of mitigation 188 

with the risk of a wildland fire. 189 

V. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 190 

Q. What do you recommend with respect to the revised 2023-2025 WMP? 191 

A. The Company seeks approval of the revised 2023-2025 WMP and recovery of the 192 

associated costs given the IE found the WMP was in full compliance with Utah Code 193 

§54-24-201, that the IE found that the Company adequately assesses risk, and the IE 194 

found that the Company sets forth significant and comprehensive programs to address 195 
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the identified risks. The lack of an industry standard for RSE calculation methodology 196 

and lack of industry adoption should not prevent the approval of the plan or restrict cost 197 

recovery. The Company’s 2020 WMP was previously approved without RSE 198 

implementation and the revised 2023-2025 WMP’s expansion was responsive to 199 

recommendations from FFSL. The Company actively participates in the industry to 200 

move towards a standard for evaluating an appropriate balance of cost and risk and 201 

continues to make progress towards development its RSE methodology. In the interim, 202 

the Company relies on industry practices to implement risk-based mitigation measures 203 

and remains committed to these efforts until a comprehensive framework or standard 204 

approach is developed, reviewed, and broadly accepted within the industry. The 205 

Company maintains that this approach ensures costs of the plan are appropriately 206 

balanced with wildfire risks per Utah Code §54-24-201(3)(c).  207 

Q. Does that conclude your Phase III direct testimony? 208 

A. Yes. 209 
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