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

Phase III of this proceeding on behalf of PacifiCorp d/b/a Rocky Mountain Power 2 

(“the Company”)? 3 

A. Yes, I am.  4 

I. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 5 

Q. Please describe the purpose of your response testimony.  6 

A. My testimony responds to the Phase III Wildfire Mitigation Plan (“WMP”) testimony 7 

provided by the Utah Division of Forestry Fire and State Lands (“FFSL”), the Division 8 

of Public Utilities (“DPU”), the Office of Consumer Services (“OCS”), the Utah 9 

Association of Energy Users (“UAE”), and Utah Clean Energy (“UCE”).  10 

 1. Response to FFSL Testimony 11 

Q. Pursuant to Utah Code § 54-24-201, what agencies provide input on wildfire 12 

mitigation plans? 13 

A.  That statue requires the Commission consider input from FFSL and any other 14 

appropriate federal, state, or local entity that chooses to provide input. 15 

Q. Did FFSL provide input and feedback on either the Company’s original 2023 16 

Wildfire Mitigation Plan (the “Original Plan”) or the 2023 Revised Wildfire 17 

Mitigation Plan (“Revised Plan”)? 18 

A.  Yes. The FFSL reviewed both the Original Plan and the Revised Plan and provided 19 

feedback on both. As outlined in Section 8 of its testimony, FFSL is the agency charged 20 

with determining and executing the best method for protecting private and public 21 

property against wildfire risk by preventing, preparing for, or mitigating the origin and 22 

spread of fire in Utah. After reviewing the Original Plan, FFSL identified areas within 23 
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the state that it believed were not sufficiently addressed by the Original Plan. As a 24 

result, the Company, taking into account FFSL’s feedback, prepared the Revised Plan, 25 

which was filed with the Commission on February 26, 2024. As noted in FFSL’s 26 

testimony at page 6, the FFSL has reviewed the Revised Plan and agrees that the 27 

Company has now “properly assessed wildland fire risk.” The FFSL also agreed, as did 28 

the Independent Evaluator, that the Company’s Revised Plan complies with all 29 

applicable statutory requirements.1 30 

Q. Did the FFSL take issue with any of the mitigation actions or projects proposed 31 

by the Company in the Revised Plan? 32 

A. No. The FFSL did not object to any of the Company’s proposed mitigation plans and 33 

provided no additional input regarding the substantive content of the Revised Plan.  34 

Q. Did the FFSL’s feedback on the Original Plan result in an increase to the high-35 

risk and high-consequence area beyond the 2020 WMP? 36 

A.  Yes. Based on the feedback provided by the FFSL, the Revised Plan modeling 37 

increased the high-risk and high-consequence company assets from 650 miles to 2,050 38 

miles. 39 

Q. Did the IE’s report also conclude that the Company’s Revised Plan addressed the 40 

concerns raised by the FFSL? 41 

A. Yes. The IE report confirmed that the Revised Plan properly identified the fire risks 42 

noted by the FFSL and proposed comprehensive mitigation efforts to address those 43 

risks.2 44 

 
1 The Utah Division of Forestry, Fire, & State Lands’ Petition for Leave to Intervene and Phase III Direct 
Testimony of Mike Melton at 7:27-28 (“FFSL Direct”). 
2 Final Report of the Independent Evaluator, Charles River Associates at 4 (“IE Report”).  
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Q. Did the FFSL address the concern some intervenors have raised regarding the 45 

lack of a cost-benefit analysis? 46 

A. No. The FFSL stated in its testimony that it “has no opinion on the cost-benefit analysis 47 

presented in the IE Report”.3 It simply noted that the FFSL would like to know more 48 

about how the Company would be prioritizing mitigation measures.4  49 

 2. Response to DPU Testimony 50 

Q. Did the DPU recommend approval of the Revised Plan? 51 

A.  No. In DPU witness Mr. Lee’s testimony, he states that the DPU does not recommend 52 

approval of the Revised Plan based primarily on the increased cost of that plan over the 53 

2020 plan costs.5 Specifically, he states that the DPU does not believe the Revised Plan 54 

costs are reasonable because they exceed the 2020 costs, and the Company has failed 55 

to provide a cost-benefit analysis to demonstrate that the plan costs are justified by the 56 

benefit of addressing the fire risks identified by the Company in the Revised Plan.6 57 

Q. What is the DPU’s position regarding the recovery of the amounts already 58 

expended under the Revised Plan by the Company? 59 

A.  The DPU believes that the costs envisioned in the 2020 plan are the only reasonable 60 

costs for wildfire mitigation and recommended that all other mitigation costs be 61 

denied.7   62 

 

 
3 FFSL Direct at 7:29. 
4 Id. at 7:30-31. 
5 Errata Phase III Direct Testimony of Jonathan Lee at 39:689-702 (“Lee Direct”).  
6 Id. at 15:281-286. 
7 Id.  
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Q. Was the Original Plan the first time the DPU became aware of the Company’s 63 

expectation that fire mitigation costs were increasing? 64 

A.  No. The Company has presented fire mitigation costs in the cost and compliance reports 65 

the Company has filed every year since the 2020 plan was approved.  66 

Q. Does the DPU explain how the Company could address the expanded high-risk 67 

and high consequence area identified in the Company’s Revised Plan without 68 

increasing costs beyond the costs included in the 2020 plan? 69 

A. No. The DPU provides no explanation for how the Company could mitigate fire risks 70 

to satisfy the FFSL’s comments without increasing costs beyond 2020 mitigation costs.  71 

Q. Why does the DPU claim that the Company’s Revised Plan does not provide 72 

information on which the Commission can find that the Revised Plan properly 73 

balances the fire risks and mitigation costs? 74 

A.  Contrary to the applicable statutory language and the Commission’s ruling on the 2020 75 

plan, the DPU maintains that the Revised Plan is deficient because, according to the 76 

DPU, the Company should have provided a Risk Spend Efficiency (“RSE”) to 77 

demonstrate that the costs are justified by the benefits of the proposed mitigation 78 

efforts.8  79 

Q. Is an RSE specifically required for development of a fire mitigation plan? 80 

A.  No. As Company witness Joelle R. Steward discusses in her Phase III rebuttal 81 

testimony, neither the applicable statutes nor this Commission’s ruling on the 2020 plan 82 

require the Company to submit an RSE or any similar kind of analysis as part of its fire 83 

mitigation plans in order to have that plan approved by the Commission. 84 

 
8 Id. at 14:242-251.  
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Q. Setting aside the lack of an RSE, has the Company provided information in the 85 

Revised Plan to demonstrate that the plan balances the costs of implementing the 86 

plan with the risk of a potential wildland fire? 87 

A. Yes. The Revised Plan provides more than adequate information to allow the 88 

Commission to find that the Revised Plan properly balances the identified fire risks and 89 

mitigation costs. 90 

Q. Please explain how the Company believes the Revised Plan properly balances the 91 

costs and risks. 92 

A.  The Revised Plan (including all of the work the Company put in to develop that plan 93 

as discussed in Company testimony), shows how the mitigation efforts proposed by the 94 

Company properly address the identified fire risks. The Revised Plan does this in 95 

several ways.  96 

First, the Revised Plan provides an evaluation of the risk of potential wildland 97 

fires by modeling the entire service territory for wildfire risk and identifying the areas 98 

that pose the greatest risk. The resubmission of the plan specifically updated the risk 99 

model to address the expanded concerns of the FFSL. Both the FFSL and the IE agree 100 

that the Company has properly modeled wildfire risks and identified the areas of 101 

greatest concern for mitigation efforts.9  102 

Second, the proposed mitigation plans in the Company’s Revised Plan are 103 

specifically targeted to address the identified risks. While the FFSL does not comment 104 

on the specific question of whether the costs are appropriately balanced in relation to 105 

the risk, it does not dispute the appropriateness of the mitigation efforts identified by 106 

 
9 FFSL Direct at 6:15-16; IE Report at 4.  
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the Company. Indeed, it does not object to or conclude that any of the mitigation 107 

activities identified by the Company would be inadequate to address the identified fire 108 

risks. In addition, the IE concluded that the Company has a comprehensive mitigation 109 

program to address the identified risks, and it also does not identify any mitigation 110 

efforts it believes are insufficient to address those risks.10 The IE’s concern is primarily 111 

focused on the lack of an RSE that it claims would demonstrate that the costs are 112 

warranted given the risks.11 As noted above, such an analysis is not a requirement of 113 

the statutes, and the Commission has not required such an analysis to approve a wildfire 114 

mitigation plan.  115 

Third, the Company’s Revised Plan is based on a defined project evaluation and 116 

selection process as outlined on pages 27 through 29 of the Revised Plan. All proposed 117 

mitigation projects were reviewed and approved for their costs and their 118 

appropriateness to address the identified risks through the Company’s capital 119 

governance process, which is applicable to all projects. That process evaluates the 120 

purpose and necessity of each and every capital project. Specifically for wildfire 121 

mitigation projects, that evaluation reviewed each risk and considered whether the 122 

proposed project—i.e., the type of mitigation work selected to resolve that risk and the 123 

associated costs of that work—were warranted. Thus, the reason those projects were 124 

included in the Revised Plan was because the Company had determined that each one 125 

was the appropriate mitigation response for the specific risks being addressed.  126 

 
10 IE Report at 4. 
11 Id.  
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Fourth, wildfire work is competitively tendered to verify that the cost of the 127 

work activity is in line with the market rates. In other words, the costs for each project 128 

would be at or below market cost.  129 

Fifth, the actual cost for each project is tracked against the mitigation plan, and 130 

the Company continually adjusts its actions based on lessons learned to look for ways 131 

to improve cost accuracy for all mitigation efforts. In addition, each project is reviewed 132 

for effectiveness and, if changes need to be made to make mitigation efforts more 133 

effective, that is part of the plan.  134 

Sixth, the Company established a Wildfire Mitigation Program Office to 135 

formally manage all wildfire mitigation projects. Having dedicated people with 136 

experience in wildfire mitigation work enables the Company to control project costs 137 

and identify and address deviations from the plan.  138 

Q. What is the Company’s response to the DPU’s and other intervenors’ claim that 139 

the Company is required to do more to demonstrate a balance of the risks and 140 

costs? 141 

A.  While the DPU, OCS, UAE and IE would like to introduce a new approach to evaluate 142 

the balance of the costs and risks, and ultimately seek to establish a single numerical 143 

equation to demonstrate balance, that is not a reasonable expectation for the Revised 144 

Plan. There is no one industry standard to establish such a balance, nor is there an 145 

agreed-upon approach to demonstrating a risk-cost balance in the industry. The 146 

Company has provided the information that allows the Commission to find that the 147 

Revised Plan properly balances the costs of implementing the plan and risks of a 148 

potential wildland fires by establishing the Company’s investigation into the risks and 149 
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appropriate mitigation efforts. There are program and cost controls to verify that the 150 

costs to implement the plan are reasonable.  151 

Q. Did the DPU have any other concerns with balance of risk and cost? 152 

A.  Yes, on lines 260-267 of Mr. Lee’s testimony, the DPU raises a concern with the work 153 

proposed to be done on parts of circuits that may not be fully within the Fire High 154 

Consequence Area (“FHCA”) boundary and the associated costs.  155 

Q. Why would the Company propose to incur costs on parts of circuits outside of the 156 

FHCA? 157 

A.  There are sections of line that serve into and out of the FHCA. Protective devices do 158 

not recognize a geospatial map boundary and, therefore, electrically connected sections 159 

serving into or out of the FHCA are part of that zone of protection. Part of the Revised 160 

Plan is to place protective devices at the boundary, but the installation of these take 161 

time. As such, work on the electrically-connected section where the line leaves or enters 162 

the FHCA is required to adequately complete wildfire mitigation efforts.  163 

Q. While the DPU is making a definitive claim that the Company must provide an 164 

RSE to adequately balance cost and risk, have other utilities within the state been 165 

required to provide an RSE in their wildfire mitigation plans? 166 

A.  No. I am not aware of any utility in Utah has a published RSE within their WMP—167 

despite the fact that their wildfire mitigation plans have been found compliant with 168 

applicable statutes.  169 

Q. Please address Mr. Lee’s concerns regarding the hardening or burial of lines. 170 

A.  On lines 445-474, Mr. Lee notes that PG&E initially planned to bury approximately 171 

10,000 miles of line, and that this was scaled back by the California Public Utilities 172 



Page 9 – RMP Phase III Rebuttal Testimony of Joshua B. Jones re: WMP 

Commission (“CPUC”) due in part to cost concerns.12 Mr. Lee’s reference to PG&E 173 

has no bearing on the Company’s considerations for undergrounding line. The 174 

Company evaluates whether undergrounding or overhead covered conductor 175 

installation is appropriate on a project-by-project basis and rarely implements scopes 176 

that are solely underground projects. Covered conductor is generally the more cost-177 

effective approach and is usually the selected mitigation. However, there are times 178 

where undergrounding may be the optimal solution due to the proposed or optimal line 179 

route and or restrictions to address vegetation and environmental concerns. 180 

Q. The DPU and OCS raised concerns about the rising cost per line mile. Have the 181 

costs increased?  182 

A.  Yes, per line mile costs have increased since the 2020 plan. This is driven by inflation 183 

and increased material costs due to supply chain shortages during and after the COVID-184 

19 pandemic. Labor costs have also increased since 2020 primarily due to availability 185 

of linemen and other skilled labor. Material and labor cost increases are not unique to 186 

wildfire work and have been experienced throughout the industry on all types of work. 187 

Additionally, specific to wildfire mitigation work, due to the concerns about working 188 

in wildfire risk areas, contract premiums have increased to cover changes in work 189 

practices, liability, and insurance.  190 

 3. Response to OCS Testimony 191 

Q. What is the OCS’s view of the Revised Plan? 192 

A. The OCS takes the position that, since the Company has not, according to them, 193 

conducted a proper analysis of the benefits (presumably risk reduction) and costs of the 194 

 
12 Jonathan Lee Direct at 26:445-28:474. 
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various mitigation projects proposed by the Company, the Commission should reject 195 

the Revised Plan.13 The OCS further maintains that the Commission should limit 196 

RMP’s recovery of wildfire mitigation costs until the Company submits and approves 197 

a new wildfire mitigation plan. That said, the OCS recommends that the Company be 198 

permitted to recover $24.867 million for O&M spending requests in both 2024 and 199 

2025 until a new plan is approved and that the Company be restricted in the amount of 200 

wildfire-related capital spending to the amount the Commission approved in the 2020 201 

Plan, $40.451 million per year for both 2024 and 2025.14  202 

Q. OCS witness, Mr. Paul J. Alvarez, claims the Company is biased to selecting 203 

capital projects over O&M projects to benefit shareholders. Do you agree? 204 

A.  No. This claim is inaccurate. The Company has no preference for wildfire mitigation 205 

work being designated as capital or O&M. The Company simply conducts mitigation 206 

activities that are necessary, and the designation of capital and expense follows the 207 

accounting rules of Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Generally Accepted 208 

Accounting Principles, and Company accounting process and is consistent with the 209 

designation between capital and O&M for work activity outside of the wildfire 210 

program. While the Revised Plan does include higher projected capital expenditures 211 

than O&M expenses, that is due to two factors that have nothing to do with the OCS’s 212 

claimed capital-expenditure bias. First, to address certain wildfire risks, the Company’s 213 

assessment has concluded that, in some cases, capital projects better or more 214 

appropriately address the specific risks to be addressed. Second, although the OCS 215 

claims O&M measures are typically less expensive than capital expenditures, it is worth 216 

 
13 Phase III Direct Testimony of Paul J. Alvarez at 32:618-20 (“Alvarez Direct”). 
14 Id. at 33. 
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noting that many O&M projects, such as vegetation management, are repetitive costs 217 

while capital projects are typically a one-time expenditure. Furthermore, appropriate 218 

long-term mitigations of certain fire risks cannot be effectively conducted through 219 

O&M expenditures, such as vegetation management alone to address bare conductor 220 

contact risk.  221 

Q. Mr. Alvarez asserts that, because shareholders could lose their entire investment 222 

in Company stock and do not have to participate in funding fire mitigation efforts, 223 

“RMP’s interest in reducing wildfire risk is unlimited” and, therefore, the 224 

Company “has an incentive to maximize wildfire risk reduction without regard to 225 

costs.”15 Do you agree with his position? 226 

A. Absolutely not. The Company is required by statute to mitigate wildfire risk and is 227 

required, as it is in other settings, to undertake prudent actions in doing so. When the 228 

Company submitted its Original Plan, that plan was deemed by the FFSL to be less 229 

expansive than the FFSL believed it should be. When the Company prepared the 230 

Revised Plan, the FFSL and the IE both confirmed that the Company had properly 231 

identified the risks that need to be addressed and has proposed mitigation actions to 232 

address those risks. There is no evidence to support Mr. Alvarez’s claim that the 233 

Company is seeking, through its Revised Plan, to address risks that are not legitimate 234 

risks. Nor is there any merit to his assertion that the Company’s Revised Plan is being 235 

proposed without regard to costs. As discussed above, the mitigation efforts proposed 236 

by the Company in the Revised Plan were thoughtfully considered and proposed 237 

because they were deemed to be the appropriate mitigation actions to address the 238 

 
15 Id. at 8:149-55. 
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undisputed risks. They were not selected because they were capital investments as 239 

opposed to O&M expenses.  240 

Q. Mr. Alvarez asserts that the increase in the Company’s general capital spend from 241 

2018 to 2023 indicates that the Company is inappropriately seeking to conduct 242 

capital projects to address wildfire risks.16 How do you respond? 243 

A. Mr. Alvarez himself admits that he has “no direct evidence” to support this assertion.17 244 

As such, he attempts to support his claim through what he sees as “indicators.”18 First, 245 

on Page 9 of his testimony, Mr. Alvarez notes that, since 2017, PacifiCorp’s capital 246 

spending on distribution plant has increased in each of those years. This he claims 247 

shows that the Company is inappropriately spending to reduce wildfire risk. However, 248 

only a small portion of the capital spend discussed in Mr. Alvarez’s chart on Page 9 of 249 

this testimony has anything to do with wildfire capital spending. Thus, there is no 250 

indication from this “evidence” of any inappropriate spending, let alone on fire 251 

mitigation.  252 

  Second, Mr. Alvarez claims that the Company’s earnings between 2017 and 253 

2023 demonstrate that “[i]t is logical to conclude that massive increases in wildfire 254 

capital spending are related to PacifiCorp’s earnings growth.”19 However, the earnings 255 

data Mr. Alvarez relies on is not limited to fire mitigation efforts. As such, there is a 256 

logical disconnect between the earnings data he uses and the connection he attempts to 257 

make to wildfire capital spending.  258 

 
16 Id. at 8. 
17 Id. at 9:171.  
18 Id. at 9:172. 
19 Id. at 9:174-180. 
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Q. Mr. Alvarez and Mr. Dennis Stephens, on behalf the OCS, repeatedly claim that 259 

vegetation management should be the preferred mitigation activity for addressing 260 

wildfire risks and that the Company is favoring other mitigation measures over 261 

vegetation management. Does the Company agree? 262 

A.  No. As previously stated, vegetation management is important, but mitigation efforts 263 

should be tailored to address the specific risk, not just because they are perceived to be 264 

the least expensive.  265 

Q. Do other parties agree with Mr. Stephens and Mr. Alvarez on this point? 266 

A. No. On lines 432-444 of his testimony, Mr. Lee, on behalf of the DPU, acknowledges 267 

that Pacific Gas & Electric (“PG&E”) has shifted away from its “enhanced vegetation 268 

management” (“EVM”) program and indicates that vegetation management is not 269 

necessarily the best use of resources.20  270 

PG&E’s original EVM program focused on expanded clearances, removing 271 

overhang four feet out from the lines and “up to the sky”, and evaluation of any tree 272 

tall enough to strike electrical lines, and removal of trees that did not pass the 273 

evaluation. PG&E’s EVM program resulted in significant pruning of trees to remove 274 

overhang and a significant volume of trees, including live trees, identified for removal 275 

well beyond typical vegetation management actions. However, that vegetation 276 

management approach has been determined to not be as effective in fire suppression, 277 

and PG&E has modified its approach. While PG&E has not abandoned vegetation 278 

management as a mitigation option, it has done so in tandem with other mitigation 279 

efforts as a result of implementing effective engineered controls, including enhanced 280 

 
20 Jonathan Lee Direct at 26:432-444.  
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powerline safety settings, to reduce wildfire ignition risk. PG&E has transitioned its 281 

EVM program to three risk-informed programs: 1) focused tree inspections; 2) 282 

vegetation management for operational mitigations (trimming); and 3) tree removal 283 

inventory.21  284 

Although PG&E has modified its EVM program, it, like other utilities in the 285 

west, continue to conduct increased frequency of vegetation management inspections 286 

in high fire consequence areas; PG&E conducts a second vegetation inspection within 287 

the calendar year in high fire risk areas. PacifiCorp’s main vegetation management 288 

tactic employed in high fire risk areas, which is increased inspection frequency (“all 289 

line miles in high fire consequence areas are inspected annually”), is consistent with 290 

current tactics employed by PG&E and other utilities in the West. 291 

Similarly, as Mr. Alvarez admits in his direct testimony, when PG&E’s fire 292 

mitigation proposal was considered by the CPUC, that commission did not, as 293 

Mr. Alvarez opines in this matter, substantially eliminate undergrounding or the 294 

installation of covered conductors. While the CPUC reduced the extent of PG&E’s 295 

undergrounding proposal, it nevertheless approved more 1,230 miles of 296 

undergrounding mitigation and nearly 780 miles of covered conductor installation.22 297 

Thus, the CPUC did not find that vegetation management techniques were adequate to 298 

replace those mitigation actions. Indeed, later in Mr. Alvarez’s testimony, he admits 299 

 
21 Matt Nauman, Powerline Safety Settings and Continued Focus on Tree Work Helping PG&E Reduce Risk of 
Ignitions and Wildfires (August 7, 2023), https://www.pge.com/en/newsroom/currents/safety/articles-3798-
powerline-safety-settings-continued-focus-tree-work-ways-pge-reducing-risk-ignitions-wildfires.html.  
22 Paul J. Alvarez Direct at 21:386-87. 

https://www.pge.com/en/newsroom/currents/safety/articles-3798-powerline-safety-settings-continued-focus-tree-work-ways-pge-reducing-risk-ignitions-wildfires.html
https://www.pge.com/en/newsroom/currents/safety/articles-3798-powerline-safety-settings-continued-focus-tree-work-ways-pge-reducing-risk-ignitions-wildfires.html
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that undergrounding and covered conductor wildfire mitigation practices are, at least 300 

to some extent, standard industry practices.23 301 

Contrary to the OCS’s position, vegetation management is not sufficient to 302 

adequately mitigate fire risk in high fire consequence areas because it does not remove 303 

all vegetation in those areas that act as fuel sources for wildfires, and removing all 304 

vegetation in such areas is impractical and would be cost prohibitive. Thus, while 305 

vegetation management is helpful, it is not ultimately a one-size-fix-all solution, as 306 

Mr. Alvarez and Mr. Stephens seem to claim.  307 

Q. Does Mr. Alvarez have any data to support his claim that vegetation management 308 

would reduce fire risks as he claims?  309 

A. No. He does not. He admits on Page 18 of his direct testimony that he has never 310 

calculated the relative risk reduced by each type of mitigation approach: “A study of 311 

the effectiveness of various mitigation deployed historically, and the post-deployment 312 

performance demonstrated by each, would be needed to calculate the risk reductions 313 

associated with various mitigations.”24 As such, he does not have support for his 314 

position that vegetation management would be sufficient to address much of the fire 315 

mitigation needs identified by the Company.  316 

Q. Is the methodology recommended by Mr. Alvarez and Mr. Stephens the same as 317 

the IE’s recommendation to use the California RSE and Multi-Attribute Value 318 

Function (“MAVF”) calculations? 319 

A.  No, it is not.  320 

 
23 Id. at 23:431-33. 
24 Id. at 18:342-19:345. 
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Q. Is the methodology recommended by Mr. Alvarez and Mr. Stephens the same as 321 

the RSE proposed by the DPU? 322 

A.  No, it is not. In fact, Mr. Alvarez takes issue with the RSE method. On Page 21 of his 323 

testimony, he states: “I do not believe this approach goes far enough in determining the 324 

cost-effectiveness of various wildfire mitigations. This is because Risk-Spend 325 

Equivalence is not a cost-effectiveness test. It compares the reduction in risk score 326 

available from one mitigation to the reduction in risk score available from another 327 

mitigation, but does not compare the dollar value of the risk reduction available from 328 

either mitigation to each mitigation’s cost.”25 Further, Mr. Alvarez acknowledges that, 329 

even if the Company “had provided risk-spend equivalence measures, [he] would still 330 

recommend the Commission reject the Company’s 2023 WFPP” because “risk-spend 331 

equivalence measure does not estimate whether the dollar-denominated benefits of a 332 

mitigation are likely to exceed that mitigation’s costs.”26 333 

Q. The OCS notes the IE report reference to RSE which states that RSE is commonly 334 

used to evaluate costs and benefits and references California utilities and 335 

calculations as an example. How were RSE and MAVF developed in California?  336 

A. The IE references a combination of PG&E’s RSE calculation and MAVF calculation 337 

developed under the Safety Model Assessment Proceeding (“SMAP”) and continuing 338 

under an Order Instituting Rulemaking (“OIR”) to Further Develop a Risk-Based 339 

Decision-Making Framework (Docket No. R.20-07-013). This proceeding began in 340 

August 2015 as part of a multi-year, cross-functional collaboration between utilities, 341 

regulators, intervenors, and other risk assessment and general rate case stakeholders to 342 

 
25 Id. at 22:404-410. 
26 Id. at 22:417-19. 
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develop a framework for ranking the risk reduction and cost effectiveness of various 343 

utility programs covered by the proceeding. The CPUC facilitated a series of 344 

workshops in 2015 to 2018 including periods for testimony, data requests, rebuttals, 345 

and appeals before issuing decisions on proposed cost-benefit analyses including the 346 

eventual RSE and MAVF previously used by California investor-owned utilities. 347 

Rulemaking and regulatory decisions on the appropriate cost-benefit analyses and 348 

mitigation program evaluation frameworks are ongoing under this and related 349 

proceedings. 350 

Q. Does the CPUC or California utilities use RSE to evaluate the balance of 351 

programmatic costs and benefits? 352 

A. No. Expanding on the testimony of OCS witnesses Mr. Alvarez27 and Mr. Stephens,28 353 

in December 2022, the CPUC issued a nuanced and well-informed decision (Docket 354 

No. R.20-07-013, Decision 22-12-027, dated December 15, 2022) that recognizes the 355 

limitations of RSE and MAVF as a measurement of the balance of costs and benefits 356 

for risk mitigation programs, with or without monetization of risk event consequences 357 

or mitigation benefits. The CPUC ordered utilities to shift to cost-benefit ratios as one 358 

consideration, but not the only consideration, for the evaluation of costs and benefits 359 

including monetization of the corresponding risk events and mitigation benefits. The 360 

CPUC noted: “While the RSE values produced by the MAVF approach allow for 361 

comparison of the relative cost-effectiveness of various mitigation measures, the RSE 362 

values do not indicate whether the Benefits of a proposed mitigation measure outweigh 363 

its costs.” The CPUC further stated: “Although we adopt Staff’s proposed Cost-Benefit 364 

 
27 Id. at 21:398-22:413. 
28 Phase III Direct Testimony of Dennis Stephens at 22:442-445 (“Stephens Direct”).  
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Approach, we do not intend that the Cost-Benefit Ratios produced using this method 365 

must serve as the sole determinants of IOU proposals or Commission decisions on risk 366 

mitigations. Instead, as with the RSE values produced by the MAVF approach, while 367 

Cost-Benefit Ratios must be used by the IOUs to rank risk mitigations in GRC 368 

applications, they need not be the only consideration in the utility’s selection of 369 

Mitigations.” As the Company continues to develop RSE as a component of its overall 370 

cost-benefit framework, it applies additional considerations to the selection of 371 

mitigations discussed separately in its WMP testimony. 372 

Q. What conclusion, if any, do you draw from the fact that the IE, DPU, and OCS 373 

witnesses do not agree upon a proper approach to appropriately balance the cost 374 

of implementing the plan with the risk of a potential wildland fire? 375 

A. I conclude that there is not one accepted approach for evaluating whether mitigation 376 

actions appropriately balance fire risk and mitigation costs. While the IE and 377 

intervenors claim that some analysis should be done, they note the deficiencies of the 378 

approaches that are used without a common recommendation on how the Commission 379 

should assess the Revised Plan or address those deficiencies.  380 

Q. Have any of the intervenors demonstrated empirically that the Revised Plan does 381 

not properly balance fire risks and mitigation costs? 382 

A. No. They have not. While they identify various methodologies that could be used as 383 

tools in the assessment of wildfire mitigation plans, they have not shown that those 384 

methodologies would demonstrate that the Revised Plan does not properly balance fire 385 

risk and mitigation costs. 386 
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Q. Does Mr. Alvarez recommend that the Commission should order the Company to 387 

reduce capital spending on fire mitigation in the Revised Plan? 388 

A. No. He states that “[t]he Commission is not responsible for determining appropriate 389 

capital spending levels. That is RMP’s responsibility.”29 Later in his testimony, he 390 

states, in response to a question of whether the Commission should halt RMP’s wildfire 391 

mitigation spending, “No. Again, RMP is responsible for determining how much to 392 

spend, and on which mitigations, to reduce wildfire risk. In fact, RMP is required to 393 

make the investments required to deliver service in a safe and reliable manner as part 394 

of the compact through which the state of Utah permits RMP to operate as a monopoly.”  395 

Q. How do you respond to these statements by Mr. Alvarez? 396 

A. To me, they contradict much of the rest of his testimony. None of the intervenors 397 

provide any evidence to demonstrate that the Revised Plan is unreasonable or 398 

imprudent. Yet, they criticize the Revised Plan for not demonstrating that the mitigation 399 

proposals in that plan are the best way to balance risks and costs. Given that the 400 

Company has demonstrated that the Revised Plan is a reasonable approach to 401 

mitigating wildfire risks, the Company submits that the Commission has what it needs 402 

to approve that plan.  403 

 

 

 

 

 
29 Paul J. Alvarez Direct at 10:195-96. 
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Q. Mr. Stephens takes issue with the Company’s use of Technosylva’s FireSight 404 

software to develop wildfire risk scores and updated FHCA, arguing that the use 405 

of the software “resulted in a dramatic expansion of geographies identified as 406 

FHCA, thus increasing the miles of line to mitigate and the cost of RMP’s 407 

WFPP.”30 How do you respond? 408 

A. If Mr. Stephens’ comment implies that the Company’s use of FireSight improperly 409 

increased the FHCA and, therefore, the mitigation costs, the Company disputes any 410 

such implication. The expansion of the FHCA did not result from use of new software, 411 

but from an increase in areas with wildfire risk in the state of Utah since the previous 412 

version of the FHCA was developed. The FFSL and the IE have determined that the 413 

Company has adequately identified the fire risk areas that need to be mitigated. There 414 

is no evidence to support a claim that the Company’s analysis has improperly expanded 415 

the FHCA areas. 416 

Mr. Stephens also testifies that “[a]dditional ‘Areas of Interest’ identified by 417 

the tool indicate RMP is likely planning additional expansion of FHCAs in the 418 

future…”31 RMP states explicitly in its Revised Plan that the Areas of Interest are under 419 

review for potential inclusion in the FHCA in the future and has no pre-determined 420 

plan to continue the expansion of the FHCA into those areas.32 The expansion of the 421 

FHCA is driven by data from wildfire risk modeling.33 It is inappropriate to assume the 422 

 
30 Dennis Stephens Direct at 5:101-03. 
31 Id. at 5:107-109. 
32 Rocky Mountain Power’s Revised 2023 Utah Wildland Fire Protection Plan, Docket No. 23-035-44, at 21-25 
(Feb. 28, 2024) (“Revised Plan”).  
33 Id. at 17-21; IE Report at 7-11.  
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Company has any such plans in contradiction of what is stated in its Revised Plan or 423 

noted by the IE. 424 

Q.  OCS witness Mr. Stephens describes his understanding of the Company’s wildfire 425 

risk modeling using Technosylva’s FireSight software, wildfire risk scoring, and 426 

FHCA map development. Is this testimony an accurate and complete portrayal of 427 

the Company’s wildfire risk analysis? 428 

A. No, this testimony is not an accurate and complete portrayal of the Company’s wildfire 429 

risk analysis.  430 

Q. Please provide the necessary clarifications or additions that are needed to correct 431 

Mr. Stephens’s description. 432 

A. My testimony addresses the most significant points of clarification as a supplement to 433 

the Company’s Revised Plan, supporting technical documentation, data request 434 

responses, and previous testimony.  435 

Mr. Stephens misrepresents how the Company calculates wildfire risk scores 436 

and how those scores are used in the creation of the FHCA, so clarification is needed 437 

on these related topics.34 The Company calculates wind-driven and fuel/terrain-driven 438 

wildfire risk scores at the sub-segment level at simulated ignition points spread at 439 

approximately 100-meter intervals along its assets, including those within and outside 440 

the FHCA. These separate risk scores each consistent of three inputs selected from the 441 

Risk Associated with Ignition Location (“RAIL”) and three inputs selected from the 442 

Risk Associated with Value Exposure (“RAVE”) portions of the FireSight model for a 443 

total of six inputs for each score. The 12 variables (11 unique) of the 18 total available 444 

 
34 Dennis Stephens Direct at 6:116-8:155. 
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from RAIL and RAVE used to calculate the separate wind-driven and fuel/terrain-445 

driven risk scores are presented in RMP’s Revised Plan.35 The scores can then be 446 

combined into a single risk score if needed. The FHCA were created by intersecting 447 

the separate wind-driven and fuel/terrain-driven risk scores mapped to the Company’s 448 

assets with an existing grid system consisting of approximately one square mile grid 449 

cells used for program planning by the Company. An area was tagged as FHCA if either 450 

of the wind-driven or fuel/terrain-driven risk scores on any portion of the assets in that 451 

grid cell exceeded the threshold as discussed in the Company’s Revised Plan. 452 

Q.  Mr. Stephens asserts that RMP did not use historical outage or fault data in 453 

creating Probability of Fault and Probability of Ignition.36 Is this correct? If not, 454 

how does the Company respond? 455 

A. This is an incomplete representation of the information provided by the Company in 456 

response to an OCS data request. In its response, the Company explained that historical 457 

outage and fire incident data is used to validate risk model outputs when appropriate 458 

“because modeling long-term wildfire risk requires projections of conditions and model 459 

parameters to understand where wildfire risk exists today and, in the future, not only 460 

where it existed when historical fire incidents or risk events occurred in the past. For 461 

example, the Company may have a limited record of wildfire ignitions related to 462 

vegetation contact with bare conductor. The absence of records of these incidents does 463 

not mean the risk does not exist today or could not exist in the future, thus requiring 464 

modeling to understand what type of risk exists where.” In addition, historical outage 465 

 
35 Revised Plan at 14-15.  
36 Dennis Stephens Direct at 9:166, 10:200-202, 11:214-215. 
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data is a core component of the creation of fragility curves used to estimate the 466 

probability of fault as a function of wind speed for use in wildfire risk modeling. 467 

Q. Mr. Stephens testifies “the model does not use historical data in direct calculations 468 

of probability of fault, probability of ignition, or wildfire consequence, and instead 469 

substitutes [subject matter expert (“SME”)] opinions”.37 Is this correct? If not, 470 

how does the Company respond? 471 

A. This is an incorrect representation of how SME input is included in wildfire risk 472 

analysis. As shown in the slides referenced by Mr. Stephens, SME input is used only 473 

in assigning the weightings and selecting the percentiles for FireSight outputs used in 474 

RMP’s wind-driven and fuel/terrain-driven risk scoring. Probability of Fault (“POF”), 475 

Probability of Ignition (“POI”), and wildfire consequence are modeled in FireSight and 476 

not determined by subject matter experts.38 477 

Q. Mr. Stephens testifies that “the model’s accuracy in predicting probability of 478 

ignition – a clearly critical risk modeling input – has not been tested or validated 479 

in any way.”39 Is this correct? If not, how does the Company respond? 480 

A. This is an incorrect representation of the information provided by the Company in 481 

response to an OCS data request. The question asked if historical Company utility-482 

caused ignition data has been used to validate the FireSight POI calculations to which 483 

Company responded: “Due to the limited data regarding utility-caused wildfires, it is 484 

not feasible to validate FireSight’s Probability of Ignition (POI) outputs against 485 

historical utility caused wildfire data…”40 Technosylva’s FireSight model, including 486 

 
37 Id. at 9:171-173. 
38 RMP Response to OCS data request 41.4b ii, iii, iv, v. 
39 Dennis Stephens Direct at 9:175-177. 
40 RMP Response to OCS data request 40.14e. 
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its POI calculations and other component models, has undergone extensive peer review 487 

and independent validation. One recent example is a July 2023 study conducted in 488 

partnership with the United States Forest Service (“USFS”) and California Department 489 

of Forestry and Fire Protection (“CalFire”) “Performance of Operational Fire Spread 490 

Models in California” published in the International Journal of Wildland Fire,41 which 491 

evaluated model performance compared to 1,850 wildfires in California under varying 492 

conditions and found model performance in line with previous benchmarking studies. 493 

The intrinsic models inside FireSight are also part of the Wildfire Analyst Pocket 494 

application from Technosylva, which is a tool for training the S-390 Introduction to 495 

Wildland Fire Behavior Calculations course in California. 496 

Q. Mr. Stephens discussed his concerns regarding RMP’s calculation of the 497 

probability of a fault (“POF”) and probability of ignition (“POI”). What is your 498 

response to his concerns? 499 

A. Mr. Stephens testifies that “[t]here is no need to ‘project’ the probability of faults or 500 

equipment failures” and proposes a calculation for a universal POF for each equipment 501 

type using “Faults/Failure per year/Line Miles Installed.”42 Similarly, he testified that 502 

“[t]here is no need to estimate the probability of ignition. RMP has collected complete 503 

data on all fire incidents that have occurred since 2020” and proposes a similar 504 

calculation to determine a universal POI value. This approach to estimating POF and 505 

POI does not account for location specific characteristics that contribute to fault rates 506 

or ignition risk in locations with or during conditions of elevated fire risk as does the 507 

 
41 Quilez, R. (2023). Performance of operational fire spread models in California. International Journal of 
Wildland Fire. 
42 Dennis Stephens Direct at 12:240-247. 
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Company’s current approach using FireSight. As a result, these proposed calculations 508 

may substantially underestimate or overestimate the POF and POI components of the 509 

wildfire risk calculations by masking within the averages Mr. Stephens proposed assets 510 

at specific locations with above or below average POF or POI. Indeed, this proposal is 511 

contrary to principles of fault and wildfire risk modeling commonly applied by utilities 512 

across the United States to understand long-term wildfire risk associated with electric 513 

utility assets. As discussed above, historical outage and fire incident data can be a 514 

critical component of modeling long-term wildfire risk when used with the recognition 515 

of the limitations of that data for understanding future wildfire risk conditions.  516 

Q. Mr. Stephens reviews his recommendations for quantifying ignition risk 517 

consequence in dollars on pages 14-16 of his testimony. Does the Company agree 518 

that it is necessary to quantify ignition risk in dollars and, if so, does the Company 519 

agree with Mr. Stephens’ recommendations? 520 

A. The Company does agree with setting a standard set of consequences and values of 521 

each consequence. However, agreement to these consequences and the valuation of the 522 

consequences needs to be confirmed through a separate regulatory proceeding and 523 

applied to a future submission of a plan once the consequences and value framework 524 

are approved by the Commission.  525 

Q. Mr. Stephens asserts that the Company should have used the “standard model” 526 

for risk evaluation. Does the Company agree with Mr. Stephens’ claim? 527 

A. The Company agrees with Mr. Stephens that there is a need to establish a standard 528 

methodology for monetizing wildfire risk. This would be best confirmed through a 529 
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separate regulatory proceeding and applied to a future plan submission once the 530 

framework is approved by the Commission.  531 

Q. Mr. Stephens opines that the process the Company uses to “justify” fire mitigation 532 

investments is not transparent.43 Do you agree? 533 

A. No. The Company has provided substantial information to support is fire mitigation 534 

analysis and proposals. The Revised Plan contains substantial detail about the process 535 

used by the Company and has provided further information through data responses and 536 

in response to informal requests by the DPU and the OCS.  537 

Q. What view does Mr. Stephens express regarding the risk spend equivalence 538 

approach to selecting fire mitigation approaches, and how do you respond to that 539 

view? 540 

A. As with Mr. Alvarez, Mr. Stephens states that RSE approach “is inadequate and 541 

inappropriate, particularly when compared to the vastly superior risk-informed benefit-542 

cost analysis.”44 This view continues to demonstrate that there is not consensus on just 543 

one approach to selecting fire mitigation plans. The IE advocates for the RSE approach 544 

as does the DPU. The OCS advocates for the risk-informed benefit-cost analysis. The 545 

Commission has never expressed a view on either of those analyses and previously 546 

approved the 2020 plan based on an analysis that was consistent with the approach 547 

taken by the Company in preparing the Revised Plan. For this reason, Company witness 548 

Ms. Steward discusses the Company’s recommendation that the Commission approve 549 

the Revised Plan and then establish a new proceeding where further refinements and 550 

 
43 Id. at 23:449-50. 
44 Id. at 24:487-88.  
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adjustments can be discussed, where the Commission can provide clear direction on 551 

what analysis it expects to see in future fire mitigation plans.  552 

 4. Response to UCE’s Testimony 553 

Q. What was UCE’s recommendation after reviewing the IE report? 554 

A.  On line 77-81 of his testimony, Dr. Logan Mitchell recommends the Commission open 555 

a docket to explore, within the next year, the Company’s ability to address 556 

recommendations outlined in the IE report. As noted in Ms. Steward’s testimony, the 557 

Company is not opposed to opening a new docket for addressing how to address the 558 

IE’s recommendations for future wildfire plans. The Company does not agree that the 559 

Commission should postpone approving the Revised Plan.  560 

Q. Do you have any other response to Dr. Mitchell’s testimony? 561 

A.  The Company is an active participant in EPRI’s ClimateREADi program. The 562 

Company’s participation in the program is broader than just wildfire mitigation but has 563 

strong ties to future development on the wildfire mitigation program as phase three of 564 

this proceeding concludes.  565 

 5. Response to UAE’s Testimony 566 

Q. Did UAE recommend approval of the plan? 567 

A.  No. Mr. Kevin C. Higgins’s testimony states on line 96-104 that UAE does not believe 568 

that the plan should be approved based on not having a cost-benefit analysis.  569 

Q. Is the Company required to have a cost-benefit analysis completed for approval 570 

of a wildfire mitigation plan or for cost recovery? 571 

A.  No Utah statute requires the company to demonstrate a balance of cost of implementing 572 

the plan with the risk of a wildland fire, let alone a cost-benefit analysis as suggested 573 



Page 28 – RMP Phase III Rebuttal Testimony of Joshua B. Jones re: WMP 

by Mr. Higgins, which is different from a balance of cost and risk.  574 

Q. It seems like there is no established industry standard to evaluate the balance of 575 

cost and risk, and there is considerable variation in the recommended 576 

methodologies, correct? 577 

A.  Correct, there is no industry standard, and given a lack of alignment between the 578 

recommendations in this proceeding, it is unreasonable to impose new requirements on 579 

the Revised Plan and deny the Company recovery of associated expenditures based on 580 

a perceived lack of meeting a “new” requirement.  581 

Q. Does the Company support the development of a methodology to assess if a 582 

wildfire mitigation plan appropriately balances mitigation costs and wildfire risk? 583 

A.  Yes, the Company would support the Commission establishing a separate docket to 584 

define the methodology, inputs, outputs, and application of RSE or other cost/risk 585 

frameworks to make a determination. This could include participation by intervenors 586 

to this proceeding, the IE, FFSL, and other stakeholders as appropriate. This approach 587 

is consistent with how workshops have been conducted on this topic in other states 588 

where the Company is an active participant, including the California examples 589 

previously cited. The absence of such a completed process at the time of the filing 590 

should not prohibit the Commission from approving the Company’s Revised Plan. 591 

Q. Would a separate proceeding address the balance of cost and risk concerns raised 592 

by the DPU, OCS, UAE, UCE and the IE? 593 

A.  Based on the submitted testimony, a separate proceeding should address their concerns 594 

to develop a model to balance cost and risk by, defining the model, confirming inputs, 595 
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and establishing consequence values and how the outputs of the model will be used for 596 

evaluation of the plan.  597 

Q. How many miles are at risk if the Revised Plan is not approved and the Company 598 

is required to return to the 2020 WMP? 599 

A.  If the Company is required to return to the 2020 WMP spending levels, then the 600 

Company would not be able to mitigate the risks the FFSL has specifically identified 601 

need to be addressed. Additionally, it would result in high-risk assets lacking enhanced 602 

mitigation programs, it would stop or delay active wildfire mitigation line rebuild 603 

projects and some operational practices given the uncertainty of recovery, and would 604 

be in direct conflict with a prior request to update the risk model as requested by FFSL, 605 

which was satisfied and confirmed by both FFSL and the IE.  606 

Q. It is still your opinion that the Revised Plan should be approved? 607 

A.  Yes.  608 

Q. Does this conclude your Phase III rebuttal testimony? 609 

A.  Yes, it does.  610 
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