Franchise Compliance
Review Committee
Report

COMPLIANCE PERIOD: JULY 8, 2021 TO JULY 7, 2023

JEFF KAWAR, CHAIR

JIM TOMASULO, VICE CHAIR
MARCELA ESCOBAR-ECK
JARED QUIENT

2024



DRAFT 2024 Franchise Compliance Review Committee Report

Contents
Lo INErOTUCTION Lot e e 2
1.1.  Overview of the Process Leading to the Current Franchise Agreements...........cccevevererereneenns 2
1.2.  Charge of the Franchise Compliance Review Committee (FCRC) .....ccccververeereereeneessieereeeseeennens 3
2. Activities of the FCRC £0 Date .......cccccoiiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiic e 3
3. Public COMMENT OVEIVIEW.....cuiiiiiciiiiiicct et 5
4. Comments Regarding the Independent AUItOr's REPOIt .....ccccueeiiriieriiriienie e seeenee e 5
5.  Other Recommendations to City COUNCIL.........ccueiiiiiriiriiriinesitinese ettt 6
6. Recommendations on the Automatic Renewal of the Secondary Term .........cceceeveeevieecieseieciesienns 8
Appendix A - Public Comment Themes from the Franchise Compliance Review Committee.................... 10
Appendix B - FCRC Questions for SDG&E and SDG&E’S RESPONSES.......cc.eevrereeirrreireeieeeieeneeseesseeseeseessees 12
Appendix C - FCRC Questions for SDCP and SDCP’S Presentation .........ccoeceveueriesieinneeseeseeneeseeseesneennes 13



DRAFT 2024 Franchise Compliance Review Committee Report

1. Introduction

The City of San Diego’s (City) franchise agreements grant San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E, an investor-
owned utility) the right to operate within its right-of-way to transmit and distribute electricity and gas to
consumers. These franchise agreements for gas and electricity (Agreements) were recommended by the
Mayor and approved by the City Council on June 8, 2021, with an effective date of July 8, 2021.

The Agreements have primary terms of 10 years (to July 2031) that will be automatically
renewed/extended for another 10 years (to July 2041) subject to the provisions delineated in Section 15
(electric) and Section 13 (gas) of the Agreements. As noted in Sections 15(d) and 13(d) of the
Agreements, the City reserves the right to void the automatic renewal no sooner than the ninth year
(July 2030) of the agreements. As noted in Sections 15(e) and 13(e), the City also has the right to
terminate the Franchise if the City Council, or the electors of the City, adopt an ordinance that
authorizes the City to municipalize the provision of electric or gas services in the City pursuant to Section
104 of the City Charter or other applicable law.

1.1. Overview of the Process Leading to the Current Franchise Agreements

The City’s previous Franchise Agreements were for 50-year terms with the last Agreement concluding on
June 1, 2021. Anticipating the end of the previous Agreements, the City initiated a lengthy process
endeavoring to negotiate a better deal for the City in the new/current Agreements. This process
included two Invitations to Bid, considerable negotiation with SDG&E, public outreach, and feedback
from Councilmembers and citizens/ratepayers. Some organizations and members of the public
suggested the City consider terminating the Franchise and alternatively pursuing a municipal public
power corporation (municipalization). Others opposed this approach for a variety of reasons. Ultimately,
the Mayor recommended, and City Council approved (with a 6-3 vote in favor) the new Agreements on
May 25, 2021.

The Mayor recommended the new Agreements to the City Council as a better deal for San Diegans but
also acknowledged it did not include everything that the City or SDG&E had hoped for. He noted that
Councilmembers had requested the new agreements include more money, a shorter term, with easy off
ramps (options to terminate or pursue municipalization). The Mayor stated that in addition to more
money, the new deal would advance the City’s Climate Action Plan goals and distribute environmental
benefits more equitably, all while being more transparent and having more accountability measures
than before. In recommending the new deal to Councilmembers, the Mayor described it as “a re-set of
our relationship with SDG&E that acknowledges our collective priorities are climate action,
transparency, and accountability.”

With respect to better accountability and financial transparency measures, the Chief Operating Officer
recommended the new Agreement to the City Council highlighting-highlighted the following:

e Biannual audits by an independent auditor

e S5 million performance bond

e Options for liquidated damages

e Increased insurance requirements

e (Citizen-focused Franchise Compliance Review Committee
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1.2. Charge of the Franchise Compliance Review Committee (FCRC)

The roles and responsibilities of the FCRC, and the independent auditor, are provided for in Section 6 of
the Agreements. The FCRC is to consist of five (5) members: three (3) appointees selected by the City
Council and two (2) appointees selected by the Mayor. The FCRC is to be created and established by City
Council resolution every two years.

Section 6 provides that the FCRC shall meet publicly and comply with the Ralph M. Brown Act. The
Committee is to establish a mechanism that allows members of the public to communicate with the
FCRC concerning the City’s Franchise Agreements with SDG&E. The independent audit report is to be
completed and provided to the FCRC no later than sixty (60) calendar days before the outside due date
of the FCRC's report to the City Council.

The FCRC is charged with reviewing the independent auditor’s report, and then providing the auditor’s
report along with its own written report and recommendations to the City Council within 180 calendar
days of the end of each two-year period of the Franchise term. The FCRC report is to provide a
recommendation to the City Council on the question of automatic renewal for the secondary 10-year
term of the Franchise, based on compliance with the Franchise and Energy Cooperation Agreements.

2. Activities of the FCRC to Date

FCRC Members: Four of five public members were appointed to the FCRC in the spring/summer of 2022
with one replacement member being appointed in April 2023. The public member appointees are:

Mayor appointees: Jeff Kawar
Marcela Escobar-Eck

Council appointees:  Council appointees: James Tomasulo
Jared Quient
(Vacant Position)

Public Meetings/Communication: Given extensive delays in onboarding the City’s independent auditor,
the FCRC did not convene its first public meeting until January of 2023. The Committee has since
conducted 12 Brown Act compliant public meetings through May of 2024. All FCRC meetings have
allowed for public participation/comment in person or online. In keeping with our charge of facilitating
communication with members of the public, the FCRC has welcomed public comment and held our
noticed public meetings in accessible places. Most of our meetings to date have been held in the Mary
Hollis Clark Conference Center on the first floor of the downtown public library.

We have received excellent staff support from the Sustainability and Mobility (SUMO) Department. They
have established a City web page for the FCRC (https://www.sandiego.gov/sustainability-
mobility/energy/sdge-franchise/crc) that includes meeting agendas and minutes, docketed materials,
and video replays of all our meetings to date. In response to a request from the FCRC, staff have
endeavored to summarize major and recurring comments/concerns shared during the public comment
portion of our meetings. This staff summary of public comments, along with all written comments
submitted to the FCRC for consideration, is provided in Appendix A.



https://www.sandiego.gov/sustainability-mobility/energy/sdge-franchise/crc
https://www.sandiego.gov/sustainability-mobility/energy/sdge-franchise/crc
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Initial Meeting Agendas: The FCRC initially discussed the nature of the City’s Franchise Agreements with
SDG&E. Acknowledging the complexity of the Agreements, we planned our initial meeting agendas to
receive presentations from City staff regarding the four major component parts of the Agreements
(financial obligations, Administrative MOU, Utilities Undergrounding MOU, and the Energy Cooperation
Agreement).

Agendas Involving SDG&E: SDG&E was invited to make an informational presentation to the FCRC on
July 6, 2023 regarding their efforts and activities to comply with the City Franchise Agreements. In
response to SDG&E’s presentation, FCRC members discussed and developed a list of written follow-up
questions for SDG&E. SDG&E responded in writing to these questions and returned to the FCRC to
answer questions on August 29, 2023. FCRC questions for SDG&E and SDG&E’s responses to these
questions can be found in Appendix B.

Presentation from San Diego Community Power (SDCP): Since May of 2022, San Diego residents have
had the choice of purchasing electricity from either SDCP or SDG&E. |t was reported that about 96% of
the City’s customer base has Over96%-have elected to purchase their electricity through SDCP. SDG&E
facilitates customer billing for SDCP and must otherwise work cooperatively/collaboratively with SDCP
to comply with certain provisions in the Franchise Agreement. SDCP was invited to present and respond
to questions from FCRC on November 2, 2023. A copy of FCRC questions and SDCP’s PowerPoint
presentation is provided in Appendix C.

FCRC Review and Development of Report Workplan: The FCRC used its first two meetings of 2024 to
recap Franchise related information received and discussed in 2023. Further clarification was requested
regarding the status and timing of the independent auditor’s audit report. A tentative work plan and
timeline for FCRC report development was developed anticipating further progress and delivery of the
independent auditor’s report.

Receipt of Draft and Final Audit Report from the Independent Auditor: The FCRC scheduled two
meetings in May and June of 2024 to receive audit information from the ilndependent aAuditor. At the

May 9" meeting, the Independent Auditor presented a substantially final draft of their audit report and { Formatted: Superscript

the FCRC was able to ask questions. At our June 3’ meeting, the FCRC received the final audit report

[ Formatted: Superscript

from the Independent Auditor. It is important to note that this first independent audit only covers the

first two years of the Franchise Agreement through July 72023 and the final audit was received by the { Formatted: Superscript

FCRC almost a year later in June of 2024. The second independent audit will cover Franchise Agreement

performance from July of 2023 through July of 2025.auditer—Fhe-Committee-isconcurrently-workingte

Development of the FCRC Report to the City Council: The independent audit report was initially { Formatted: Underline

expected to be completed in the fall of 2023 and the FCRC would develop and present our report to the
City Council 60 days thereafter - in early 2024. Due to delays in the City onboarding an independent
auditor and in turn the delayed receipt of the independent audit in June 2024, the FCRC was asked if we
could endeavor to develop our report while waiting for the final audit report to be delivered. This was in
part driven by a desire for the FCRC to present the audit and the FCRC report to the Environment
Committee in June 2024 and to the City Council in July 2024. Given these circumstances, the FCRC used

our best efforts to develop this first FCRC report at our meetings on May 9™ and June 3™. The final FCRC [ Formatted: Superscript

report was approved in substantially final form on June 3, 2024. {Formatted: Superscript
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gPublic Comment Overview

The FCRC convened 12 noticed public meetings in accessible places between January of 2023 and June
of 2024. As noted in Section 2, all meetings were Brown Act compliant and allowed for public comment

in person or online. Meetings were also video-recorded and posted on the City’s website so the public

could watch at their convenience.

Understanding that part of our charge was to facilitate communication with the public regarding the «
Franchise Agreements, this section of the report endeavors to summarize some of the recurring public
comment themes heard at the FCRC meetings. These themes, summarized by City staff, are provided in
Appendix A along with all written comments submitted to the FCRC for consideration through our final

public meeting on June 3, 2024.

3-4. Comments Regarding the Independent Auditor's Report

On May 9, 2024, the FCRC Franchise-ComplianceReview Committee{FCRC)received a draft of the
independent auditor's report, along with a formal presentation. This reportisrepert summarized the
auditor's assessment of San-Diego-Gas-& Electric's{SPGE'S)SDG&E’s compliance with the franchise
agreement. The FCRC's review focused on ensuring the audit aligned with the Committee's and the
auditor's roles as outlined in the Agreements. The Committee then provided comments on the initial
findings.

The independent auditor received the FCRC’s questions/comments at our May 9, 2024 public meeting
and provided a revised/final audit report to the FCRC on June 3, 2024.en-May-28,2024-

Below is a summary of the comments regarding the independent auditor's report provided by the
committee:

General:

e This audit was conducted using a limited sample size. To enhance the analysis, the next phase 2
audit should consider employing a more extensive sample.

e To ensure continuous improvement, SDG&E should provide a response outlining how they will
address recommendations prior to the commencement of the Phase 2 audit.

e During the auditor's presentation, it was noted there was a significant volume of
communication, with over 700 comments and responses exchanged during the audit between
the auditor and SDG&E. To improve audit efficiency in the future, we recommend analyzing
these communications to identify areas for streamlining the process for the phase 2 audit.

e The Auditor initially identified deficiencies in Items 3 and 4 of the report. However, SDG&E has
since implemented corrective actions to address these noted items. The final report should
elearclearly acknowledge this resolution to ensure transparency.

e The draft audit report identified four key findings. The auditor is currently collaborating with the
eity-City to obtain a management letter that will provide additional franchise performance

Commented [OM1]: Following the outline developed
during the April 11 meeting, Section 3 would discuss an
overview of public comment.

As drafted, this seems to be woven into the section above.
Would the Committee members like to leave the report as
written and consolidate Sections 2 and 3?

[ Formatted: Normal, No bullets or numbering
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related comments. This management letter should be appended (attached as a separate
document) to the final audit report and made publicly available.

o We recommend that the auditor conduct a more in-depth review and provide detailed
comments on SDG&E’s compliance with Section 10A of the franchise agreement.

Administrative MOU

e The agreement requires SDG&E to utilize the category projects portal which has since been
identified as needing improvement. The City and SDG&E staff collaboratively developed a new
process that eliminates the need for the portal. To ensure transparency and reflect this change,
the franchise agreement should be amended to remove the outdated requirement and outline
the new process collaboratively developed by the City and SDG&E.

Utility Underground MOU

e The absence of a publicly available undergrounding project master plan, which would
coordinate projects with the City's initiatives, hinders transparency. The FCRC’s
recommendations section also notes this deficiency.

e The limited sample size of undergrounding project data identified in this report necessitates a
more comprehensive review during the Phase 2 audit.

Energy Cooperation Agreement (ECA)

e Finding #4 of the independent auditor's report highlights the need for periodic updates and
revisions to the Energy Cooperation Agreement (ECA) to ensure its continued effectiveness.
This is noted in the FCRC’s recommendations section.

e Section 8.B of the Energy Cooperation Agreement (ECA) requires SDG&E to support the City's
affordable housing initiatives. However, the auditor's review found that SDG&E provided only
snapshots of affordable housing data to City staff, limiting transparency and effective
collaboration. While this might have satisfied the requirement as identified in the agreement,
the agreement should be amended to explicitly require SDG&E to provide comprehensive and
up-to-date data on its efforts to support the City's affordable housing initiatives. SDG&E and the
City should establish a clear process for ongoing communication and collaboration regarding
affordable housing initiatives. This is noted in the FCRC’s recommendations section.

4.5. Other Recommendations to City Council

This eermmittee-FCRC was tasked with providing recommendations to Ceity eCouncileity-ceuneit following
our review and investigation into the franchise agreement between SDG&E and the €Cityeity. The
recently updated City of San Diego Climate Action Plan (“CAP”) has aggressive goals to reduce
greenhouse gas “GHG” emissions and accelerate the clean energy transition. As an inducement to enter
into a long-term franchise agreementsagreerment with SDG&E in 2021, the parties entered into an
Energy Cooperation Agreement (“ECA”) alongside the fFranchise aAgreementsfranchise-agreement in an
effort to ensure SDG&E acts as a partner to the €Cityeity as it pursues its Climate Action Plan goals. A
review and assessment of the parties’ performance of this ECAagreement was included in the scope of
this committee, but the agreement itself is difficult to assess because many of the provisions are
aspirational and difficult to enforce. We also learned more about SDCP and its broad mandate as a new




DRAFT 2024 Franchise Compliance Review Committee Report

regional organization tasked with procuring renewable energy and the interplay between SDCP, the
eCityeity, and SDG&E.

The eemmittee-FCRC recommends that the eity-eouncilCity Council take the following actions:

1. Convene the Cooperation Agreement Summit (as described in section 3 of the ECA) (“CAS”) as
soon as possible to comprehensively revise the ECA to meet the current needs and policy
objectives of the eityCity. Such revision should impose enforceable and easy to measure
obligations on SDG&E to ensure SDG&E acts as an active partner to both the eity-City and San
Diego Community Power (“SDCP”) in their efforts to meet the eity’s-City’s CAP goals. The
current ECA is vague and ambiguous at times, making it difficult to assess compliance by SDG&E,
particularly in the areas that are the most impactful to the eity-City meeting its CAP goals.

a.

In particular, the eemmittee-FCRC recommends revisions and additions be made to
section 5 of the ECA, Clean Energy Collaboration Opportunities. One thing we have
learned during this process is how impactful and important SDCP is to the eity-City
achieving its overall energy transition goals. As such, we recommend that SDCP has a
seat at the table at the Cooperation Agreement Summit to ensure the agreement is
structured to meet SDCP’s goals and that it imposes enforceable and easy to measure
metrics on SDG&E to ensure compliance. As part of this CAS, the committee also
recommends the Ceity explore facilitating a stand-alone enforceable agreement
between SDCP and SDG&E. With the eity-City at the table, SDG&E would have more
incentive to take positions and agree to take or not take certain actions to the long-term
benefit of SDCP and the Ceity’s CAP progress.

The committee-FCRC also recommends that the eity-City investigate whether SDG&E has
taken actions to undermine SDCP and the exploration of municipalization by the eity-City
and incorporate provisions in the next ECA that prevent SDG&E from taking actions
opposite the eity’s-City’s stated clean energy goals and that undermine the eity’s-City’s
efforts to explore municipalization.

The eermmittee-FCRC also recommends forming a working group with stakeholders from
the environmental community, SDG&E, SDCP, and Ceity staff to do a review of the ECA
and make recommendations on additional areas that are appropriate for regulation as
part of this agreement.

2. Improve the Franchise Review Committee process

a.

Begin the process and committee earlier to give the committee more time to gather
information and provide findings. The hiring of the Independent Auditor and the
delivery of their final report was significantly delayed for this FCRC. We recommend the
next independent audit be delivered much earlier to the next FCRC. This will allow the
next FCRC (and members of the public) a more reasonable timeframe to review and
comment on the final audit report.

Fill the committee early and to its fullest. The Ordinance and Resolution creating the
FCRC calls for the City Council to appoint three members, yet this Committee has
operated with only two City Council appointees. Understanding that finding good
appointees can be challenging, recommend the City Council begin the appointee
solicitation process well in advance of the next FCRC so the Committee can be fully
appointed as contemplated.
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c. Convene a hearing with the franchisereview-cemmitteeFCRC and Eenvironment
Ceommittee members at the outset of the process so the committee can ask questions
and learn about concerns the current Ceouncil has going into the review process.

d. With capable staff support, this FCRC endeavored to make our meetings accessible to
the public in person and online. Meetings were videotaped, recorded, and posted online
for public review. Despite best efforts by staff and the FCRC, we repeatedly heard from
the public that there were meeting room and audio/visual challenges that made online
participation challenging for those members of the public who participated online.
Recommend staff be provided with a meeting room and equipment resources to help
the next FCRC improve audio and video for online public participation. Could the FCRC
use the Council Committee Room, or other meeting rooms better equipped for
audio/video, for FCRC meetings?

3. Improve the public portal on Usndergrounding

a. As part of franchisereview-committeeFCRC presentations and meetings, we were given
the opportunity to access the Undergrounding mapping information provided by the
eity’s-City’s web portal below:
https://webmaps.sandiego.gov/portal/apps/Cascade/index.html?appid=929e10afaOb64
837a21e 49e3df343149

b. The portal provides information on the process of urdergrevnding-Undergrounding and
project level updates for active projects. The portal gives a color-coded map of the
various neighborhoods and the phased approach to undergrounding projects.

¢. Recommendation: While the information given is helpful and provides a general
overview of each neighborhood, including more details about currently under-
construction streets and a master plan timeline for future location would be beneficial.
This would give consumers a more accurate picture of upcoming projects, both in the
near term and beyond. A 10-year master plan of projects is a typical approach to
planning work. This allows for flexibility based on schedule and budgeting changes but
identifies timelines and scoping.

5-6. Recommendations on the Automatic Renewal of the Secondary

Term
This report is to provide a recommendation to the City Council on the question of automatic renewal for
the secondary 10-year term of the Franchise, based on compliance with the Franchise and Energy
Cooperation Agreements. It should be noted that the Agreements stipulate the City Council’s right to
void the automatic renewal cannot occur before the ninth anniversary of the effective date of the
current Franchise (July 2030). The City could terminate the Franchise at any time if the City Council, or
the electors of the City, adopt an ordinance that authorizes the City to municipalize the provision of
electric or gas services in the City pursuant to Section 104 of the City Charter or other applicable law.

Given that a renewal decision cannot be made until 2030, the FCRC believes it is premature to make a
recommendation about renewal for a secondary 10-year term. The FCRC has not received information
to date that would lead it to recommend the City Council void the automatic renewal provision in 2030.
We also understand that future FCRCs will have the benefit of more SDG&E performance data which will
better inform their recommendations to the City Council about automatic renewal.
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The FCRC recommends the City Council continue to closely monitor SDG&E’s compliance with the
numerous provisions of the Franchise Agreements by soliciting feedback from involved City staff and the
public; requesting annual Franchise compliance presentations from SDG&E and involved City staff;
convening the CAS to revise the ECA explore facilitating a standalone agreement between SDGE and
SDCP; and reviewing the findings of the independent audit and FCRC reports every two years.

By diligently monitoring SDG&E compliance and continuing to obtain information about potential
alternative options for energy distribution, the City is best positioned to take action should there be a
need or desire to discontinue the current Agreements. Any future decision to void automatic renewal or
otherwise terminate the Franchise Agreements will require significant/sufficient lead time for either
municipalization or to solicit and-infermation-abeut other potential/viable franchisees.

In July 2023, the Environment Committee received a highly informative report (Phase 1 report) related
to the City’s Public Power Feasibility Study. This report was presented by staff and a City consultant
team headed by NewGen Strategies & Solutions. The Phase 1 report provided several interesting
preliminary findings including:

e Municipalization is feasible, but the cost may be too high for it to be practicable dependingen
the-purchaseprice {2}

e Will take 10 years to operationalize a Municipal Electric Utility (MEU)

e MEU would NOT be a City department and not provide gas service

e Municipalization is not easy and involves potential benefits and risks

e Requires substantial resources, long-term commitment, & political will

e The process makes the City an informed and effective counterpart

A decision to pursue municipalization will require even more lead time to thoughtfully plan for
significant financial, legal, labor, and asset acquisition/maintenance challenges. The FCRC commends the

City’s acquisition of the Phase 1 report and recommends the City Council continue to budget for
staff/consultants to complete the Phase 2 report currently targeted for release in the summer of 2025.
The Council may also wish to consider the formation of a Citizens Public Power Feasibility Study Task

Force as a means of involving interested citizens to provide input to staff and City consultants in
preparing the Phase 2 Report. The Committee understands this was recommended for consideration by
staff at the Rules Committee meeting in October of 2021.

As noted in the last of the bulleted findings above, gathering more information about the viability
(including potential benefits and risks) of municipalization makes the City a more informed and effective
counterpart. The City is a better negotiator and better able to make good decisions on behalf of its
residents and businesses when it better understands its options.

[ Formatted: Underline
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Appendix A - Public Comment Themes from the
Franchise Compliance Review Committee
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Public Comment Themes from the Franchise Compliance Review Committee

In 2021, the San Diego City Council passed 0-21327 and 0-21328, which awarded the Gas and Electric
Franchises to SDG&E. Section 6 of both ordinances established the Franchise Compliance Review
Committee (Review Committee). Further outlined in Section 6(a), “[t]he Review Committee, which shall
meet publicly and comply with the Ralph M. Brown Act, shall establish a mechanism by which members
of the public may communicate with the Review Committee concerning the Franchise.”

Below is a list of the themes and topics the public raised during the Review Committee’s meetings. Also
linked below are the written public comments that have been submitted to the Committee.

General Franchise Comments
o Vacant Council-appointed seat on the Franchise Compliance Review Committee
o Concerns regarding increased SDG&E rates and SDG&E profits
Underground MOU
o Concerns regarding visibility and ease of public access to the status of undergrounding
projects
o Insupport of increasing transparency of undergrounding project timelines and project
costs
Energy Cooperation Agreement
o Considerations regarding positions SDG&E has taken on the NEM 3.0 proceeding in
relation to the commitments made within the ECA.
o Insupport of increasing specificity of the actions in the Energy Cooperation Agreement
Implementation Plan
o Concerns regarding SDG&E interconnection timeline

Attachments:

Feb. 13, 2023, Public Comments
Apr 19, 2023, Public Comments
May 31, 2023, Public Comments
o May 31, 2023, Public Comments Attachments
Jul 6, 2023, Public Comments
Aug. 29, 2023, Public Comments
May 9, 2024, Public Comments

June 3, 2024, Public Comments

11


https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/public_comments_-_feb._13_2023_meeting.pdf
https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/public_comments_-_apr._19_2023_meeting.pdf
https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/public_comments_-_may_31_2023_meeting.pdf
https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/public_comments_attachments_-_may_31_2023_meeting.zip
https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/public_comments_-_july_06_2023_meeting.pdf
https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/public_comments_august_29_2023_meeting.pdf
https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/2024-05/written-public-comment-fcrc-5.9.2024-v2.pdf
https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/2024-05/written-public-comment-fcrc-6.3.2024.pdf
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Appendix B - FCRC Questions for SDG&E and
SDG&E’s Responses
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Franchise Compliance Review Committee Follow-up Questions from for SDG&E

Other Questions:

Delivery of service — A significant issue developers face is delays in service delivery. Can SDG&E
speak about their process, workflow, and timing for these requests? And, as appropriate, how
these processes may differ for affordable housing projects, private developer projects, city ROW
projects, etc. Can SDG&E allow training and self-certification of contractors to do some of the
work that is severely backlogged?

How SDG&E’s stance on NEM 3.0 further local renewable energy and the commitments made
within the ECA? What is SDG&E doing to educate and be more transparent on this issue?

Please provide SDGE’s average customer electricity and gas rates for the two years leading up to
the execution of the franchise agreement (2019 and 2020) and then the average rates for the
two years following the execution (2021 and 2022)

Section 1

Throughout this agreement, SDG&E has made various commitments to helping San Diego
achieve 100% clean energy and net zero GHG, including a requirement to assist in the city’s
building electrification efforts. However, since the franchise agreement was signed, SDGE’s
parent company, Sempra, has donated $1.5M to the America Gas Association, which is one of
the leading opponents to electrification and achievement of 100% clean energy. How can we
reconcile the actions of SDG&E and its parent company, Sempra?

What role did Sempra or the AGA play in supporting the lawsuit against the city of Berkeley,
which has stalled their implantation of a reach code? Did Sempra donate any funds that directly
or indirectly funded opposition efforts?

Section 2

The ECA Implementation Plan was presented to the City’s Council’s Environment Committee on
3-18-22. Has the Plan been presented to the full City Council as contemplated in Section 2 of the
ECA? If not, is there a plan to do so?

o Staff Response: When the item was presented to the Environment Committee, there
was no recommendation from the Committee to present it to the full Council.
Therefore, it did not go to the full Council. This recommendation can come from the
Compliance Review Committee as they see fit.

Section 4

Section 4 of the ECA discusses the costs for mutually agreeable projects and programs. It
provides that project funding may include ratepayer funding with approval from CPUC; CEC,
local, state, and federal grants; and other sources. Are there projects in the Implementation
Plan that are fully (or partially) funded with discretionary SDG&E funding (like shareholder funds
— funding other than grant or CPUC approved ratepayer revenue)? Can estimated costs and
funding sources be included/noted for each identified project in the Implementation Plan?

Section 5.a



e What is the current percentage/number of City of San Diego residents purchasing electricity
through SDCP and what percentage/number opted out to continue purchasing electricity
through SDG&E? Same question for business or industrial entities in the City of San Diego.

e How has SDG&E helped their customers understand the recent change in the format of
customer bills, given the recent migration of most SDG&E customers to SDCP for electricity
procurement? How has SDG&E worked with SDCP in this regard? Are customers directed to ask
some bill questions to SDCP and others to SDG&E? From SDG&E’s perspective, are there any
ongoing challenges in working with SDCP (of any sort) that are being worked on or remain to be
addressed? What is SDG&E doing to educate and be more transparent on this issue?

Section 5.c

e Slide 6 references the goal of planting 2,500 trees in 10 years and indicates that 980 of the 1,360
trees planted to date (72%, or 39% of total goal) were planted in just three communities (Allied
Gardens, Cherokee Point, Bay Terraces). This seems a little imbalanced. How are prioritization
decisions made as to where to plant trees? How is go-forward tree maintenance
covered/ensured? Does SDG&E plan to stop or continue planting trees once it reaches the
2,500-tree goal?

Section 5.d

e Provide more details on the green waste recycling vendors and what SDG&E has done to bring in
more vendors.

Section 5.e

e EV Chargers maintenance — Was any ratepayer money used to subsidize private EV chargers that
are no longer being maintained as operational?

e How are EV charging stations (like those installed in SDG&E’s PYD program) funded? Is SDG&E
responsible for the ongoing maintenance of these stations.

Section 5.e

e Energy Benchmarking — Has SDG&E provided the information and assistance to support the
City’s benchmarking efforts?

Section 5.g

e What is SDGE's position on the city's proposed reach code? What has SDGE done to support
such efforts?

e How does Sempra’s vocal opposition and monetary support of the AGA affect SDGE’s positions
and ability to comply with this provision?

Section 5.h

e Slide 9 mentions three new battery storage microgrids in the City of San Diego. Including these
three, what is the total number of microgrids in the City and how many customers could they
potentially support? How many more are planned for the years ahead? Are all or most
microgrids ratepayer funded and are they considered to be an expensive source of electricity? If



so, is there an expectation that the cost of these projects might come down and become more
competitive with other energy projects/sources anytime soon?

e  GHG Reduction Analysis — The Implementation Matrix states that SDG&E will share GHG
inventory with the City. Has this happened? The matrix further states that SDG&E will share its
Path to Net Zero study, which was released on April 5, 2022. Did SDG&E share this with the City?

Section 6.a

e What coordination is occurring with Cities to clear brush adjacent to SDGE easements?

e With respect to Section 6(a), has SDG&E made any investments (or have plans to make) in new
fire-fighting air resources to protect the City since the inception of the ECA? The
Implementation Plan notes SDG&E has provided funding for Community Emergency Response
Teams (CERTSs) and Fire Safe Councils (FSCs) in communities of concern across San Diego — can
the Committee receive information on how much funding was provided and when? Has the plan
to achieve the goal of continued support for CERTs and FSCs in underserved communities been
planned or facilitated yet?

Section 7

e What are examples of Distributed Energy Resource (DER) project opportunities discussed in
Section 7 of the ECA? (solar panels, battery storage, ???). Specific City examples? SDG&E
examples? Why does SDG&E think SDCP has not yet identified any DER project opportunities?
Do all DER projects need to be coordinated with SDG&E’s power distribution network?

e Slide 16 notes CPUC approval of the Microgrid Incentive Program (MIP) in April 2023. The MIP
would provide funding for the development of clean energy microgrids for vulnerable
communities impacted by grid outages. SDG&E mentioned there would be $200 million
available statewide for underserved communities. At this point, can SDG&E estimate how much
of this $200 million statewide might be available for City of San Diego communities? What is the
process for securing a MIP funding commitment from the State?

Section 8.a

e Slide 17 - If an income qualifying home previously rented solar panels via other programs, can
they convert to ownership via your program?

Section 8.b

e Slide 18 — “SDGE is building collaboration with developers to avoid surprises....” How is this
happening? SDGE is still the number one complaint on every single construction project as the
single biggest delay in the process.

o  Where did the 50% or more Affordable housing number come from. It seems this really only
captures the 100% AH projects. Complete Communities is 40% and other density bonus
programs are 5% Very low or 10% Low. The threshold should capture at least the Complete
Community projects also.

Section 8.c



e Slide 19 — Can the training program be expanded to include contractors that can then self certify
certain parts of the process? (e.g. disconnects?)

Section 8.d

e Isthere an updated Undergrounding Master Plan that identifies what has been accomplished as
well ask the criteria for project selection, etc.

Section 8.e

e Arecent news story indicated (as of 3-31-23) SDG&E had approximately 337,000 residential
customer accounts with statements more than one month past due with an average debt of
about $744. This represents a notable increase that is being experienced throughout the state.
How is SDG&E working with their delinquent customers? Does SDG&E expect this higher
delinquency experience will continue or believe that it might adversely impact rates?

Section 8.f

e Slide 22 — Are there any plans to underground larger KV lines?



- SDGE

Follow-up Questions related to the Energy Cooperation Agreement (ECA)

1. The ECA Implementation Plan was presented to the City’s Council’s Environment
Committee on 3-18-22. Has the Plan been presented to the full City Council as
contemplated in Section 2 of the ECA? If not, is there a plan to do so.

a. When the Plan was presented to Environment Committee, there was no
recommendation from Committee to move it to the full Council.

b. We are happy to go to full Council if requested to do so, however the
recommendation to the Council should come from the Environment Committee.

c. We leave this decision to the discretion of the Environment Committee.

2. Section 4 of the ECA discusses the costs for mutually agreeable projects and programs.
It provides that project funding may include ratepayer funding with approval from
CPUC; CEC, local, state, and federal grants; and other sources. Are there projects in the
Implementation Plan that are fully (or partially) funded with discretionary SDG&E
funding (like shareholder funds — funding other than grant or CPUC approved
ratepayer revenue)? Can estimated costs and funding sources be included/noted for
each identified project in the Implementation Plan?

a. Yes, the Solar Equity program (Section 8(a)) is funded by shareholder dollars as are
some of the tree planting funds that go through the San Diego Parks Foundation.

b. Yes, SDG&E will work with the City to address these requests pursuant to the ECA.
We will seek to add estimates.

3. What is the current percentage/number of City of San Diego residents purchasing
electricity through SDCP and what percentage/number opted out to continue
purchasing electricity through SDG&E? Same question for business or industrial
entities in the City of San Diego.



4.

5.

a. According to the public reporting from SDCP to their Board of Directors, as of their
July 27, 2023 Board Meeting, 597,995 customers in the City of San Diego, out of a
total eligible population of 618,489, are enrolled in service with SDCP, indicating a
total participation rate of approximately 96.7%.

b. SDCP does not break down their enrollment by customer class in their publicly
available reporting. We assume that information can be provided by SDCP if
requested.

A recent news story indicated (as of 3-31-23) SDG&E had approximately 337,000
residential customer accounts with statements more than one month past due with an
average debt of about $744. This represents a notable increase that is being
experienced throughout the state. How is SDG&E working with their delinquent
customers? Does SDG&E expect this higher delinquency experience will continue or
believe that it might adversely impact rates?

a. SDG&E continues to work with customers on solutions to help them manage their
energy bills. SDG&E offers a wide range of customer assistance programs including:
i. Flexible payment plans to pay down past due balances over time;
ii. Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) and Neighbor-to-
Neighbor funding to pay down past due balances;
iii. Monthly bill discounts such as CARE and FERA for eligible customers; and
iv. Debt forgiveness through the Arrearage Management Payment (AMP) Plan for
eligible customers.
v. Please see our website for more information:
https://www.sdge.com/residential/pay-bill/get-payment-bill-assistance

What are examples of Distributed Energy Resource (DER) project opportunities
discussed in Section 7 of the ECA? (solar panels, battery storage, ???). Specific City
examples? SDG&E examples? Why does SDG&E think SDCP has not yet identified any
DER project opportunities? Do all DER projects need to be coordinated with SDG&E’s
power distribution network?

a. Distributed energy resources (DERs) are small-scale energy resources usually
situated near sites of electricity use, such as rooftop solar panels and battery
storage.

b. We cannot speculate on the operations of SDCP, but since we still have 8 years under
this agreement to work together, we will continue to work with SDCP in an attempt
to address these items.

¢. Inorder to manage the connection of new sources, any interconnection of any
generation resource into the grid must be coordinated with SDG&E through our
Generation Interconnection team, including DERs as well as larger scale installations.


https://www.sdge.com/residential/pay-bill/get-payment-bill-assistance

6. How has SDG&E helped their customers understand the recent change in the format of
customer bills given the recent migration of most SDG&E customers to SDCP for
electricity procurement? How has SDG&E worked with SDCP in this regard? Are
customers directed to ask some bill questions to SDCP and others to SDG&E? From
SDG&E’s perspective, are there any ongoing challenges in working with SDCP (of any
sort) that are being worked on or remain to be addressed?

SDG&E has website resources available to help customers understand their CCA
service and the bill that includes CCA charges. A new video was created which
included a walkthrough of a sample customer bill walkthrough. The video
complements the existing bill video created by SDCP. In addition, customers may visit
SDGE.com to find links to several resources available online. SDG&E’s call center has
the same information available for customers who call and who may not feel
comfortable using a computer. Finally, customers who use SDG&E’s MyAccount
portal to make payments now see a picture/graphic representation of the different
types of charges — whether they are from SDCP or SDG&E — clearly on their
MyAccount home to help explain.

SDG&E is bound to a CPUC “Code of Conduct” that prohibits the utility from 1)
speaking on behalf of a CCA program; 2) giving any appearance of speaking on behalf
of any CCA program; or 3) making any statement relating to the community choice
aggregator’s rates or terms and conditions of service. For this reason, SDG&E does
not answer questions about CCA rates and directs customers to call their CCA if they
have questions specifically about CCA services.

SDG&E and SDCP staff work closely together on all operational issues, speaking
sometimes daily to ensure that all issues are addressed timely. The positive working
relationship benefits both SDG&E and SDCP and generally makes it easy for any
issues to be quickly resolved.

PCIA: Power Charge Indifference adjustment? Is that on both SDCP customers and

SDG&E customers?

a.

b.

The PCIA is a charge to ensure that all customers (regardless of who procures energy
on their behalf) pay their fair share of legacy contract costs. SDG&E entered into
energy contracts on behalf of their customers based on their needs at the time. Even
though many customers have since transitioned to CCAs for their commodity service,
SDG&E is still responsible for paying for the costs of the contracts.

The PCIA is not a new charge. All customers in SDG&E’s service territory have been
paying the PCIA to cover the costs of older long-term energy contracts. The PCIA was
previously bundled in with other generation charges rather than called out as a
separate line item on the energy bill. The California Public Utilities Commission



required a separate line item on the bill for the PCIA charge as a way to raise
awareness that all customers are responsible for paying for the costs of legacy
contracts. As of November 1, 2021, all customers’ bills include a PCIA line item.

8. Slide 6 references the goal of planting 2,500 trees in 10 years and indicates that 980 of
the 1,360 trees planted to date (72%, or 39% of total goal) were planted in just three
communities (Allied Gardens, Cherokee Point, Bay Terraces). This seems a little
imbalanced. How are prioritization decisions made as to where to plant trees? How is
go-forward tree maintenance covered/ensured? Does SDG&E plan to stop or continue
planting trees once it reaches the 2,500-tree goal?

a. Prioritization: SDG&E tree planting efforts are informed by various activities,
including input from community-based organizations and discussions with our
jurisdictional partners. SDG&E works closely with Brian Widener, the City of San
Diego Forester, who leads the prioritization of street tree planting. The City Forester
identifies not just the community/area for street tree planting, but also provides
SDG&E with a specific map of empty tree wells that have been prioritized for
planting, as well as a list of preferred tree species. The City of San Diego and SDG&E
perform site visits for conflict checks with utility infrastructure before finalizing each
planting location and species type. For the three examples identified, Bay Terraces,
Cherokee Point and Allied Gardens, SDG&E purchased the trees and paid for the
crews to plant the trees. The watering and ongoing maintenance is the responsibility
of the City of San Diego, or in some cases private residents.

b. SDG&E has also provided support to the San Diego Parks Foundation to plant trees in
City of San Diego-owned parks. Those park locations are identified solely by the City
of San Diego Parks & Recreation Department and San Diego Parks Foundation.
SDG&E funding to the San Diego Parks Foundation covers the cost of the trees, the
additional irrigation materials, and any overtime staffing by Parks & Recreation
grounds maintenance to plant the trees.

c. Ongoing Commitment: As part of SDG&E’s Sustainability Strategy, we aspire to
plant/donate at least 10,000 trees annually throughout our service territory. The
City of San Diego will continue to benefit from that effort. This goes beyond our ECA
commitments and benefits the entire region. (https://www.sdge.com/more-
information/environment/sustainability-approach)

9. More detail on green waste recycling, what vendors? Has SDG&E increased the
number of vendors?

a. SDG&E diverts green waste to San Pasqual Valley Soils, Miramar Greenery,
AgriService El Corazon, and is looking for additional vendors to take green waste.



b. Our last RFP in 2020 added one additional vendor (AgriService).
¢. We are also currently discussing how to bring on more vendors with our
sustainability and procurement team.

10. How are EV charging stations (like those installed in SDG&E’s PYD program) funded? Is

11.

12.

SDG&E responsible for the ongoing maintenance of these stations?

a. Every program is different and based on the results from a decision issued by the
CPUC.

b. Under certain Power Your Drive programs, customers have the choice to own their
charging stations, or to allow SDG&E to own them. For the installations where
SDG&E owns the charging stations, we also provide the maintenance for the life of
the program. When owned by the customer, they are responsible for providing all
maintenance and covering the maintenance costs.

c. We have installed 3,400 chargers in our service territory. SDG&E has supported
legislation intended to make it easier for third parties to implement their own
charges and you will see more private charging infrastructure increase as the
demand increases. SDG&E’s Power Your Drive programs provide “behind-the-meter"
EV charging infrastructure at low to no-cost to customers by removing EV charging
infrastructure cost barriers. These programs serve schools, parks and beaches,
apartments and condos, workplaces and medium and heavy-duty fleets. Active
participants in these programs include school districts, universities, transit agencies,
municipalities, public agencies, tribes and private companies. With the assistance of
these SDG&E clean transportation programs along with other local, state and federal
funding, customers’ transition to EV transportation is more accessible.

EV Chargers maintenance — Was any ratepayer money used to subsidize private EV
chargers that are no longer being maintained as operational?

SDG&E is responsible for maintenance on charging stations that are owned by SDG&E
for the life of the Power Your Drive programs; since these programs are still active, we
still continue to maintain the chargers that we own.

Slide 9 mentions three new battery storage microgrids in the City of San Diego.
Including these three, what is the total number of microgrids in the City and how
many customers could they potentially support? How many more are planned for the
years ahead? Are all or most microgrids ratepayer funded and are they considered to
be an expensive source of electricity? If so, is there an expectation that the cost of
these projects might come down and become more competitive with other energy
projects/sources anytime soon?



The three microgrids discussed (Elliott, Clairemont and Paradise) are the first microgrids
deployed by SDG&E in the City of San Diego. During microgrid operation, each of the
three circuit-level energy storage microgrid projects are designed to serve the entire
circuit to the extent that it is safe to do so. This encompasses all customers associated
with the circuit, including the critical facilities. See the table below for a description of
the number and type of customers on each respective circuit.

Clairemont Paradise Elliott
Commercial 80 67 81
Industrial 25 7 5
Residential 3,772 3,199 1,879
Total 3,877 3,273 1,965
Customers

SDG&E continues to explore opportunities to provide resiliency in the City of San Diego.
At this time, SDG&E has not identified a future microgrid project in the City of San Diego.
It is difficult to generalize how microgrids are funded, as it depends on several factors
which include whether the microgrid is located in front of or behind the customer meter.
The funding of the microgrids referenced in the table above was approved by the CPUC
in Decision (D.) 21-12-004 and the costs are recovered from all customers. With the
passage of the federal Inflation Reduction Act, and leveraging investment tax credits for
clean technologies such as storage, SDG&E has and continues to seek the utilization of
such investment tax credits to reduce the net costs of these projects. In addition, the
projects referenced in the table above will participate in the CAISO market providing
energy, capacity and ancillary services to the grid. Currently, with limited supply, and
because the demand for electric vehicles and stand-alone energy storage continues to
grow, the energy storage market is very dynamic and difficult to forecast in the nearer
term. Generally speaking, however, the cost of implementing new technologies (such as
energy storage) is expected to decline over time.

Temecuia
Aguargs
Pala-Gomez Creek 10 MW
Falibrook hA
Fallbrook 40 MW "Viisge.
o [ T e Borrego 8 MW Microgrid
Melrose 20 MW b et
Vista e ol
Escondido 30 MW
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Ramona 500 kW Microgrid ‘Sheiter Valley
 Carmel Valley | MW Microgrid Shelter Valley 800 kW Microgrid
el Mar Poway Butterfield Ranch 800 kW Microgrid
Miramar (Top Gun) 30 MW
i Lokesig 4
Elliot 10 MW Microgrid 2 C o
 Paradise 10 MW Microgrid Sifesms
LaMésa Miguel 2 MW Microgrid
Clairemont 9 MW Microgrid
Cororli oD
gonita Boulevard 10 MW Microgrid
Chula Vista Butzues

Cameron Corners 500 kW Microgrid
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Slide 16 notes CPUC approval of the Microgrid Incentive Program (MIP) in April 2023.
The MIP would provide funding for the development of clean energy microgrids for
vulnerable communities impacted by grid outages. SDG&E mentioned there would be
$200 million available statewide for underserved communities. At this point, can
SDG&E estimate how much of this $200 million statewide might be available for City of
San Diego communities? What is the process for securing a MIP funding commitment
from the State?

Please visit www.sdge.com/MIP for more information on the forthcoming program. This
website was updated on October 11, 2023, to include SDG&E's MIP handbook which
explains how MIP works and how potential applicants can apply for MIP funding. SDG&E
has a total of $17.46 million to award to successful MIP applicants with one individual
applicant (i.e., a community microgrid project) being eligible for up to $14 million in
incentives for management, engineering and development costs, such as in front-of-the-
meter batteries and clean generation resources, as well as being eligible for up to $1
million in interconnection related costs. SDG&E expects to open its MIP application
window around mid-2024 with consultation opportunities between SDG&E and
potential community microgrid projects to take place between November 2023 and
mid-2024.

With respect to Section 6(a), has SDG&E made any investments (or have plans to
make) in new fire-fighting air resources to protect the City since the inception of the
ECA? The Implementation Plan notes SDG&E has provided funding for Community
Emergency Response Teams (CERTs) and Fire Safe Councils (FSCs) in communities of
concern across San Diego — can the Committee receive information on how much
funding was provided and when? Has the plan to achieve the goal of continued
support for CERTs and FSCs in underserved communities been planned or facilitated
yet?

a. Auviation Assets:

i. The Bell and the Firehawk (which is not operational yet) were both
purchased after July 1, 2021. The Air Crane, Blackhawk, and H135 are
exclusive use leases. The H145 was purchased in 2018, the Firehawk in
December 2021, and the Bell in January 2023.

b. On alert 365 days a year for CAL FIRE dispatch: 2 Type-1 Helicopters
i. Erickson S-64 Air Crane- 2,650 gallon drop capability
ii. Sikorsky S-60 Blackhawk- 850 gallon drop capability
c. Additional US Forest Service certified aircraft for CAL FIRE as call-when-needed:
i. Airbus H145- Command and control, camera (HD and IR)
ii. Airbus H135- Command and control, camera (HD and IR)
iii. Bell 412 EPX- 420-gallon drop capability
d. Drone support: on-call for surveillance and situational oversight


http://www.sdge.com/MIP

e. Future program: S-60M Firehawk for additional capability above the Blackhawk with
1000-gallon drop capability.

f. SDG&E’s SAFE San Diego shareholder-funded giving initiative has supported public
safety and emergency preparedness programs for more than a decade. During the
period of the ECA, SDG&E has made the following shareholder-funded donations to
support Community Emergency Response Teams and Fire Safe Councils that provide
services to San Diego and beyond.

Total Countywide Funding
2021 2022 2023
Amount Amount Amount
Community
Emergency Response
Teams (CERT) Totals $37,000 $38,000 $39,000
Fire Safe Council
(FSC) Totals $84,750 $80,000 $95,000
Total $121,750 $118,000 $134,000
City of San Diego Specific Funding
2021 2022 2023
Amount Amount Amount
City of San Diego Fire-Rescue $2,000 $2,500 $3,000
Dept CERT
Spanish CERT $2,500 $2,500 $3,000
San Diego County Fire $2,500 $2,500 $3,000
Protection District CERT
Coastal Canyon FSC $5,300 $2,000 N/A
Kensington FSC $4,393 $8,000 $8,000
Rancho Pefasquitos FSC $2,500 N/A N/A
University City FSC $3,580 $5,000 $4,500
Total $22,773 $22,500 $21,500

15. Can SDGE allow training and self-certification of contractors to do some of the work

that is severely backlogged?

SDG&E has several contractors who support gas and electric construction. Each
contractor goes through a robust qualification process before performing work in the
SDG&E territory. SDG&E does not currently allow contractors or developers to self-
certify. We have very clear standard guidelines that we must enforce, as the safety of
our customers is our number one priority. However, SDG&E is reviewing resourcing
strategies, including outsourcing of certain types of work to planning & design
contractors in an attempt to help with the continued high volume of customer requests.
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Slide 19 — Can the training program be expanded to include contractors that can then
self-certify certain parts of the process? (e.g. disconnects?)

To expand on the prior answer, SDG&E has a Contractor Safety Services (CSS)
department which is dedicated to the oversight of the Class 1 Contractors engaged with
SDG&E. A Class 1 Contractor is a Contractor engaged to perform work that can
reasonably be anticipated to expose the Contractor’s employees, subcontractors or
SDG&E employees to one or more hazards that have the potential to result in serious
injury or illness.

Our CSS team is tasked with managing compliance with the SDG&E Contractor Safety
Program. Our team is made up of internal resources and a number of third-party
contracted resources (safety professionals) to support the various field construction
activities in an oversight capacity.

SDG&E has established a consistent pre-qualification process for all Class 1 Contractors
that includes but is not limited to the following items:

- Class 1 Contractor Safety Manual

- Standard G8308

- Contractor Pre-qualification

- Incident and Near Miss reporting requirements

- Safety observations

- SDG&E scorecard
SDG&E is committed to being a world class safety leader and is committed to using the
safest contractors who can demonstrate they meet or exceed SDG&E’s Contractor Safety
Program minimum requirements. Furthermore, SDG&E is regulated by the CPUC and has
an obligation to follow its established programs which have reporting requirements
associated with them.

Because of these overlapping obligations and aspirations, SDG&E does not allow
contractors to “self-certify” and we will continue to follow the current program with the
goal of providing efficient and proper safety oversight.

Slide 18 — “SDGE is building collaboration with developers to avoid surprises....” How is
this happening? SDGE is still the number one complaint on every single construction
project as the single biggest delay in the process.

A consistent theme in developer feedback has been, "Tell me the process, how long it
takes, and preferably when critical steps will occur. Then be predictable and consistent
with outcomes." To that end, SDGE has published both the Builder Process Guidebook



https://www.sdge.com/sites/default/files/SDG%26E%20Builder%20Guidebook%20v11.4.pdf
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and the Project Lifecycle Overview on our Builder Services resources page
(https://www.sdge.com/builder-services), which describe the general process,
requirements, and timeline for new development projects. Additionally, every customer
who submits a new project receives a more detailed process flow for each job type
(Underground, Gas, Overhead, and Applicant Design). These outline the utility and
customer responsibilities as well as expected timing for utility activities throughout each
of the 5 project phases (Initiation to Energization). Using that document, SDGE planners
and project managers should be able to align on expectations with the customer
throughout the project lifecycle and revisit expectations as each job enters the
construction phases. As the job progresses, the Builder Services Portal (BSP) reflects live
job status with respect to critical milestones so that the current status is visible to all
stakeholders with BSP access. Upcoming features in the BSP will include forecasting
critical utility activities such as design, estimated dates and permit status tracking. SDGE
has worked through the Building Industry Association and the Affordable Housing
Collaborative Committee to educate the developer community on the availability of
these tools as well as current utility risks such as transformer shortages, Public Utilities
Code section 851 land rights reviews, escalation contacts, and significant legislative or
regulatory changes. SDG&E is actively looking for opportunities to provide more
detailed education and collaboration with developer teams as well as operationalizing
the path to net zero through a proactive and intentional approach to forecasting
upcoming projects and electrification impacts.

Where did the 50% or more Affordable housing number come from. It seems this
really only captures the 100% AH projects. Complete Communities is 40% and other
density bonus programs are 5% Very low or 10% Low. The threshold should capture at
least the Complete Community projects also.

SDG&E utilized the numbers that the City’s Development Service Department and
Sustainability and Mobility Department asked for in the dashboard. Moving forward,
and if the City wants SDG&E to track affordable housing projects using a different
threshold, we are open to discussing and adjusting our reporting parameters so that we
capture the most valuable information in as efficient a manner as possible.

Delivery of service — A significant issue developers face is delays in service delivery.
Can SDG&E speak about their process, workflow, and timing for these requests? And,
as appropriate, how these processes may differ for affordable housing projects, private
developer projects, city ROW projects, etc. Can SDG&E allow training and self-
certification of contractors to do some of the work that is severely backlogged?

SDG&E’s planning and design process is consistent across all customers, while
addressing 