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1. [bookmark: _Toc218069746]Introduction
The City of San Diego's franchise agreements with San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) represent critical public-private partnerships affecting over 1.4 million residents. These agreements grant SDG&E the right to use public rights-of-way to deliver electricity and gas while establishing financial obligations that generate millions in annual City revenue, accountability mechanisms for utility operations, and commitments to advance climate action goals and equitable distribution of environmental benefits.
For ratepayers, these biennial compliance reviews should provide essential accountability, ensuring SDG&E fulfills contractual obligations regarding franchise fee payments, utility undergrounding projects, energy efficiency programs, and administrative service quality standards. The review process examines whether the utility meets commitments in these areas while creating a public forum for community feedback to City Council.
The agreements govern substantial financial commitments, climate action through the Energy Cooperation Agreement (ECA), infrastructure improvements including utility undergrounding, and preserve the City's future options including the right to void automatic renewal of the Franchise Agreements or pursue municipalization. The committee forum should be a venue to ensure transparency and help shape long-term energy policy decisions.
[bookmark: _Toc218069747]1.1 Overview of the Franchise Agreements
The franchise agreements encompass four interconnected components: the Electric Franchise Agreement and the Gas Franchise Agreement (collectively, the “Franchise Agreement”); the Administrative Memorandum of Understanding (“Admin MOU”), the Utility Undergrounding MOU (“Undergrounding MOU”); and, the Energy Cooperation Agreement (“ECA”). Approved by City Council on June 8, 2021, with an effective date of July 8, 2021, the agreements have primary 10-year terms extending through July 2031, with provisions for automatic renewal for an additional 10 years through July 2041. 
The City reserves the right to void automatic renewal no sooner than the ninth year (July 2030) and maintains authority to terminate either franchise to pursue municipalization or other options. This structure contrasts significantly with previous 50-year agreements that concluded June 1, 2021, reflecting a policy shift toward greater City flexibility and more frequent reassessment opportunities.
City Council approved the agreements with a 6-3 vote on May 25, 2021
[bookmark: _Toc218069748]1.2 Charge of the Franchise Compliance Review Committee (FCRC)
Section 6 of the Franchise Agreements establishes the FCRC as a five-member committee (three City Council appointees, two Mayoral appointees) created by City Council resolution every two years. The Committee must conduct all business through Brown Act-compliant public meetings and establish mechanisms for public communication regarding the franchise agreements.
The FCRC's purpose is 1) to review the independent auditor's report (delivered 60 days before the FCRC report deadline, which is 180 calendar days from the end of each two-year compliance period) and 2) to provide City Council with a recommendation on whether to allow automatic renewal of the secondary 10-year term based on compliance with the franchise and Energy Cooperation Agreements.
Beyond these explicit mandates, the Committee has embraced additional responsibilities including proactive information gathering through presentations from SDG&E, City staff, other organizations, and the public; substantive inquiry beyond accepting audit findings at face value; developing expertise on franchise terms and utility operations; making information accessible to the public; and providing forward-looking recommendations for continuous improvement of both SDG&E's performance and the oversight process itself.
The Committee interprets its role to assess not only technical compliance but also the effectiveness of franchise provisions in achieving intended policy objectives as presented to the Committee.
Committee Composition: The FCRC for this review period consists of:
	Mayor appointees:
	Matt Brennan
Linda Lattimore

	Council appointees:
	Cody Hooven
Satomi Rash-Zeigler
Corey Albright



The Committee has been supported by staff from the City's Energy Division of the Department of General Services, who provide administrative assistance, prepare materials, coordinate with the auditor and SDG&E, maintain public records, and facilitate Brown Act compliance.
2. [bookmark: _Toc218069749]Activities of the FCRC
[bookmark: _Toc218069750]2.1 Committee Formation and Timeline 
The Franchise Compliance Review Committee for the 2023–2025 compliance review cycle was formally convened in March 2025, pursuant to the requirements established in the Electric and Gas Franchise Agreements and implementing ordinances. Committee members were appointed by the City Council and Mayor consistent with the City’s procedures for advisory bodies.
Following its formation, the Committee established a structured workplan designed to ensure compliance with the 180-day statutory window for reviewing the independent audit results and preparing recommendations to the City Council. Key milestones included:
· March 6, 2025 - Committee Inaugural Meeting
· Introduction of members; review of the committee’s charge; briefing by City staff on the franchise agreements and oversight expectations.
· March-October 2025 -Topic-Specific Briefings
· A series of presentations were received from City staff, SDG&E, San Diego Community Power (SDCP), members of the previous franchise committee and Crowe, the independent auditing team. Each briefing addressed one component of the Franchise Agreements or associated MOUs or in the committee members case, process of the previous compliance review.
· November 2025 - Final Audit Report Review
· The independent auditor delivered its Phase 2 audit findings. The Committee evaluated the results and began drafting its report and recommendations.


· December 2025 – February 2026 - Preparation of Final Committee Report
· Compilation of findings, recommendations, and the Committee’s renewal guidance to City Council.
The Committee met regularly throughout the review period and adhered to all applicable legal requirements regarding transparency and public access. All meetings allowed time for public comment.
[bookmark: _Toc218069751]2.2 Public Meeting Summary
[bookmark: _Toc216104404][bookmark: _Toc216104478][bookmark: _Toc216104626][bookmark: _Toc216104678][bookmark: _Toc218069226][bookmark: _Toc218069652][bookmark: _Toc218069713][bookmark: _Toc218069752]Meeting Schedule and Format
Between March 2025 and December February 20265, the Committee held 102 publicly noticed meetings. These meetings were conducted in hybrid formats to enhance public accessibility. However, only committee members present were recognized and allowed to vote.
· All meetings were noticed and conducted in compliance with the Brown Act, including:
Posting Agendas: All meeting agendas were posted at least 72 hours in advance, allowing the public adequate notice to prepare and participate.
· Real-time Public Comment: The agenda allowed for real-time public comment, enabling community members to express their opinions and ask questions during the meeting.
· Accessible Meeting Locations: Meetings were held in locations that were accessible to all individuals, ensuring that everyone had the opportunity to attend and participate.
[bookmark: _Toc216104405][bookmark: _Toc216104479][bookmark: _Toc216104627][bookmark: _Toc216104679][bookmark: _Toc218069227][bookmark: _Toc218069653][bookmark: _Toc218069714][bookmark: _Toc218069753]Public Accessibility Measures
To ensure meaningful public participation:
· Agendas, presentations and supporting documents were posted on the City’s website prior to each meeting.
· Meeting recordings were posted promptly after each session.
· Written public comments were accepted.
[bookmark: _Toc216104406][bookmark: _Toc216104480][bookmark: _Toc216104628][bookmark: _Toc216104680][bookmark: _Toc218069228][bookmark: _Toc218069654][bookmark: _Toc218069715][bookmark: _Toc218069754]Recording and Posting
Video recordings, slide decks, and meeting minutes for each session were publicly posted on the City’s SDG&E Franchise webpage.
[bookmark: _Toc218069755]2.3 Information-Gathering Activities 
Throughout the review period the Committee conducted extensive information gathering to evaluate SDG&E’s compliance with the Administrative MOU, the Utility Undergrounding Program MOU and the Energy Cooperation Agreement. The Committee reviewed the following categories of information:
[bookmark: _Toc216104408][bookmark: _Toc216104482][bookmark: _Toc216104630][bookmark: _Toc216104682][bookmark: _Toc218069230][bookmark: _Toc218069656][bookmark: _Toc218069717][bookmark: _Toc218069756]Documents Reviewed
A consistent set of materials were reviewed at or prior to each meeting, including:
· SDG&E franchise agreement text (Gas and Electric)
· Administrative MOU
· Utility Undergrounding Program MOU
· Energy Cooperation Agreement
· Independent Auditor’s final report and Management letter
· SDG&E program documentation and technical responses to committee questions
· City staff reports and memoranda related to permitting, inspections, undergrounding, street restoration and ECA implementation
· SDCP materials and SDG&E operational interactions
· Public comments--written and oral.
[bookmark: _Toc216104409][bookmark: _Toc216104483][bookmark: _Toc216104631][bookmark: _Toc216104683][bookmark: _Toc218069231][bookmark: _Toc218069657][bookmark: _Toc218069718][bookmark: _Toc218069757]Presentations Received
The Committee received presentations from:
· SDG&E Representatives - Covering undergrounding project processes, safety protocols, permitting coordination, design standards, franchise fee reporting, project timelines and follow-up responses to committee questions.
· City Staff - From General Services, Transportation, Engineering and Capital Projects, Development Services, the City Attorney’s Office, and other divisions overseeing franchise implementation.
· Independent Auditors - Presenting audit scope, methodology, interim observations, and final Phase 2 audit findings.
· San Diego Community Power - Presenting updates on CCA operations, coordination with SDG&E, and impacts on franchise responsibilities.
· Other Stakeholders - When invited, subject-matter experts, neighborhood representatives, and advocacy organizations provided context on undergrounding impacts, right-of-way management, public safety, and energy equity.
[bookmark: _Toc216104410][bookmark: _Toc216104484][bookmark: _Toc216104632][bookmark: _Toc216104684][bookmark: _Toc218069232][bookmark: _Toc218069658][bookmark: _Toc218069719][bookmark: _Toc218069758]Public Participation 
Public comment was a consistent component of the Committee’s meetings. Members of the public submitted written comments and provided oral testimony at meetings on topics such as:
· Energy equity and climate resilience
· Concerns about the potential automatic renewal of the franchise
Public comments are attached in Appendix A. The Committee considered public input when forming its final recommendations.     
3. [bookmark: _Toc218069759]Review of the Independent Auditor's Report
[bookmark: _Toc218069760]3.1 Audit Objectives
Crowe LLP (the “Auditor”) was retained to conduct an independent audit of SDG&E’s performance and compliance with the following objectives:

· Objective 1: Determine whether SDG&E complied with the requirements outlined in the Franchise Agreements with the City of San Diego for the period of July 8, 2023 through July 7, 2025.
· Objective 2: Determine whether SDG&E complied with the requirements outlined in the Admin MOU with the City of San Diego for the period of July 8, 2023 through July 7, 2025.
· Objective 3: Determine whether SDG&E complied with the requirements outlined in the Undergrounding MOU with the City of San Diego for the period of July 8, 2023 through July 7, 2025.
· Objective 4: Determine whether SDG&E complied with the requirements outlined in the ECA with the City of San Diego for the period of July 8, 2023 through July 7, 2025.
[bookmark: _Toc218069761]3.2 Sample Size and Approach
The objectives in 3.1 guided the Auditor’s selection of procedures, sampling, document review, and interviews. The Auditor reviewed several hundred documents provided by SDG&E, including franchise-related financial records, project schedules, design estimates, construction notifications, cost backup, invoices, environmental documentation, and communications with City departments. The sampling approach included a detailed review of 13 Administrative MOU projects and examination of undergrounding projects at 60%, 90%, and construction stages. The Auditor also conducted interviews with SDG&E staff in engineering, permitting, and program management, as well as personnel from multiple City departments. Internal controls related to franchise administration were reviewed for planning purposes but were not tested to support a control assurance opinion. All work adhered to Government Auditing Standards.
The audit was initiated on June 10, 2025 and concluded with the issuance of the Independent Auditor’s Report dated October 31, 2025. The process included document collection, interviews, analysis, project sampling, internal control review, and assessment of remediation efforts from the prior audit cycle.
[bookmark: _Toc218069762]3.3 Key Findings from the Audit
The Auditor determined that SDG&E substantially met the requirements of all four agreements during the audit period. Two findings of non-compliance with related internal control deficiencies were identified. Neither finding rose to the level of being significant to the audit objectives overall.
1. Finding #1: Several requirements under the Undergrounding MOU were not met:
a. Delays in assigning inspectors and providing required inspection schedules.
b. Failure to deliver Construction Baselines for applicable projects.
c. Insufficient clarity in identifying and documenting 90% Design Estimates in billing materials.
2. Finding #2: One instance of non-compliance under the Admin MOU was found:
a. A project was misclassified as Category 1 rather than Category 2, resulting in a missed pre-construction meeting.

These issues point to opportunities for improved project controls, documentation practices, and internal communication. No material issues were identified under the Electric and Gas Franchise Agreements or the Energy Cooperation Agreement.
[bookmark: _Toc218069763]3.4 Previous Audit Findings Status (“Phase 1”) 
[image: ]
4. [bookmark: _Toc218069764]Committee Recommendations to City Council
[bookmark: _Toc218069765][bookmark: _Toc218069766]4.1 Agreement Specific Recommendations 
Committee Observation
Based on its review of the independent performance audit, supporting materials, and related presentations, the Committee observes that SDG&E demonstrated overall compliance with the Electric and Gas Franchise Agreements, the Administrative Memorandum of Understanding, the Utility Undergrounding Memorandum of Understanding, and the Energy Cooperation Agreement during the audit period.

The noncompliance items identified by the auditor were limited in number, tactical in nature, and isolated to specific circumstances. These issues primarily involved documentation, scheduling, or classification matters and did not reflect systemic noncompliance, recurring trends, or material financial harm to the City. The Committee did not observe patterns suggesting broader breakdowns in governance, internal controls, or intent.

Accordingly, the Committee views the audit results as confirming general compliance while also identifying discrete opportunities for procedural refinement and improved coordination.

Committee Recommendation
The Committee recommends that the City continue routine monitoring of franchise compliance while focusing improvement efforts on clarifying expectations, standardizing documentation practices, and reinforcing early coordination between SDG&E and City departments, rather than pursuing corrective actions disproportionate to the nature of the audit findings.

Administrative MOU 
· Address pre-construction meeting compliance and strengthen internal controls for design phase delays
· Align renegotiation timeline with FCRC review cycle
· Clarify duty to defend provisions
Utility Underground MOU
· Require detailed cost breakdowns including overhead transparency
· Establish regular Undergrounding MOU review mechanism
Energy Cooperation Agreement (ECA)
· Establish realistic timelines for implementation plans; enhance measurability with concrete targets aligned to CAP
· Maintain energy efficiency program commitments 
· Improve tracking and reporting of ECA-specific activities versus non-agreement related activities 
· Create additional opportunities for public engagement and input prior to ECA execution or modification to enhance transparency.

[bookmark: _Toc218069767]4.2 Franchise Review Committee Process Improvements
Committee Observation
The Committee notes that several findings from the prior audit cycle have been fully remediated, demonstrating responsiveness by both SDG&E and City departments. Other prior concerns, particularly those related to undergrounding cost variability, have shown measurable improvement, though they remain subject to external factors and long-term project complexity.

The Committee recognizes that not all audit findings are capable of immediate or permanent resolution and that continuous improvement, rather than the absence of all findings, represents a reasonable and appropriate benchmark for long-term franchise oversight.

Committee Recommendation
The Committee recommends continued monitoring of prior audit themes to ensure sustained progress, while acknowledging that some matters require ongoing management rather than one-time corrective action. In addition, the Committee recommends the following process improvements:
a. Create a plain language summary of all agreements, purpose, process, and timelines for the Committee and the public to better understand.
b. Align all agreement renegotiation timelines to coincide with FCRC biennial review cycle to ensure more effective public engagement.
c. Provide FCRC access to draft audit findings for preliminary review
[bookmark: _Toc218069768]4.3 Ongoing Oversight Recommendations
Committee Observation
The Committee observed that not all franchise-related activities present equal levels of risk, complexity, or public concern, and that oversight resources should be applied proportionally to areas of greatest impact.

Committee Recommendation
a. Establish success criteria beyond basic audit compliance. This should include financial impacts or other impacts to the City, or the constituents in the various Agreements. 
b. Committee should provide all public comment heard during Committee meetings and continue to share those in their report and recommendations to City Council. 
c. Establish structured public input opportunities earlier in agreement negotiation process with comprehensive timeline showing all agreement schedules
d. Enhance Phase 2 audit scope to analyze cost drivers, particularly overhead charges in undergrounding projects
e. Develop a standardized reporting framework across franchise-related agreements to improve consistency, comparability, and ease of review for the Committee, City Council, and the public.
[bookmark: _Toc218069770]4.4 Advice for Future FCRC
Committee Observation
The Committee found that clarity of scope, timing, and access to information are critical to enabling volunteer committee members to effectively fulfill their role. Early orientation, realistic timelines, and clear differentiation between audit review responsibilities and broader policy discussions would strengthen future review cycles and improve overall effectiveness.
5. [bookmark: _Toc218069771]Recommendations on the Automatic Renewal of the Secondary Term	Comment by Corey Albright: Should this section be tightened to focus more directly on the automatic renewal decision itself? Some of the broader context here may be better suited for Section 4?
[bookmark: _Toc218069772]5.1 Framework for Decision
The Committee recommends that City Council make determinations based on both specific franchise agreements or related MOUs as well as the overall impact and intent of the broader agreement process and structure.
[bookmark: _Toc218069773]5.2 Committee Recommendation
CONDITION: All franchise-related agreement renegotiation schedules or processes must be aligned to allow for meaningful public and Council input before agreements are finalized or updated
The Committee's recommendation is based on the following factors:
· Compliance Assessment: SDG&E demonstrated compliance with franchise fee payments, Administrative MOU requirements, Utility Undergrounding MOU obligations, and Energy Cooperation Agreement commitments during the review period. While two audit findings were identified, they were characterized as not to be significant to audit objectives.
· Cost and Financial Considerations: Utility undergrounding costs remain at the high end of the state range, and transparency regarding overhead charges requires improvement. The City receives approximately $60MXX annually in franchise fees, which represents a significant…. Financial oversight mechanisms are adequate/need strengthening.	Comment by Ong, Megan: $2B GF revenue 
$100M Franchise Fee Revenue 
· Responsiveness to Previous Recommendations: Previous findings were remediated or TBD.
· Progress on Climate Action Plan Goals: The ECA has resulted in limited progress toward the City's climate goals beyond business-as-usual activities. 
· Public Input and Community Concerns: The Committee received public comment regarding [summarize] The Committee has incorporated these concerns into its recommendations and assessment.
· Alternative Options: The Committee has considered the City's ongoing municipalization feasibility study and recognizes that conditional renewal would preserve maximum flexibility for future options/allowing renewal does not preclude future municipalization studies or efforts.
Conclusion: Based on the totality of these factors, the Committee believes that conditionally allowing automatic renewal best serves the interests of San Diego ratepayers and supports the City's policy objectives regarding these agreements.
However, while the performance audits demonstrate substantial compliance with the technical requirements of the franchise agreements, the Committee observed, consistent with public comment, that compliance alone does not fully resolve broader concerns regarding affordability, rate impacts, and alignment with the City’s long-term policy objectives. Adherence to contractual terms is a necessary condition for renewal, however, the automatic renewal of a long-term franchise agreement also presents a policy judgment for City Council as to whether the agreements, as structured and without amendment, continue to deliver sufficient public value and advance the City’s broader interests over time. These considerations extend beyond the scope of the audit framework and the Committee’s purview, but are relevant to the Council’s renewal determination.  









[bookmark: _Toc218069774]Appendix A - Public Comment from the Franchise Compliance Review Committee

San Diego Franchise Compliance Review Committee (FCRC)
Public Comments, March 2025 - December 2025

Thursday, March 6, 2025 at 10:00 a.m.
Non-Agenda Item
Public Comment 1 of 1
00:07:38
Lori Saldaña: Thank you. It's a sort of deja vu. I think I was at the inaugural meeting of the original committee, and likewise, you were down a person. And so I hope you'll get a new appointment soon, so you'll be fully staffed and ready to go to work. So I'm Lori Saldaña. I represented the city of San Diego in the legislature, worked on AB 32, worked on a lot of issues. At the time, we didn't call it decarbonization, but that is certainly a big issue now. And in fact, there is a new bill passed in September, SB 1221. I think I have the number correct. And even though that has gone into effect, it obviously is so new regarding gas utilities. And just you all know, SDG&E is a subsidiary of Southern California Gas, Sempra. So I want to encourage you to go maybe beyond the framework of the original franchise agreement, because when laws like that go into effect, and having authored and co-authored bills like that, there is some urgency, especially now when we see what's happening with our climate. And I really would love to see San Diego be part of the decarbonization efforts. And I hope that this committee will take a look at how to push that forward with some expediency. We just can't wait. And if I sound a little out of breath, not only was I running late getting here, but now I'm retired. I'm looking at the world we're leaving behind. And we just don't have a lot of time to change the course and adapt and be resilient of what's already happening. So I hope you'll keep that in mind. I'm sure you will. You're all professionals working on this in other areas. So thank you for giving up your time to volunteer on this committee. And I hope your sense, if you have a sense of urgency that is communicated, include things beyond the scope of that original side agreement, because the world is changing quickly. And I think this committee needs to be responsive to that. Thank you. 
00:09:42

Informational Item: Staff Presentation on the Franchise Agreement
Public Comment 1 of 1
00:18:45
Lori Saldaña: So, thank you for the overview, and I'll just say this, I consider you all part of a side agreement with the franchise, not unlike what happened, and you are old enough as I am to remember, when NAFTA was first passed, and there was a lot of pressure for side agreements because the concern was some of the impacts were not being addressed through the framework that was negotiated in the original agreement, and that's why this came about. Many of us who pushed for this, who didn't like the franchise agreement, we wanted more public transparency, we wanted a chance for more public input, and one of the issues that's come up is energy cooperation, that was also one of those side agreements that I think needs more transparency and public input, it's not administrated, it was designed even though the negotiations are with the mayor and high-level corporate interests, people deserve a chance to comment, and that has not happened so far. So I'm really happy that this meeting is convening, and that you have been appointed at the timeline that you are, because I think that this is the time for the energy cooperation agreement to be broadcast out to the public at large, and instead of having that transparency as part of that, and I actually was a presidential appointee to serve on one of the NAFTA side agreements, and so we held hearings, we held meetings, it was transboundary, we went into Mexico, all along the border, we really worked hard for transparency to get buy-in over the changes that NAFTA was making, and we broadened our interests, and I hope that you will too, we broadened from beyond water and wastewater to air quality, transportation, and other infrastructure. I think you have an opportunity to do that, and I encourage you to do that, as someone who has chaired a city advisory committee, don't be limited by what's in the framework, because I think you need to really push on what you would like to see, especially on something like decarbonization, changes in law, so I just want to, again, acknowledge the work that you've all taken, the volunteers, and encourage you to work within the framework, but also ensure that public transparency and public opportunities for comments are part of every step along the way. Thank you. 
00:20:55

Informational Item: Staff Presentation on the Revised Energy Cooperation Agreement
Public Comment 1 of 2
00:46:40
Lori Saldaña:Thank you for letting us comment because the idea of public comment is that we really do have a legal right under the Brown Act to do that before deliberations are made by the committee or the council or board. I want to encourage you to ask for more time to go over this and have some input because if you don't, that means that there will be basically two cycles, six years, where you have no input on this and cooperation agreement because of the timing and everyone else, there is an imbalance here. I know they say these are negotiating equally, but the fact is you have people that are paid very well to be here to work on behalf of the corporation that manages the franchise and the city. You are all volunteers. The most valuable thing you have is your time and thank you again for giving that to this committee and to this work, but you need more time to match what is happening here, which is an imbalance, frankly, of power and we see that literally in the fact that this corporation is making nearly a billion dollars a year in profit by charging us the highest utility rates in the country, so there is an imbalance of power and I understand why the staff is giving a rosier picture than that, but the rate payers are not feeling that rosy glow of a balanced negotiation on this, so please ask for more time to review the cooperation agreement. I was at the environmental committee last month where a question was asked of Randy, the gentleman who left earlier, if it had been before the Climate Advisory Board and there was a misdirection there where it was implied that it had been to them and it would go before them again. It had never gone before them on an agenda. It went before them this week. I was at the meeting and they ran out of time to go through a letter, draft a letter to respond. Ask for more time. We would like you to put more time into this. So I hope that you will do that because otherwise, as I say, there will be two cycles of cooperation agreements that go past before people in your position have a chance to review what's going forward. And the letter to send for development from the Climate Advisory Board, they hope to have that ready and put up for public review and discussion, but they do need support to get more time in this process. I don't understand what the rush is for time compliance, but I think you have the right to have more time. Thank you. 
00:49:03

Informational Item: Staff Presentation on the Revised Energy Cooperation Agreement
Public Comment 2 of 2
0:49:21
Dorrie Bruggemann: Hi, everybody. I'm Dorrie Bruggemann, and I mostly just wanted to make a comment to second what Lori said. I agree that we need more time to look at this. I agree that there's an imbalance and that ratepayers are the ones who are getting the short end. And I was at the Climate Advisory Board meeting yesterday, and I just want to reaffirm, they did run out of time. And there are issues that grassroots groups want to discuss and want to continue to emphasize, and we do need more time to do that. That's all. 
00:49:56

Discussion Item: Committee Workplan - Prioritization of Compliance Areas for Review 
Public Comment 1 of 2
1:12:02
Lori Saldaña: Yes, so do you have a hard finish on this committee? A hard end time? 
Megan Ong (City Staff): Noon. 
Lori Saldaña: Noon is the hard end time? 
Megan Ong (City Staff): For today's meeting.
Lori Saldaña: Okay, but going forward, I just ask in reference again to time is your biggest asset as committee members. You're not being paid for your time. You're volunteering. And I think it's up to the paid staff, people who are being paid on behalf of this franchise, to be respectful of the fact that you are volunteers. And these timelines were negotiated. It's odd that you mentioned that we don't want to negotiate from the dais. In 2021, when the franchise was negotiated, that's exactly what happened. Council members were making changes to the franchise agreement during the hearing in June 2021. So it's not out of the realm of possibility that things can happen, changes can be made. And, again, I just want to encourage volunteers. I am concerned about the transparency. I am concerned about the timeliness. All of these overlapping timelines may work well for paid staff, but it doesn't always work well for community members. I'm concerned about the fact that, unlike most other Zoom meetings that I participate in, it's impossible to even see how many people are participating. And I think that's valuable information for you all to know who your audience is, because there is an interest in this. I think it's because it's considered a webinar. It's a different format than other Zoom meetings. So, in a time when I see the public being increasingly pushed out of these public-private negotiations, and all the benefits and profits are going in one direction, at a time when the city is a quarter billion dollars in debt, at least, in its current budget situation, this is one of the biggest net outflowing of dollars from our community pockets. And timelines like this, they are arbitrarily created by people that I feel are not necessarily taking into account the reality of you as volunteers with other to be doing. So I would push very hard for some autonomy in creating this, versus coming up against hard timelines when you haven't been able to hold hearings, get public input, and have your work done in a really thorough manner. 
1:14:23

Discussion Item: Committee Workplan - Prioritization of Compliance Areas for Review 
Public Comment 2 of 2
Dorrie Bruggemann 
1:14:38

Dorrie Bruggemann: This is less a comment than a request for clarification, if that's okay. The, is the current, as it stands right now in this committee, with the end of March deadline for presenting the ECA to the City Council, is, am I understanding correctly that the ECA, as it stands right now, is what, without any further amendments, is what is being planned to present to the City Council at the end of March? 
Heather Werner (City Staff): Staff can't respond to public comment, if one of the Council, if one of the committee members wants to repeat that question, they're welcome to, and we can respond at that point. 
Dorrie Bruggemann: Okay, thank you. 
Megan Ong (City Staff): Thank you for your comment. I am not seeing anybody else with their hand raised in the queue, so that does conclude public comment. 
Matt Brennan (Committee Member): Do you want to ask, could we, I don't know if I can ask that question exactly now, though. 
Heather Werner (City Staff): Sure. So the answer is, there were already amendments in Environment Committee, there are amendments by Council members, when we bring it to the Council, if Council members want to then amend further, but those amendments would have to either send the document back to staff to be negotiated with SDG&E, because SDG&E has to agree to them, or if SDG&E chose to agree live, it would be, those would be amended as part of the resolution to adopt the amended ECA as brought by staff. So if a public comment came up in, just as it did, I mean, there were amendments, there was public comment on the actual content of this version, this coming version, in Environment Committee, we were asked about it, certain, you know, what, those were addressed by staff as to why our recommendation was not to include them, there were other amendments that were, there was change to the language, and that same thing can happen in Council. So the public comment period, to inform Council's action, or anything else, would still be present, just as it would have for any other item that Council took a vote on. 
Corey Albright (Committee Member): Yeah, for clarity, I mean, I think it's fairly typical that items will have some sort of modification coming out of a committee going to full Council, right, so I think that's fairly normal. So you're saying if, if some of the, you know, there'll be revisions to it, right, that are going to be the full Council version, if there's any kind of amendment to that, it would basically be, I mean, would it be pulling the item, essentially, and then coming back at a future date to Council? 
Heather Werner (City Staff):  So you're saying, so, let's imagine a really dramatic hypothetical to illustrate the point. Something that I don't, if, say, a Council member decided to say, hey, I, before I adopt the amendments, because I think it comes as a resolution to adopt the amended ECA. That's the actual action record that was passed out. If they wanted to do that, they would then amend the resolution to add language into those amendments to say SDG&E has to cut me a personal check for a million dollars a year, right? Again, purposely using a very hyperbolic example, you know, and SDG&E does not want to agree to that. That is not an amendment. Then we would, then the item would be sent back to staff and we would come back to Council and either, or Council can say, hey, without this amendment, we're not approving these amendments and we would revert back to the current ECA. Again, I specifically use that and highlight it as hyperbolic. No member of Council would actually say that. So but that's effectively either SDG&E could, and I mean, SDG&E will be present so, and they can make comment in response to this. It's in some ways, I wouldn't say it's a joint item, but it's more joint than anything else that you would bring as a direct staff action. You could say, hey, we're willing to continue to discuss this and that comes back. Or they can say, we cannot agree to that term and the Council could vote for it as stands. So no, we're not going to try to amend it that way because then we don't get to an agreement. Or SDG&E can say, they're willing to, you know, and or Council can say, well, without this amendment, we're not accepting any adjustments. And then the action dies and we work under the current ECA. So the ECA does not go away, unlike, like the Admin MOU has a specific set of two-year deadlines. It has a site signatory date and we have to renegotiate it and have it re-executed within two years. The ECA is, hey, around every three years, we need to reopen this and discuss if there need to be changes. But if no changes are made, whatever the last adopted ECA is goes forward, right? Not amending it does not kill the ECA. It just establishes the document as done. Does that answer your question? 
Corey Albright (Committee Member): Yeah, that makes sense. So if, let's just say for whatever reason, the Council, you know, a particular member wanted to compel some sort of revision into this, where there isn't time to discuss that with the counterpart, would that be still voted on at Council with that appropriate, you know, whatever revision or does it have to be fully agreed upon by them at the time like it's brought forward? 
Heather Werner (City Staff): So that would be subject to, if SDG&E was willing to accept it on the dais, then the amendment as proposed by the Council member would just be incorporated into the resolution and that would be added to the final adopted document. Correct me if I'm wrong on process here. If SDG&E says we're willing to discuss and negotiate around that, but we'd like further discussion, I believe that would be an action by the Council President to send the item back to staff. 
Corey Albright (Committee Member): Okay, that's what I was wondering. 
Heather Werner (City Staff): If none of the other Council members want to adopt that amendment, they're like, no, we don't want that in here, or don't think that's a good idea, or don't think it's worth going back to staff and coming back, they could still, the Council President could still call a vote and have the resolution and amendments as presented by staff adopted and that has to pass by five votes. 
1:21:11

[bookmark: _Toc218069776]Thursday, April 10, 2025 at 10:00 a.m.
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No Public Comments
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Wednesday, July 2nd, 2025 at 10:00 a.m.
Non-Agenda Item
Public Comment 1 of 1
00:02:47
Kelli Fitzgerald: Good afternoon, committee members. My name is Kelli Fitzgerald. I'm with San Diego Gas and Electric, and I just wanted to come introduce myself today and let you know that I do work and my team work on activities around the administrative MOU as well as the undergrounding MOU. So, if you have questions at any point, I understand there was discussion at the last meeting. If there are any questions that you have that I can answer, I'm happy to do so. I'd be happy to come back and present at another meeting or take questions in written form and respond, whatever works for the committee. But, again, just wanted to introduce myself. So, my team handles relocations that are associated with the city's capital infrastructure program or projects. So, we've moved SDG&E facilities to support and accommodate city projects. We also have street lighting and service requests. So, anything from a street light to a traffic signal, anything that needs service in the public right-of-way, my team also handles. And then we also own the underground MOU. So, we have a program manager that manages the surcharge program within the group. So, if you have any questions regarding undergrounding, we're the team that can support you on that as well. So, again, just wanted to introduce myself and make myself available if you have questions. Thank you. 
00:04:09

Non-Agenda Item
Public Comment 2 of 2
00:04:55
Shaun McMahon: My name is Sean McMahon. I'm also with San Diego Gas and Electric. I just wanted to reiterate what Kelli Fitzgerald was able to say and that we're happy to come in and meet with you or respond to some questions in writing if you'd like to submit them. My group's primarily responsible for the permitting portion of the administrative MOU, so categories 1, 2, 3, and 4 and the projects that are associated with that. The document and the processes are very complex and we take the compliance very seriously and we'd be happy to respond to any questions you have and provide any details. So just reiterating that and we're making ourselves available. 
00:05:34

Wednesday, August 13, 2025 at 10:00 a.m.
Passcode: ?N=QgS$2
Non-Agenda Item
Public Comment 1 of 1
00:05:38
Lori Saldaña: Thank you. My name is Lori Saldaña. I'm a lifetime resident of San Diego, which means my family has been spending money on this franchise agreements for my entire life. I wanted to bring to the attention of the committee that a Supreme Court decision recently was settled in favor of the plaintiffs, including the foundation I volunteer with, the Protect Our Communities Foundation. We're a non-profit, and we watch out for ratepayers' interests. We work for ratepayer justice, which in San Diego is quite a challenge to achieve. And what the Supreme Court determined was that the regulations governing, in particular, the solar energy, what's called the Net Energy Meter Agreements, were reached incorrectly. And a few years ago, those rates were changed thanks to lobbying from entities, including SDG&E. So just as a reminder, we do pay the highest electric utility rates in the country. The ratepayers in San Diego subsidize SEMPRA, which is the parent company of San Diego Gas and Electric. And so despite our Climate Action Plan goals, we are essentially funding their lobbying to work against the interests of San Diegans. And the rules that changed limited people's ability to be compensated for the amount of solar, clean, renewable solar power that they generate on rooftop installations and other installations. So I just want to remind members of the committee that the PUC doesn't always get it right. The fact that the Supreme Court accepted our appeal, they take only a very small percentage of requests to be heard before the state court, is significant. And the fact that we had to work this hard, along with other nonprofits, to achieve solar energy justice is significant. And I hope we'll take time to review the case and understand why solar power is so essential for San Diego. Thank you.
00:07:40

Informational Item: SDG&E Presentation
Public Comment 1 of 3
01:20:45
Serena Pelka: Good morning, this is Serena Pelka from Climate Action Campaign, where we're fighting for a pollution-free, affordable future. We have several concerns today. Firstly, on slide 7, SDG&E states funding sources for the ECA may include ratepayer funding, and it is absolutely critical that SDG&E not use the ECA as an excuse to further burden San Diego customers with some of the highest rates in the nation. With record profits close to a billion dollars annually, they can manage ECA costs. And as SDG&E presents on their so-called clean energy collaboration, they continue to attack public purpose programs and rooftop solar that do bring clean energy and lower energy costs for our communities. CPUC's recent AB3264 report shows the value of demand-side management programs as they provide a low-cost path to equitably achieve cost savings for customers and reduce total energy consumption and peak demand, which in turn reduces retail rates. So despite these findings, SDG&E continues to fight every program and state affordability bill that would bring rate relief to San Diego families. There are really too many contradictions to count, including their efforts to block reach codes from moving forward at every step. There is also a clear gap in the ECA on collaboration to support existing building decarbonization, which is the most consequential strategy in the cap for pollution reduction. SDG&E needs to participate in the SB1221 neighborhood decarbonization pilot program in San Diego. With the City of San Diego, Chula Vista, National City, and County of San Diego all identifying their interest in the program at the latest CPUC hearing, SDG&E needs to listen to this feedback, commit to equitable implementation of pilots in these jurisdictions, and make sure that they incorporate this into the ECA as it's a direct alignment with the cap. We think this committee so much for your thoughtful work and for your time, and we hope that you please dig into these issues that further raise cost of living and that are top of mind for San Diegans. Thank you.
01:22:45

Informational Item: SDG&E Presentation
Public Comment 2 of 3
01:22:52
Lori Saldaña: Oh, yes, thank you. FYI, the presentation given doesn't match the one on the website. There were some additional pages added. I am a retiree, I am living on a fixed income, but in a previous life I chaired the Assembly Housing Committee, and we knew then that high utility bills are directly related to higher housing costs, and when people have to add expensive monthly utility bills to their mortgage or rental estimates, they have to make really hard choices on what they can afford. So when you make a comment that it's noted that customers can apply for neighbor-to-neighbor when at risk of disconnection, that's the financial equivalent of offering to help someone put out a house fire that you helped start. If you didn't have over $900 million in annual profits, you could help them more than, as of last year, over 360,000 customers who are behind on their monthly payments. I just don't understand how you can say you're helping people when the bottom line is you are overcharging in order to give your investor-owned shareholders the profits of nearly a billion dollars a year. As for the equitable energy cooperation and affordable housing, I appreciate that new procedures are needed to eliminate roadblocks, but again, the more you charge ratepayers every month, the less housing they can afford. One last comment, the cooperation agreement, all of those meetings were behind closed doors. They weren't publicly noticed. The only stakeholders listed were city departments. Why weren't those meetings noticed for people to participate? I was at an environmental committee meeting when the chairman asked mayoral staff if they could present it to the climate advisory board. He claimed they had a level of discussion. They never did have a level of discussion until after that question was asked. I encourage you to be more transparent and post the meetings that you're having for the public to participate. Thank you.
01:24:56

Informational Item: SDG&E Presentation
Public Comment 3 of 3
01:25:05
Dorrie Bruggemann: Hello, my name is Dorrie Bruggemann. I live in the city of San Diego, and I'm also here representing San Diego 350, which represents 8,000 members across the county of San Diego. Firstly, on a personal note, I just want to say I don't support this franchise. I'm sure people have put a lot of work into these projects, and obviously a lot of work into this presentation, but I find it to be a distraction. The money that is being put back into the community through these programs is a drop in the bucket compared to the millions extracted every day from San Diegans. The analogy of offering to put out a fire that you helped start is a good one, and I do want to second everything that both Serena and Lori made in their comments. So just a reminder that a fourth of San Diegans can't pay their bills, and because of that, they are in debt by $600 or more. And I would just really like to recommend to this committee that we prioritize impact over intent. There is a lot of intent in this presentation by SDG&E, but not a lot of comparison to the harm caused by SDG&E's business practices and lobbying. I would love to have a third-party presentation to compare to this one about the actual impact of these programs compared to SDG&E's business practices and lobbying. I would also like to second that there is a lot of talk about supporting electrification in this presentation, but then why is SDG&E dragging their feet on implementing decarbonization pilot projects through SB 1221? A lot of communities want this. SDG&E has not done the work to conduct information meetings to gauge interest. Ironically, PG&E is actually doing a better job there. And I would also like to second what has been said about transparency. I'd like to hear recommendations from the committee on how we can provide better oversight to the rates that SDG&E is charging. I would like for SDG&E to address the fact that a state auditor found that they are consistently overcharging and requesting higher rates of return than what is necessary. Thank you. 
01:27:13
Monday, September 15th, 2025 at 9:30 a.m
Discussion Item: SDG&E Presentation Response to Committee Follow-up Questions
Public Comments 1 of 1
00:50:17
Parke Troutman: Hello, my name is Parke Troutman. I'm with San Diego 350. I have some questions, the comments, the discussion, the review questions, and my original questions that got clipped. In the franchise agreement, SDG&E agrees to cooperate in good faith with the city's desire to accomplish the goals in its cap. But that section has a number of qualifiers like subject to applicable law. So a couple questions about that. What is SDG&E's understanding of how applicable law limits them in cooperating on the cap? Have there been cases where they felt that applicable law hindered or constrained them in their cooperation? Also, the franchise agreement talks about local customer-controlled distributed energy sources. What is SDG&E's understanding gof the greatest extent of cooperation that they consider practical and lawful for implementing local customer-controlled distributed energy sources? Also, to the issue that keeps coming up on the timeline, I guess this is to stop. 
Unknown: Can we take these one at a time? 
Heather Werner (City Staff): Well, no because the public comment is captured, it's not responded to. 
Unknown: Oh, it's not. 
Cody Hooven (Committee Member): But you're allowed to. 
Heather Werner (City Staff): Yeah, you guys can then repeat or follow up on the question. 
Cody Hooven (Committee Member): Can I interrupt? So I want you to finish reading and then I'm going to ask you to go back and read the questions slowly so we can write them down. But go all the way through. 
Parke Troutman: So the next point is a lot of discussion of the timeline. It would be really nice if there was like a Gantt chart that showed how the different parts of the agreement like stop and started and how they relate to the various iterations of this committee. And when it doesn't work, that would just make it a lot easier. I can try to start doing that myself. I realize I would have to hunt around. But other people should or I would imagine would also benefit from this. And then also a small question. So talking about the negotiations for the category two permits, how is city staff funded for that? With DSD process one permit, there's like a set fee. The applicant pays above that. Is it they get charged like an hourly rate or planner's time. So how do cities, how does the city staff get paid? And thank you. 
Cody Hooven (Committee Member):Would you mind repeating that a little bit slowly? And I was trying to. I know you're meeting your time, which I don't know that we have to stick to that anyway. 
Parke Troutman:  But OK. So the first chunk was about the cap. And the franchise says the SDG&E and he agrees to cooperate in good faith with the city's desire to accomplish the goals of the cap. But that section has a number of qualifiers. And like subject to applicable law, like say subject to applicable law. So what is SDG&E's understanding of how applicable law limits their ability to cooperate on the cap? And have there been any cases where applicable law has limited them? And then also on the local customer control distributed energy sources. What is the greatest extent of cooperation? SDG&E considers practical law. And then there's requests like a Gantt chart of the timeline. 
Cody Hooven (Committee Member) And I've asked for that before. I was chuckling at that question because I was i confused too. 
Parke Troutman: OK. Then just also, how is city staff paid for negotiations on permitting? 
00:54.40
[bookmark: _Toc218069780]Wednesday, October 15th, 2025 at 10 a.m.
Non-Agenda Item
Public Comment 1 of 1
00:02:13
Parke Troutman: Hello, my name is Parke Troutman. I'm with San Diego 350. I don't want to take time away from the very interesting questions at the end of the presentation, but I just want to request that when items are posted onto the website, if they can be sent to the distribution list. I subscribed to the distribution list twice, but I haven't received anything, and sometimes things are coming up at the last minute. Maybe I haven't, but I feel like I shouldn't have to. Thanks.
00:02:44
Wednesday, November 12th, 2025 at 10:00 a.m.
Discussion Item: Receive Final Independent Auditor Report
Public Comment 1 of 2
00:18:59
Parke Troutman: Hello, my name is Parke Troutman. I'm with San Diego 350. I have two questions for the audit team. In the context of this, I've had a chance to read the report in the letter but not study them or anything, so this might just be questions like pointing to two things. So first question is, what I understand of the methodology is like you've described your methodology and then you describe the conclusions and for the places where SDG&E, you believe they're out of compliance, you give descriptions. But what are the tools for the review committee and the public to audit the auditors as far as when you believe they are in compliance? So how could we detect, I guess you'd call it false positive. I'm sure there's a technical term for it. But for example, the franchise says that ratepayer funds should not be used for promotion or lobbying. I don't see that mentioned anywhere. So how do we know how you actually arrive to that conclusion? I get advertisements from SDG&E on YouTube and I'm guessing there's something about how promotion is defined or what part of the money they're coming from, but how am I looking at the audit or your work to be sure that they in fact did not use ratepayer funding? And this is also, I know the ECA is supposed to flesh out the things related to the cap, but in general, it seems like there is, San Diego Gas & Electric is supposed to be supportive of the cap and that's a pretty broad, nebulous term. So how do you operationalize it? How do you define it? Sounds like the first question, false positives question. Second question is, the letter you point out a number of things related to internal processes. For the most part, SDG&E vigorously defends what they've done. And so, for example, on the duty to defend, you have a number of criticisms. Their response is basically, you don't know as much about identification law as you think, and then it's the end. It's a cliffhanger. And the letter says on the first page, you're not going to respond, but could you? Is there anything you can say about SDG&E's responses? Thank you.
00:21:37
Discussion Item: Receive Final Independent Auditor Report
Public Comment 2 of 2
00:22:28
Linda Lattimore (Committee Member): I had just wondered, and I had sent a question earlier, I understand that a lot of this was around, I'm going to call it lack of communication on either side on how information should be parlayed back and forth, but what I didn't really understand was the financial impact of any of these things that Crowe listed in terms of loss to the city or anything else. Is that, are those numbers somewhere that we should take into account?
00:22:55
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