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December 11, 2019

Joint Letter of Concerned Parties
Dear Chairman Hochschild:

We are joining with over 110 cities and counties from Southern California representing nearly 8
million citizens in supporting balanced energy policy and consumer choice in energy service,
and in preventing overreliance on any one energy source.

Today, we ask the CEC to pause in its consideration of REACH code approvals, currently on
the CEC’s December 11 meeting agenda. More time should be given to address reliability
concerns and consumer impact.

In 1974 the Warren-Alquist Act created the CEC and charged it with several basic
responsibilities:

« One was to become the siting authority for large electric generating projects to ensure
reliability of California’s energy system.

= Another was to establish and enforce uniform statewide building codes and appliance
standards.

= Another was to become the energy policy and planning agency for the state. In this
responsibility under the law the CEC was specifically charged to: “to encourage the
balanced use of all sources of energy to meet the state’s needs, and to seek to
avoid possible undesirable consequences of reliance on a single source of
energy.”

The CEC’s consideration of REACH codes undermines statewide building codes and appliance
standards leading to a patchwork quilt of local rules, something the Warren-Alquist act intended
to prevent. Consideration of policy to prohibit an energy resource from being chosen by
California consumers is not a balanced approach to energy policy, and undermines the intent of
the CEC'’s policy and planning function to prevent overreliance on one energy resource.

We respectfully ask the CEC to set aside any consideration of locally adopted REACH codes.

Thank you.



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
ENERGY EFFICIENCY CODES AND STANDARDS

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-09)

DATE RECEIVED: AUGUST 15, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: AUGUST 29, 2019

QUESTION 1:

Did any SoCalGas employees or consultants attend the American Gas Association’s
Building Energy Codes & Standards Committee Meeting on May 14-15, 2019
(henceforth, “AGA C&S Meeting”)? If so, please identify each SoCalGas employee or
consultant who attended.

RESPONSE 1:

Yes, Kevin Carney, Customer Services Field Staff Team Leader. No other SoCalGas
employees attended. Mr. Carney attended this meeting for the purpose of identifying
and discussing any codes or standards that could potentially affect safety or operations
at SoCalGas.



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
ENERGY EFFICIENCY CODES AND STANDARDS

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-09)

DATE RECEIVED: AUGUST 15, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: AUGUST 29, 2019

QUESTION 2:

Please state the total costs that SoCalGas incurred for employees’ participation in the
AGA C&S Meeting (including, but not limited to: preparation for the meeting;
participation in the meeting; follow-up actions from the meeting; airfare; ground
transportation; lodging; meals; per diem; and other expenses).

RESPONSE 2:

$5,981.52



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
ENERGY EFFICIENCY CODES AND STANDARDS

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-09)

DATE RECEIVED: AUGUST 15, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: AUGUST 29, 2019

QUESTION 3:

Please disaggregate the costs in question 2 into the following categories:

a. Labor

b. Travel, lodging, meals, and incidental travel expenses

G Consultant costs

d. Other

RESPONSE 3:

a. Labor: $3,857.82 (inclusive of loaders)

I Travel, lodging, meals, and incidental travel expenses: $2,123.70
& Consultant costs: $0

d. Other: $0



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
ENERGY EFFICIENCY CODES AND STANDARDS

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-09)

DATE RECEIVED: AUGUST 15, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: AUGUST 29, 2019

QUESTION 4:

Did SoCalGas charge any costs associated with the AGA C&S Meeting to ratepayers?

RESPONSE 4:

All of Mr. Carney’s labor and non-labor costs, including those associated with his
attendance at the AGA C&S meeting noted in the question, are charged to CSF Staff
Cost Center 2200-0942, Internal Order Number FG8706502200 which includes
operation, supervision, and engineering. This Cost Center and Internal Order is funded
by ratepayers through the General Rate Case.



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
ENERGY EFFICIENCY CODES AND STANDARDS

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-09)

DATE RECEIVED: AUGUST 15, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: AUGUST 29, 2019

QUESTION 5:

Please itemize all staff time spent on activities related to the AGA C&S Meeting. For
each SoCalGas employee involved, please provide the following information:

a.
b.
i

Employee name and title

Number of hours

Cost to SoCalGas, including all associated loaders (such as payroll taxes and
benefits)

Funding source (specific account and cost center) to which SoCalGas charged
this time, as of August 13, 2019.

Documentation (including, but not limited to, executed journal entries) showing
that the time was charged to the account and cost center specified.

RESPONSE 5:

Employee name and title: Kevin Carney, Customer Services Field Staff Team
Leader

Number of hours: 36

Cost to SoCalGas, including all associated loaders (such as payroll taxes and
benefits): $3,857.82 (wages, incentive compensation, pension, benefits,
workers compensation, vacation, sick time, public liability & property
damage) and $2,123.70 in travel expenses

Funding source (specific account and cost center) to which SoCalGas charged
this time, as of August 13, 2019: CSF Staff, cost center 2200-0942, Internal
Order Number FG8706502200. These accounts are funded by ratepayers
through the General Rate Case.

Documentation (including, but not limited to, executed journal entries) showing
that the time was charged to the account and cost center specified: See file “EE
ID 36425_May 2019 labor.xlsx” attached. No journal entries were executed.



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
ENERGY EFFICIENCY CODES AND STANDARDS

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-09)

DATE RECEIVED: AUGUST 15, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: AUGUST 29, 2019

QUESTION 6:

Please itemize all consultant costs related to the AGA C&S Meeting. For each
consultant invoice that included any costs related to the AGA C&S Meeting, please
provide the following information:

®Q0oTD

®Q 0T

Consulting firm

Brief description of the services provided

Total amount billed to SoCalGas

Invoice

Funding source (specific account and cost center) to which SoCalGas charged
this cost, as of August 13, 2019.

Documentation (including, but not limited to, executed journal entries) showing
that this cost was charged to the account and cost center specified.

RESPONSE 6:

Consulting firm: None

Brief description of the services provided: None

Total amount billed to SoCalGas: $0

Invoice: $0

Funding source (specific account and cost center) to which SoCalGas charged
this cost, as of August 13, 2019: None

Documentation (including, but not limited to, executed journal entries) showing
that this cost was charged to the account and cost center specified: None



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
ENERGY EFFICIENCY CODES AND STANDARDS

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-09)

DATE RECEIVED: AUGUST 15, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: AUGUST 29, 2019

QUESTION 7:

Please itemize every non-labor cost that SoCalGas incurred related to the AGA C&S
Meeting. For each item, please provide the following information:

Expense type or purpose (e.g., “airfare” or “meal reimbursement”)
Vendor/supplier

Date of expenditure

Employee who was reimbursed for the expense, if applicable.

A receipt or invoice for the transaction

Funding source (specific account and cost center) to which SoCalGas charged
this cost, as of August 13, 2019.

g. Documentation (including, but not limited to, executed journal entries) showing
that the cost was charged to the account and cost center specified.

0 o0UT

RESPONSE 7:

a. Expense type or purpose (e.g., “airfare” or “meal reimbursement”): See file

“Expense Documents and Receipts AGA BECS May2019_Redacted.pdf” attached

b. Vendor/supplier: See Response 7.a.

Date of expenditure: See Response 7.a.

Employee who was reimbursed for the expense, if applicable: Kevin Carney

A receipt or invoice for the transaction: See Response 7.a.

Funding source (specific account and cost center) to which SoCalGas charged

this cost, as of August 13, 2019: CSF Staff, cost center 2200-0942, Internal

Order Number FG8706502200. These accounts are funded by ratepayers

through the General Rate Case.

g. Documentation (including, but not limited to, executed journal entries) showing
that the cost was charged to the account and cost center specified: See
Response 5.e. No journal entries were executed.

"o oo

SoCalGas has redacted in the “Expense Documents and Receipts AGA BECS
May2019_Redacted.pdf” attachment information not called for by this request (i.e.
expenses not related to this trip or reimbursed by SoCalGas) and confidential
personal information such as credit card numbers.



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
ENERGY EFFICIENCY CODES AND STANDARDS

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-09)

DATE RECEIVED: AUGUST 15, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: AUGUST 29, 2019

QUESTION 8:

Aside from the May 14-15, 2019 AGA C&S Meeting noted above, has SoCalGas
(including any of its employees, agents, or consultants) participated in any other
meetings that (a) focused on energy codes or standards; (b) were hosted or convened
by a trade association or advocacy organization (including, but not limited to: the
American Gas Association, the American Public Gas Association, and the American
Council for an Energy Efficient Economy); and (c) occurred since June 1, 20187 If so,
please provide the following information about each such meeting:

Organization that convened the meeting

Name and purpose of the meeting

Date(s) of the meeting

Did SoCalGas charge any costs associated with this meeting to ratepayers?

For each such meeting, separately, respond to questions 2 through 7 of this data
request, as applied to the meeting at issue.

®TQ 0T

RESPONSE 8:

SoCalGas objects to the phrase “focused on energy codes or standards” as vague,
ambiguous, and overbroad. SoCalGas participates in multiple trade organizations and
frequently attends industry meetings. These meetings often have various topics. Given
the scope of this request and the uncertainty over what Cal Advocates’ means by
“focused on energy codes and standards”, SoCalGas is not able to answer this request
at this time. SoCalGas is willing to meet and confer with Cal Advocates’ regarding this
request and will attempt to provide the information requested once it has a better
understanding of what information Cal Advocates is requesting.
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{Documéni No: 6000183326

Personnel No: 36425 - Kevin Carney

EXPENSE SUMMARY
" Dale from: 04/01/2019 Reason: Business Expenses Activity:
Date To: 05/31/2019 Location: Various Localions '
Country: US
COST ASSIGNMENTS
Company Code Order Cost Center Amount Currency Code
2200 FG8706502200 2200-0942 4,427.32 {USD
ADDITIONAL INFO FOR RECEIPTS

DNo Doc. Date From To Amount Curr.
Desc. Header(s) Desc. Values

001

002 Hotel | Lodging  05/13/2019 05/16/2018 1,008.63 Usb
Description: Hotel during AGA BECS Committee
Reason: Lodging for committee meeting
Location: Washington DC

003 All other meals  05/17/2019 10.73 usp
Description: Meal While traveling
Business self
partner: : )
Reason: Meal While traveling
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Document No: 6000183326

Personnel No: 36425 - Kevin Carney

EXPENSE SUMMARY
Date from: 04/01/2019 Reason: Business Expenses Activiiy:
Date To: 05/31/2019 Location: Various Locations
Country: US |
DNo " Doc. Date From To Amount Curr.
Desc. Header(s) 'Desc. Values
009 Taxi / Shuitie 05/17/12019 20.82 usD
. Description: transportation to the aiport
Reason: "~ travel to mestings
Location; Washington DC
010 Taxi/ Shutle  05/13/2019 17.97 usD
Description! transportation to the aiport
Reason: travel to meetings
Locatjon: Washington DC
011 Al Travel 05/13/2018 05/17/2019 914.40 usDb
Description: Travel to and from meetings.
Business self
partner:
Reason: travel to meetings
Location: Ontario, CA Washington DC
012 Parking 05/13/201% 05/17/2019 72.00 usb
Description: Ontario Airport Parking '
Reason: travel to meetings
Location: Ontario Ca
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—
\ WASHINGTON COURT HOTE!
A DISTRICT OF CONUABIA

Kevin Carne Room No.  : 1407

Arrival. 1 05-13-19
_ Departure  :05-16-19

United States
Page No. 1 0of1
Follo No. :

GUEST FOLIO Conf. No. : 196338
Cashfer No. :

Company Name: AGA American Gas Assoclation
Group Name AGA Bullding Energy Codes & Standards DC _ _ _
Date - " Description T e A Chalges - Cradits °

05-13-19  Room Charge 289,

05-13-19  Room Tax 43.21
05-14-19  Room Charge 289.00
06-14-19  Room Tax 43.21
05-15-19  Room Charge 280.00
05-15-19  Room Tax 43.21

_06-16-19 _ Pay Visa 1,041.83
Total Charges 1,041.83

Total Credits 1,041.83

Balance . 0.00

_T lPSCBbf[Wan ‘% Dooriman A

525 New Jersey Avenue, N.W. Washington, D.C, 200011627
(202) 628-2100 -- (800) 321-3010 - Fax (202) 878-7818
www.washingtoncourthotel.com
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Qdcba #83 .
Ronild Reagan
Washington Hational Airport
Washington, OC

1090 &ntwan S

Chk 1050 Hafl? 19°12:43F Gst O
| 5 Combo Tacos 9,75
PIVOVEIE |

Vise 10,73
Suototal

Tax 0,98~
Paynent 10,73

1 we did or ¢id not excaed your
expectations, we would ke to
hear from you, Please call
£00-424-5971 %1021 or emai
g3¢hbfcares.com or

text 703-239-3710

19 f45

OPERATED BY

/H”"s

Hl’le

STARBUCKS COFFEE C27
DFH AIRPORT

308722 Ripa

CHK 4204 GST 1
MAYI3'19 5:57AM
10 GO
| FLAT WHITE G 5,20
SUB NF MILK
| LBE BSND DBL BAC 5.45

LaBoulange Brkifst Sand Dbl
Smoked Bacon

SUBTOTAL 18

TAX 0.88
AMOUNT PAI .53
OO0

551928 -
Bal: 23.02

STBK CARD 11.53

--308722 Closed MAY13 US:S?AH-;-

WE WANT TO HEAR YOUR FEEDBACK!

PLEASE CONTACT 1-877-672-7467

OR CUSTOMERSERVICEGHMSHOST.COM
T0O SHARE YOUR EXPERIENCE,

STOREID: DFHSTAO50
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THUNDER GRILL
90 Massachusetts Ave HE
tashington OC 20002
(202)898-0051

Server: George
5/15/2019 7:10:00 PM
Table #42 / Guests: 4

Persondl: 3
Check #140847

1 Fresco Burger 13.95
FRIED EGG 1.75
2 01d School 01d Fashion 28.00
fFood Total 15.70
Beverage Total 28.00
Order Subtotal 43.70
Tax 4,37
8:21:51 PH Total Due 48.07

Thark You,

George
6455 SUGGESTED GRATUITY ##kx

18%: $7.87

20%: $8.74

22%: $9.61

Thank You For Dining With Us!

20 /45

THURDER GRILL
50 Massachusetts Ave NE
flashington DC 20002
(202)898-0051

Date: 5/15/2019 Time: 8:21:55 PM
Approved
Yisa

Status:
Card Tvpe:

Card Quner: CARNEY /KEVIN
Server: 3409/George
Cashier: 3409/George
Register: poS1021iP
Check liumber: 140847
Tab Number: 42
Person; 3
AMOUNT: 48.07
w [
TIP ‘P;?
é B
TOTAL Ty {
L

Approval: 04692C

I AGREE TO COMPLY WITH
THE CARDHOLDER AGREEMENT 7

CUSTOMER COPY
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City Tap House OC
901 9th Street M
Hashington, DG 20001

30046 Tiosha F

bl 52/2 Chk 2112 Gst |
Hay14'19 09:03PH
| fihistle Pig 10yr 16.50
1 THE GDAT 13,00
Subtotal 29,50
State-Lc¢] Tx 2,99
10:06PH Total Due 32.45
@y Hour W-F 5-7pm
ing for a space
or your next event?
Contact Us
infolc itytaphouse.com
‘ 37 45

City Tap House DC

901 9th street My

Vlashington,OC 20001
202-733-5333

Merchant 10 :
Terminal 1D : 4
Check # 2112
Table # 1 52/2

Expiry Date ; **L o

Card Type : VISA

Trans Type : Authorize

Trans Date : 5/14/2019

Trans Time : 10:15 PM

Entry Mode : Chip

Auth Code ; 06105C

Resp Code : 00

Hode : Issuer

AID ¢ AD0O0000031010

ARC : 00

TVR : 0080008000

TSI : F800

I - : 06010403602002

00  Approved - Thank You 000

Subtotal  : USD$ 2,45
GRATUITY: "w‘ —~
TOTAL: J 7

X

Signature
I Agree to pay total amount as
per the Card Issuer Agresment,
Customer Copy
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Larney, Kevin P,
B S Y L ke
From; | pq gordonfoadgroup.com <pq@gordonfoodgroup.com:>
Sent: Friday, May 31, 2019 12:40 PM
To: kevin carney
Cc: Carney, Kevin P.
Subject: (EXTERNAL] Re: Hi Tracy, Is it possible to get my receipt?
Hi Kevin,

Thank you for your visit and kindly find below your receipt.

Bakers & Baristas

Check #: 5698 5/17/19

Server: Olabanji A 7:31 AM

TAB: Kevin

1 Flat White 3.50

1 BREAKFAST Sandwich

BREAKFAST SANDWICH MODS: Bacon 7.50

1 Cinnamon Roll 4.00
Sub-total ' 15,00
Sales Tax 1.50
TOTAL 16.50
PAYMENTS
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CREDIT CARD-

$ ’| 6 50 May 18, 2019 BAKERS AND BARISTAS
Sala Transaction date WASHINGTON, DC 20004
May 20, 2019 - (202) 347-7893
Posted date

Description Bakers and Baristas
Also known as BAKERS AND BARISTAS
Category Food & drink

Rewards earned with this transaction

+1% (1 Pt)/$1 earned on all purchases 17

Total Points 17

Transaction details may be preliminary or incomplete and may not match the transaction as it appears on your
perlodic statement, which Is the official record of your account activity.
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_ Account Activity Transaction Details

Post date:
Amount:
Type:
Purchaser:

Descripiion:

Merchant category:

Merchant category
code:

Merchant name:

Transaction
category:

05/14/2019
-3,10
Debit card

N

NAYAX VENDING 21 05/13 PURLHASE HUNT
VALLEY MD

KEVIN CARNEY

Fast Food Restaurants

5814
NAYAX VENDING

Restaurants & Dining: Restaurants/Dining
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Carnex, Kevin P.

From:
Sent:
To:

Ce:
Subject:

Total

Uber Receipts <uber,us@uber.com>
Friday, May 17, 2019 9:08 AM
Carney, Kevin P,
receipts@certify.com

[EXTERNAL] Thanks for tipping! We've updated your Friday morning trip receipt

i Trip Fare

Subtotal

B

i Tolls, Surcharges, and Fees @ $6.78

‘ Tip

P M P S AT SO N
e S e R e

Amount Charged




2019/05/31 15:36:43 26 f45

11:46am .
525 New Jersey Ave NW,
Washington, DC

. 12:07pm
4 Aviation Cir, Arlington, VA

SR ap dola ©2049 Google

Invite your friends and family.

Get $5 off your next ride when you refer a friend to
try Uber. Share code: kevinc16771ue
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Carney, Kevin P,

From: Uber Receipts <uber.us@uber.com>

Sent: Monday, May 13, 2019 11:16 AM

To: Carney, Kevin P,

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Thanks for tipping! We've updated your Monday afternoon trip receipt

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: - Flagged

Total $17.97

Base Fare $1.21 3
Time | ~ $3.38
Subtotal $6.97
:

Booking Fee @ $2.00

DCA Airport Surcharge @ $4.00
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01:53pm
4 Aviation Cir, Arlington, VA

Was %
R

02:04pm
601 4th Pl SW, Washington,
DC

Invite your friends and family.

Get $5 off your next ride when you refer a friend to
try Uber. Share code: kevinc16771ue
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WA

Qel your bosrding pase faster!
Scen thie barcodo at any
Ameslean Millnes Seit-Seryica
Mschine,

€«

Ontario to Washington
1 Adult

Monday May 13, 2019 - Friday May 17, 2019
e S s S

RQIUBD

Yeur record loc'or IS your (852 vaton confmation numbar énd
whl b2 neaded to rebiava or releience your iesavaton,

e
ONT/DCA

Stalus: Tickeled Apr 12, 2019

Gedl o s
Creale Molification (4

Dallas! Fort Worth (DFW)
“May 17, 2019 07:00 PM

TR B YT R T T

Aagedeann Sl
2740
oy

Ll "
] b Toavipaniy

g OO

Flight Depart Arrive
Aoyt ay s, Ontario (ONT) Dalias! Fort Worth (DFW)
2797 May 13, 2019 12:40 AM May 13, 2019 05:29 AM
P On lime On time
£ Scheduled Time: 12:40 AM Scheduled Time: 05:20 AM
= Eslimated Time: 12:40 AM Estimated Time: 05:29 AM
Create Molification (2 J :
Aclual Time: Aclual Time:
Terminal : Gale : 409 Terminal : A Gale : A20
Baggage Area : A17
S PR " Piambapdp 4 el 04
R D NI Vi e gl
11 I ¥t
Awriioue Melin Dallas/ Fort Worth (DFW) Washington (DCA)
429 May 13, 2019 07:01 AM . May 13, 2019 11:00 AM
/f_,..::\\ On time On time
o Scheduled Time: 07:01 AM Scheduled Time: 11:00 AM
FRTSI TR Estimated Time; 07:01 AM Estimated Time: 11:00 AM
Aclual Time: Actual Time:
Terminal : A Gate : A17 Terminal : C Gate : 43
Baggage Area; 12
(IR TR 3 TR T Lacking Canier 1
Uhens s Prangs Ay i
e MY 2 x
Flight Depart Arrive
Aunavican Sifines " Washington (DCA) Dallas/ Fort Worth (DFW)
323 May 17, 2019 03:30 PM May 17, 2019 05:56 PM
Py T W T W A T Froisbineg 4 Soade 54
o e g Flans Typs 271

Ontario (ONT)
May 17, 2019 08:11 PM
Lnabarig ks 2

RN T S

lenngd Pand

$1,019.55 USD
fare Amount
Sl
TSI I T $762,00 USD
Trip Options

$185,15 USD

fave n 5102.40 USD
[SZTTHEN TP B | $0.00 USD
Flight Subtotal

$1,019.55 USD
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DFW
On -Ume Posinngstod ERTITIaY:
7:00 311 PM
PM Sirahial
et ::'ﬁ\:
e DoagEpnne
Get alerts for this flight
Cost summary
Passenger $752.00 Bag and optional fees (2
Your total Taxes $102.40 Reservation and tickets
' FAQs &
Carrier-imposed fees $0.00 ;
S 1 O'l 9 5 —Lrice and Tax Information
Y g Subtotal $854.40
5 Main Cabin Extra $165.15
Includes ail faxes and carrier- .
imposed fees '
Total (al! $1,019.55
passengers)

‘f’llﬁqg_ | -
L toey ﬁl‘fﬂ?—*

Travel offers

Trip insurance
} protection

i @ Save and earn miles 3 Great rates on hotels
J onh car rentals &) Search hotels (3

Searchcars @ ' See what's covered (3
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For gales, tenninals and Night slalus, please check wilh us at 33 comfales or call 1-800-47%3-7300,
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" i CARNEY

[\mﬁ'fl(ﬁdﬂ & ,_,.-Boardmg pass Record Locator. RQIUBD lerd  Kevine
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
ENERGY EFFICIENCY CODES AND STANDARDS

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-09R)

DATE RECEIVED: NOVEMBER 13, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: DECEMBER 27, 2019

QUESTION 8:

8. Aside from the May 14-15, 2019 AGA C&S Meeting noted above, has SoCalGas
(including any of its employees, agents, or consultants) participated in any other
meetings that (a) focused on codes and standards; (b) were hosted or convened by a
trade association or advocacy organization (including, but not limited to: the American
Gas Association, the American Public Gas Association, and the American Council for
an Energy Efficient Economy); and (c) occurred since June 1, 20187 If so, please
provide the following information about each such meeting:

Organization that convened the meeting

Name and purpose of the meeting

Date(s) of the meeting

Did SoCalGas charge any costs associated with this meeting to ratepayers?

For each such meeting, separately, respond to questions 2 through 7 of this data
request, as applied to the meeting at issue.

®Q0oTo

Wherein the Public Advocates Office references “codes and standards,” the Public
Advocates Office means building codes and/or appliance standards related to energy
efficiency or electrification.

Wherein the Public Advocates Office references meetings that “focused on” codes or
standards,” the Public Advocates Office means meetings where building codes or
appliance standards related to energy efficiency or electrification were a topic of
substantive discussion, including but not limited to any of the following instances:

¢ Any meeting where a meeting agenda item concerned building codes or
appliance standards.

¢ Any meeting where a SoCalGas employee spoke or presented about
building codes or appliance standards

e Any meeting of the AGA Building Energy Codes & Standards Committee;

¢ Any meeting of a similar committee to the AGA Building Energy Codes &
Standards Committee whose purpose is to evaluate, analyze, present on,
or advocate for building codes or appliance standards



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
ENERGY EFFICIENCY CODES AND STANDARDS

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-09R)

DATE RECEIVED: NOVEMBER 13, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: DECEMBER 27, 2019

RESPONSE 8:

SoCalGas objects to the phrase “focused on energy codes or standards” as vague,
ambiguous, and overbroad. SoCalGas also objects to this request as overbroad and
unduly burdensome. SoCalGas participates in multiple trade organizations and
frequently attends industry meetings. These meetings often have various topics and are
almost never focused on one specific issue. Subject to its objections, SoCalGas
responds as follows:

SoCalGas complied the information in this response by querying the groups and
employees most likely to attend the types of meetings subject to this request and asking
those personnel to try to recall if they have attended any meetings within the scope of
this request since June 1, 2018. The SoCalGas employees queried are all salaried
employees and do not track their time each day with the intent of reporting out an hourly
log of activities. Thus, SoCalGas has provided a rough estimate of time associated with
each meeting. SoCalGas is unable to identify any labor costs that SoCalGas incurred
associated with the meetings identified. The salaried employees would have been paid
the same amount regardless of whether they attended the meetings or not and their
normal workload did not go away during the timing of each meeting.

For responses to Question 8 (revised), 2, 4, and 5(a-d) see the excel file “HB-SCG-
2019-09-Q8R” (Attachment A). For Question 5(b), the number of labor hours
calculated is approximate and based on recollection. The Project Manager 1, who
attended an American Gas Association Building Energy Codes & Standards Committee
Meeting on September 10-13, 2018, is no longer with the company and because
salaried employees do not track their time by hour or task, SoCalGas is not able to
identify the time that the Project Manger 1 spent at the meeting. Regarding the cost
centers and internal orders identified, these are the costs centers and internal orders
originally charged for the identified expenses. During the development of the General
Rate Case forecasts, it is sometimes necessary to remove incurred costs to further
ensure that ratepayers are not funding activities that should be borne by shareholders.

For Question 3, 5(e), and 7, see the attached pdf file “HB-SCG-2019-09-Q8R
_Redacted.pdf” which contain costs associated with attendance at the meetings
(Attachment B). SoCalGas has redacted in Attachment B information not called for by
this request (i.e. expenses not related to the identified meetings and/or expenses not
reimbursed by SoCalGas), as well as confidential personal information such as credit
card numbers. SoCalGas is in the process of identifying any associated journal entries
and will be providing any identified journal entries to Cal Advocates.



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
ENERGY EFFICIENCY CODES AND STANDARDS

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-09R)

DATE RECEIVED: NOVEMBER 13, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: DECEMBER 27, 2019

For Question 6, there are no known consulting costs associated with the meetings
identified in Attached A.



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
REACH CODES

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-13)
DATE RECEIVED: OCTOBER 24, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: 11/25/2019

For questions related to cost accounting, please respond based on your
accounting as of October 23, 2019. San Luis Obispo reach codes:

i
PIF

Attachment-1.pdf

QUESTION 1:

On September 3, 2019, the San Luis Obispo (SLO) city council adopted a local building
code (a “reach code”) that encourages all-electric new construction. Did any SoCalGas
employees attend the SLO city council meeting on September 3, 2019?

RESPONSE 1:

Yes.



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
REACH CODES

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-13)
DATE RECEIVED: OCTOBER 24, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: 11/25/2019

QUESTION 2:

If any SoCalGas employees attended the SLO city council meeting on September 3,
2019, please provide the name and job title of each SoCalGas employee who attended.

RESPONSE 2:

Information highlighted in is confidential and protected material pursuant to PUC
Section 583, GO 66-D, and D.1/7-09-023. Please see accompanying confidentiality
declaration.

e Alan Caldwell, Director Energy Policy and Strategy

Mr. Caldwell was 100% shareholder funded at the time of the meeting and he attended
in his capacity as lead of the advocacy effort for SoCalGas’ balanced energy vision.

Maryam Brown, President
Andy Carrasco, Director Regional Public Affairs
Regional Public Affairs Representative

These employees attended this meeting for the purposes of observing any
governmental actions that have the potential to impact SoCalGas’ business or
operations. It is not uncommon for SoCalGas employees to attend such events where
they have the potential to impact safety, operations, one of SoCalGas’ franchises, or the
affordability of customers’ energy service.

SoCalGas is also aware that several hourly employees of SoCalGas who live in and
around the city of San Louis Obispo were in attendance at the meeting. These
individuals were not “on the clock” during the meeting and did not attend the meeting in
any official job capacity. Further, SoCalGas did not collect the names of those in
attendance who may happen to be SoCalGas employees, but who did not attend in any
official job capacity.



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
REACH CODES

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-13)
DATE RECEIVED: OCTOBER 24, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: 11/25/2019

QUESTION 3:

If any SoCalGas employees attended the SLO city council meeting on September 3,
2019, please state the total costs that SoCalGas incurred for employees’ attendance at
or participation in this meeting (including, but not limited to: preparation for the meeting;
participation in the meeting; follow-up actions from the meeting; transportation; lodging;
meals; per diem; and other expenses).

RESPONSE 3:

Information highlighted in is confidential and protected material pursuant to PUC
Section 583, GO 66-D, and D.17-09-023. Please see accompanying confidentiality
declaration.

SoCalGas objects to this question as overbroad and unduly burdensome. Subject to
and without waiving its objection, SoCalGas responds as follows:

Of the employees who attended in the course of their official job capacity at SoCalGas,
those individuals are all salaried employees and do not track their time each day with
the intent of reporting out an hourly log of activities. The meeting occurred during the
evening, after normal business hours, and SoCalGas estimates that the meeting was
approximately 6 hours long. SoCalGas has not attempted to calculate labor hours for
the attendance at the meeting of salaried employees given that this was an after hours
meeting occurring after the employees had already put in an 8 hour (or more) work day.

Alan Caldwell is no longer with the company and because salaried employees do not
track their time by hour or task, SoCalGas is not able to identify the time, if any, that Mr.
Caldwell may have spent on either preparation time for the meeting or on follow up
activities.

The“ and the Regional Public Affairs Representative spent
approximately 1 hour each preparing for the meeting (total 2 hours). Andy Carrasco
spent approximately 2 hours preparing for the meeting. There are no known labor

hours associated with follow-up actions from the meeting.

SoCalGas incurred approximately $10,000 in consultant charges associated with
preparation time for the meeting.

SoCalGas incurred approximately $647.37 in nonlabor expenses associated with Alan
Caldwell’'s and theh attendance at the meeting.



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
REACH CODES

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-13)
DATE RECEIVED: OCTOBER 24, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: 11/25/2019

QUESTION 4:

Please disaggregate the costs identified in question 3 into the following categories:

a. Labor

b. Travel, lodging, meals, and incidental travel expenses
& Consultant costs

d. Other

RESPONSE 4:

SoCalGas objects to this question as overbroad and unduly burdensome. SoCalGas
has not attempted to calculate labor hours for the attendance at the meeting of salaried
employees given that this was an after hours meeting occurring after the employees
had already put in an 8 hour (or more) work day. Subject to and without waiving its
objection, SoCalGas responds as follows:

a) Labor: The employees who attended the meeting in their official job capacity are
all salaried employees. Salaried employees are responsible for a myriad of tasks
and do not track their time by activity or event. Thus, SoCalGas is unable to
identify any labor “costs that SoCalGas incurred.” The salaried employees would
have been paid the same amount regardless of whether they attended the
meeting or not and their normal workload did not go away during the timing of the
meeting. Salaried employees often go above and beyond the normal 40 hour
work week.

b) Travel, lodging meals, and incidental travel expenses: $647.37

c) Consultant costs: $10,000

d) Other: $0



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
REACH CODES

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-13)
DATE RECEIVED: OCTOBER 24, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: 11/25/2019

QUESTION 5:

For each account to which any portion of the costs identified in question 3 were
charged, please provide the following information:

a. The name, number and description of the general ledger (G/L).

b. The name, number and description of the invoice order (10)

i The name, number and description of the cost center.

d. Whether the account is ratepayer funded.

e. How much of the costs identified in question 3 were charged to the account.
RESPONSE 5:

SoCalGas objects to this question as overbroad and unduly burdensome. SoCalGas
has not attempted to calculate any labor hours for the attendance at the meeting of
salaried employees given that this was an after hours meeting occurring after the
employees had already put in an 8 hour (or more) work day. Further, SoCalGas is
unable to identify any labor “costs that SoCalGas incurred.” The salaried employees
would have been paid the same amount regardless of whether they attended the
meeting or not and their normal workload did not go away during the timing of the
meeting. Subject to and without waiving its objection, SoCalGas responds as follows:

a) GL 6130012, Employee Travel — Mileage
GL 6130014, Employee Travel-Parking
GL 6130015, Meals, Tips, and Entertainment
GL 6130016, Employee Travel-Car Rental
GL 6130017, Employee Travel-Taxi/Shuttle
GL 6130020, Employee Travel-Hotel/Lodging
GL 6220600, Service Consulting — Other

b) Although this asks for the “invoice order”, SoCalGas has provided the “internal
order”:
(1) FG9200002200 10, Administrative and General Salaries
(2) Mr. Caldwell's expenses were originally charged, due to his departure, to
FG9200002200 10, Administrative and General Salaries, through an inadvertent
error, but will be moved to FG300796601 10, Balanced Energy. The consultant
charges were also charged to FG300796601.

c) (1) 2200-2504 cost center, Public Policy and Planning
5



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
REACH CODES

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-13)
DATE RECEIVED: OCTOBER 24, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: 11/25/2019

(2) 2200-2204 cost center, Energy Policy and Strategy

d) The FG200002200 IO is funded as O&M in SoCalGas’ General Rate Case. The
FG300796601 10 is funded by shareholders.

e) $256.03 in charges were charged to the 2200-2504 cost center and
FG9200002200 10 and $10,391.34 in charges has been or will be charged to the
2200-2204 cost center and FG300796601 10O.

QUESTION 6:

State how SoCalGas determined the appropriate account(s) in which to record the costs
identified in question 3.

RESPONSE 6:

SoCalGas objects to this question as overbroad and unduly burdensome. SoCalGas
has not attempted to calculate labor hours associated for the attendance at the meeting
of salaried employees given that this was an after hours meeting occurring after the
employees had already put in an 8 hour (or more) work day. Further, SoCalGas is
unable to identify any labor “costs that SoCalGas incurred.” The salaried employees
would have been paid the same amount regardless of whether they attended the
meeting or not and their normal workload did not go away during the timing of the
meeting. Subject to and without waiving its objection, SoCalGas responds as follows:

See response to question 5(b). Costs associated with Alan Caldwell's attendance at the
meeting will be charged to a shareholder funded 10 because Mr. Caldwell was 100%
shareholder funded at the time of the meeting and attended in his capacity as lead of
the advocacy effort for SoCalGas’ balanced energy vision. Costs associated with the
use of the consultant have already been charged to a shareholder funded |0.

Employees who attended the meeting as part of their normal job duties to be aware of
and observe governmental decisions that have the potential to affect safety, operations,
one of SoCalGas’ franchises, or the affordability of customers’ energy service had the
costs identified above associated with their attendance at the meeting charged to 10s
that are ratepayer funded.



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
REACH CODES

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-13)
DATE RECEIVED: OCTOBER 24, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: 11/25/2019

Santa Monica reach codes

SEI — )
PIE

Attachment-2.pdf

QUESTION 7:

On September 10, 2019, the Santa Monica city council adopted a local building code (a
‘reach code”) that encourages all-electric new construction. At any time, has
SoCalGas lobbied the City of Santa Monica regarding this proposed reach code?

RESPONSE 7:

SoCalGas objects to the term “lobbied” as vague, ambiguous, and nonspecific. Subject
to and without waiving its objection, SoCalGas responds as follows:

SoCalGas did not engage in any lobbying efforts regarding Santa Monica’s proposed
reach code. Three SoCalGas employees made public comments during the City
Council meeting in Santa Monica on September 10, 2019. These brief comments were
informational in nature and concerned the importance of energy system resiliency for
local climate adaptation efforts, the benefits and availability of renewable natural gas,
and the emission reduction potential for projects that capture methane. SoCalGas had
no engagement with the City of Santa Monica on the reach code prior to the meeting
and had no engagement after the meeting with the City of Santa Monica.



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
REACH CODES

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-13)
DATE RECEIVED: OCTOBER 24, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: 11/25/2019

QUESTION 8:
If the answer to question 7 is yes:

a. What were SoCalGas’ recommendations to the City of Santa Monica regarding
the proposed reach code?

b. Who authorized such lobbying?

& When did such lobbying occur?

d. Please provide the name and title of each SoCalGas employee who was involved
in such lobbying.

RESPONSE 8:

See response to question 7 and question 10.



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
REACH CODES

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-13)
DATE RECEIVED: OCTOBER 24, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: 11/25/2019

QUESTION 9:

Did any SoCalGas employees attend the Santa Monica city council meeting on
September 10, 20197?

RESPONSE 9:

Yes.



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
REACH CODES

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-13)
DATE RECEIVED: OCTOBER 24, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: 11/25/2019

QUESTION 10:
If any SoCalGas employees attended the Santa Monica city council meeting on

September 10, 2019, please provide the name and job title of each SoCalGas
employees who attended.

RESPONSE 10:

Information highlighted in Is confidential and protected material pursuant to PUC
Section 583, GO 66-D, and D.1/7-09-023. Please see accompanying confidentiality
declaration.

A Senior Public Affairs Manager, an — and a -
I = e meeing
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
REACH CODES

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-13)
DATE RECEIVED: OCTOBER 24, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: 11/25/2019

QUESTION 11:

If any SoCalGas employees attended the Santa Monica city council meeting on
September 10, 2019, please state the total costs that SoCalGas incurred for employees’
attendance at or participation in this meeting (including, but not limited to: preparation
for the meeting; participation in the meeting; follow-up actions from the meeting;
transportation; lodging; meals; per diem; and other expenses).

RESPONSE 11:

SoCalGas objects to this question as overbroad and unduly burdensome. Subject to
and without waiving its objection, SoCalGas responds as follows:

The individuals who attended the meeting are all salaried employees and do not track
their time each day with the intent of reporting out an hourly log of activities. The
meeting occurred during the evening, after normal business hours, and SoCalGas
estimates that the meeting was approximately 5 hours long. SoCalGas has not
attempted to calculate labor hours for the attendance at the meeting of salaried
employees given that this was an after hours meeting occurring after the employees
had already put in an 8 hour (or more) work day.

SoCalGas employees spent approximately 11 hours in preparation for the meeting and
approximately 2 hours in follow-up actions after the meeting.

SoCalGas incurred approximately $47.14 in nonlabor expenses associated with the
meeting.

11



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
REACH CODES

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-13)
DATE RECEIVED: OCTOBER 24, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: 11/25/2019

QUESTION 12:

Please disaggregate the costs identified in question 11 into the following categories:

a. Labor

b. Travel, lodging, meals, and incidental travel expenses
& Consultant costs

d. Other

RESPONSE 12:

SoCalGas objects to this question as overbroad and unduly burdensome. SoCalGas
has not attempted to calculate labor hours associated for the attendance at the meeting
of salaried employees given that this was an after hours meeting occurring after the
employees had already put in an 8 hour (or more) work day. Subject to and without
waiving its objection, SoCalGas responds as follows:

a) Labor: The employees who attended the meeting in their official job capacity are
all salaried employees. Salaried employees are responsible for a myriad of tasks
and do not track their time by activity or event. Thus, SoCalGas is unable to
identify any labor “costs that SoCalGas incurred.” The salaried employees would
have been paid the same amount regardless of whether they attended the
meeting or not and their normal workload did not go away during the timing of the
meeting. Salaried employees often go above and beyond the normal 40 hour
work week.

b) Travel, lodging, meals, and incidental travel expenses: $47.14

c) Consultant costs: $0

d) Other: $0

12



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
REACH CODES

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-13)
DATE RECEIVED: OCTOBER 24, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: 11/25/2019

QUESTION 13:

For each account to which any portion of the costs identified in question 11 were
charged, please provide the following information:

a. The name, number and description of the general ledger (G/L).

b. The name, number and description of the invoice order (10)

i The name, number and description of the cost center.

d. Whether the account is ratepayer funded.

e. How much of the costs identified in question 11 were charged to the account.

RESPONSE 13:

SoCalGas objects to this question as overbroad and unduly burdensome. SoCalGas
has not attempted to calculate labor hours associated for the attendance at the meeting
of salaried employees given that this was an after hours meeting occurring after the
employees had already put in an 8 hour (or more) work day. Further, SoCalGas is
unable to identify any labor “costs that SoCalGas incurred.” The salaried employees
would have been paid the same amount regardless of whether they attended the
meeting or not and their normal workload did not go away during the timing of the
meeting. Subject to and without waiving its objection, SoCalGas responds as follows:

a) GL 6130012, Employee Travel-Mileage and GL 6130014, Employee Travel-
Parking

b) Although this asks for the “invoice order”, SoCalGas has provided the “internal
order”:
(1) FG9200002200, Administrative and General Salaries
(2) FG9215632200, Public Affairs Administration-NonLabor

c) (1) 2200-2504 cost center, Public Policy and Planning
(2) 2200-0811 cost center, Public Affairs Manager - LA

d) These IOs are funded as O&M in SoCalGas’ General Rate Case.

e) $14 in charges were charged to the 2200-2504 cost center and FG200002200 10
and $33.14 in charges were charged to the 2200-0811 cost center and
FG9215632200 10.

13



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
REACH CODES

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-13)
DATE RECEIVED: OCTOBER 24, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: 11/25/2019

QUESTION 14:

State how SoCalGas determined the appropriate account(s) in which to record the costs
identified in question 11.

RESPONSE 14:

SoCalGas objects to this question as overbroad and unduly burdensome. SoCalGas
has not attempted to calculate labor hours associated for the attendance at the meeting
of salaried employees given that this was an after hours meeting occurring after the
employees had already put in an 8 hour (or more) work day. Further, SoCalGas is
unable to identify any labor “costs that SoCalGas incurred.” The salaried employees
would have been paid the same amount regardless of whether they attended the
meeting or not and their normal workload did not go away during the timing of the
meeting. Subject to and without waiving its objection, SoCalGas responds as follows:

Employees who attended the meeting as part of their normal job duties to be aware of
and observe governmental decisions that have the potential to affect safety, operations,
one of SoCalGas’ franchises, or the affordability of customers’ energy service had the
costs identified above associated with their attendance at the meeting charged to 10s
that are ratepayer funded.

14



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
REACH CODES

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-13)
DATE RECEIVED: OCTOBER 24, 2019
DATE SUBMITTED: 11/25/2019

QUESTION 15:

Please provide all written or electronic communications that (a) were between
SoCalGas personnel and personnel or elected officials of the City of Santa Monica, (b)
occurred since January 1, 2019, and (c) related to potential changes in building codes
concerning energy efficiency or electrification.

RESPONSE 15:

SoCalGas objects to this question as overbroad and unduly burdensome. Subject to
and without waiving its objection, SoCalGas responds as follows:

In responding to this request, the business units most likely to come into contact with
the City of Santa Monica were provided with Cal Advocates’ question. This response
relies, at least in part, on the memories of individuals and thus may not capture every
communication.

See attachment, which includes the documents provided to the City of Santa Monica at
the meeting. Note that “ICF — Re-Assessment of Renewable Natural Gas Study” may
have been inadvertently left out of the materials provided to the City of Santa Monica,
but is included here.

In addition, the Senior Public Affairs Manager emailed the City Clerk prior to the
meeting to ask for a copy of the proposed language for the reach code in question. The
City Clerk replied back that the proposed language would be available when the agenda
for the meeting was posted. SoCalGas no longer has a copy of this communication.
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SLO CA passes new policy requiring all-
electric buildings

By Nick Wilson | Akira Olivia Kumamoto

SLO panel discusses benefits of making new homes all-electric

San Luis Obispo is considering new building policies that would require new housing
to be all-electric. A panel on Aug. 22, 2019, discussed the benefits of using electric
over gas.

San Luis Obispo is considering new building policies that would require new housing
to be all-electric. A panel on Aug. 22, 2019, discussed the benefits of using electric
over gas. By Nick Wilson | Akira Olivia Kumamoto

With an eye on its ambitious 2035 carbon neutrality target, 10 years ahead of
California’s statewide goal, San Luis Obispo’s City Council passed a new energy policy
Tuesday that paves the way for all-electric new buildings.

The council — voting 4-1 with Councilwoman Erica Stewart casting the sole “no” tally
— heard from dozens of speakers arguing for and against the new city law.

Mayor Heidi Harmon said that the future of the planet depends on climate action,
and SLO’s decision sets a worldwide example, just as its smoking ban in indoor public
areas such as bars and restaurants two decades ago has had far-reaching impacts.

“This is a big night for the city of SLO and moving away from fossil fuels in general,”
Harmon said. “I'm just really truly appreciating it. The reason we're in such a jam
right now is we have really little time to make this transition. We just have to know
that the reason we’re in a bad position is the fossil fuel industry has been misleading
us for decades.”

Public speakers included local gas industry workers as well as environmentalists, who
spoke passionately on both sides of a policy that will require new types of

construction starting in January 2020.

The new law either mandates constructing buildings with all electric power or,
alternately, retrofitting gas-powered buildings to electric elsewhere in the city. A third
option is to pay an in-lieu fee in the thousands of dollars to help fund retrofits
elsewhere in the city that transition from gas to electric.

About 40 percent of the city’s total carbon emissions currently come from use of
natural gas generated from buildings, according to city officials.

And SLO is transitioning into using carbon free, renewable energy sources to supply

electricity for the city. SLO joined the Monterey Bay Community Power community
choice energy program, which begins serving city customers in 2020.
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IMG_1162.jpg
SLO’s City Council voted in favor of a new energy policy Tuesday
encouraging electric power. Nick Wilson

A controversial issue

Stewart said she agrees with the vision for climate action, but argued the city should
offer more building incentives to help bring down costs to construct new homes.
Stewart said affordability for homebuyers and renters needs to be at the forefront of
the conversation.

City staff members, however, contended the cost to build all electric homes will be
comparable to or less than homes using gas energy.

The decision came after about four hours of council discussion, including public
comment from dozens of speakers.

Several workers from the Southern California Gas Company expressed concerns,
saying the policy change would limit energy choice, cost more and potentially be a
slippery slope to require all buildings in SLO to convert to electric.

Some people said they’d prefer to cook with a gas stove versus electric and worry
about the stress of a potentially higher utility bill.

“Personally I would never buy an all-electric home,” said Richard Reyes, a SoCal gas
employee. “Most people don’t know about (the city’s planned transition to electric)
and when they find out, they aren’t happy about it.”

But climate action activists celebrated the decision as a bold step forward.

“There are tremendous benefits of moving all zero-pollution buildings and tonight,
the council made the clear-sighted and prudent decision to prepare our city for a
carbon-free future,” said Eric Veium, chair of the SLO Climate Coalition.

Carbon neutrality refers to the concept of reducing carbon emissions to the point
where emissions are balanced out by savings through a variety of resource
approaches, helping to reduce the impacts of climate change.

IMG_1042.JPG
SLO’s City Council voted in favor of a new energy policy Tuesday
encouraging electric power. Nick Wilson

A transition from gas to electric hookups

The city projects more than 4,600 new homes planned for the city and more than 5
million square feet of nonresidential building units by 2035, which will be
incentivized to electrify through the impending new law.

Development agreements between the city and Avila Ranch and SLO and San Luis
Ranch included a provision that those incoming projects totaling 1,300 homes
complying with greenhouse gas reduction policies that are citywide, such as the one

https://www.sanluisobispo.com/news/local/environment/article23468047...
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passed Tuesday.

The in-lieu fee would range from $6,013 for a typical single-family residence up to
$88,549 for a large office of 54,000 square feet, the staff report stated.

Avila Ranch’s builder representative, Carol Florence, said her client Wathon Castanos
Homes is learning more about the costs and design aspects of constructing all
electric, saying the company is committed to the idea of all-electric, but will also need
to analyze expense and strive remain affordable at the same same, leaving the door
open to possibly pay in-lieu fees.

Even new SLO buildings that are gas powered still would have to wire the units to
allow for a smooth transition to electric in the future.

SLO officials cited multiple job-related programs, run by outside organizations,
available to workers who wish to explore new options.

“We're deeply committed to a just transition to a carbon free economy,” Veium said in
public comment. “This applies to those whose lives and livelihoods are currently
dependent on the fossil fuel economy.”

Veium invited those who work in gas to meet with the SLO Climate Coalition about
transitioning to clean energy jobs.

IMG_1163 (1).jpg
SLO’s City Council voted in favor of a new energy policy Tuesday
encouraging electric power. Nick Wilson

Urgency for climate action spurred decision

SLO council members first broached the electrification idea two years ago, directing
city staff to draft a code change to “avoid generating new greenhouse gas emissions as
the result of energy use in new buildings.”

The decision is in line with energy changes that more than 50 California cities are
pursuing to reduce carbon emissions, according to city officials.

Berkeley has banned the use of natural gas. But cities such as San Francisco,
Burlingame, Santa Monica and Morgan Hill are pursuing ordinances that encourage
all-electric buildings in a manner similar to SLO’s.

“Due to decades of rapidly increasing global greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and
insufficient climate action at all levels of government, atmospheric GHG
concentrations have reached a level that guarantees substantial and unavoidable
impacts for the foreseeable future,” the city wrote in a staff report.

IMG_1032.JPG
Panelists speak at a San Luis Obispo event on energy in August. Nick
Wilson nwilson@thetribunenews.com

At an August forum hosted by the SLO Climate Coalition, PG&E representative
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Hannah Kaye said the company encourages policies promoting electric construction
as long as they are cost effective, adding they won’t “crash the grid.”

Chris Read, SLO’s sustainability manager, said that new high efficiency electric
appliances are effective and affordable, such as induction cooktops and heat pumps.

“Many people have in mind the old coil cooktop that everyone hates and many people
think about the resistance heaters that everyone hates,” Ready said. “Just to be clear,
that’s not how people would comply with the energy code in 2019.”

Utility bills are expected to go up $5 to $15 per month in an all electric household,
though those expenses could be reduced with use of solar panels, which will become
law to add to new homes in 2020 in California. And rate reduction programs would
be available to low income residents.

Multiple voices chime in

Multiple city residents wrote into the city in advance of the meeting.

“I believe that this policy change will support both local and state goals toward carbon
reduction and create opportunities for a more broad system change,” said Kris
Roudebush, a SLO resident, in a letter to the city. “This policy change is one step
towards a greater goal and sets the bar for best practices in an environmentally
conscious community.”

But SLO resident Richard Schmidt argued that the city is limiting choice, and locking
the policy in without flexibility for adaption, contending the phasing out of gas means
“there will be no hookups, no mains, no availability today or tomorrow.”

“How do you know that’s a good idea?” Schmidt said. “What if tomorrow’s dream
green tech needs gas, say for hydrogen fuel cell deployment, or some other tech we
cannot imagine today? What if gas companies can develop a non-polluting ‘gas’ that
can use those pipes?”

Schmidt added “the problem is we're building too many crappy buildings.” Schmidt
encourages low-energy, sustainable architecture with significant natural lighting.

IMG_1169.JPG
The SLO City Council meeting had a packed house Tuesday for the
decision on a new energy policy. Nick Wilson

The SLO Chamber of Commerce also weighed in, making several suggestions about
the direction forward.

The Chamber called for incentives for developers to go all-electric, including “up-
zoning, reduced minimum parking standards, reduced electricity rates through
Monterey Bay Community Power and a meaningful, guaranteed fast-track through
the permitting process.”

Councilwoman Andy Pease said that land use change regarding incentives should be
separate from energy decisions.
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The Sierra Club weighed in after Tuesday’s decision by saying that it hopes other
communities will be inspired to follow the action.

“San Luis Obispo’s forward looking ordinance is both an ambitious local policy and a
piece of a broader statewide effort to move towards a clean, renewable energy future,”
said Sierra Club Senior Campaign Representative Matt Gough in a statement. “We
applaud San Luis Obispo’s leadership and look forward to what it and other cities
across the state will accomplish next.”

/

Nick Wilson covers the city of San Luis Obispo and has been a reporter at The
Tribune in San Luis Obispo since 2004. He also writes regularly about K-12
education, Cal Poly, Morro Bay and Los Osos. He is a graduate of UC Santa Barbara
and UC Berkeley and is originally from Ojai.
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City Hall to encourage replacing gas
appliances with electric alternatives -

Madeleine Pauker

City Hall will encourage residents and businesses to replace natural gas appliances
with electric heating and cooking equipment as it pursues its goal of reducing carbon
emissions to 20% of their 1990 levels by 2030.

The City Council discussed Tuesday how to incentivize consumers to forgo appliances
powered by natural gas in favor of electric heating and cooling systems, stoves and
dryers.

Natural gas is the second-largest source of Santa Monica’s emissions after gasoline
since the city switched from Southern California Edison to the Clean Power Alliance
in January. About 92% of residents and businesses now pay slightly higher rates for
100% renewable electricity and about 5% opted to stay with SCE.

Natural gas is more than 90% methane, which is 80 times more potent than carbon
dioxide. Extracting, producing, transporting and storing natural gas results in
methane leaks at a rate of up to 3%, said sustainability analyst Drew Lowell.

While renewable natural gas is one alternative, its scarcity and high cost relative to
renewable electricity makes it unlikely to ever meet a significant share of the demand
for natural gas, Lowell said. It also still consists largely of methane and still leaks into
the atmosphere. But replacing heating and cooling systems, gas stoves and clothes
dryers is a lot trickier than changing utilities.

Eliminating natural gas in Santa Monica’s buildings will also only reduce carbon
emissions by 2%, while renewable electricity cut emissions by 19%. Lowell said a new
building with electric instead of gas equipment is $5,000 to $10,000 cheaper to
construct and twice as efficient. The city is developing building codes that incentivize
developers to construct electric buildings, he said.

Replacing an existing building’s gas appliances improves indoor air quality and
eliminates hazards like carbon monoxide and explosions, he said.

However, most consumers are unfamiliar with electric equipment and may not want
to replace their appliances until they are unusable, Lowell said. Older buildings may
also have limited electrical capacity.

Councilmembers said the city would need to develop an outreach program to educate
property owners about how to replace natural gas appliances and possibly offer
financial incentives.

“We need to guide people into this,” said Councilmember Sue Himmelrich.

1of2 10/22/2019, 6:32 PM



City Hall to encourage replacing gas appliances with electric alternatives -  https:/www.smdp.com/carbon-reduction-goals-are-not-cooking-with-gas...

20f2

Mayor Gleam Davis said financial incentives or rebates should go toward people who
most need them.

“When we gave rebates for people to switch out their lawns for drought-tolerant
plants, people who took advantage of that were people in single-family homes who
could afford to do it anyway,” Davis said. “We need to figure out if there is a way to
focus rebates on people with the least wherewithal to make those changes.”

Councilmember Greg Morena said it would be challenging for restaurants to switch to
electric induction stoves because the vast majority of chefs cook with gas. Induction
stoves are also much more expensive than gas stoves, he said.

“I want to caution us against going down a path that we don’t necessarily have a
solution for,” Morena said. “Costs increasing in a restaurant industry where margins
are single digit ... we don’t have a lot of room for it.”

madeleine@smdp.com
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

ENERGY EFFICIENCY

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-12)
RECEIVED: SEPTEMBER 6, 2019
SUBMITTED: OCTOBER 11, 2019

QUESTION 1:

The San Luis Obispo Tribune reports that SoCalGas sent the City of San Luis Obispo a
letter opposing proposed building code changes that would encourage all-electric new
construction.’

a. Please provide a copy of this letter.

b. Who authorized sending this letter?

RESPONSE 1:

“por
;8

C. Read_SLB Local
. Amendments to 2019

b. Sharon Tomkins, Vice President, Strategy and Engagement, was
SoCalGas’ signatory on the letter.

' San Luis Obispo Tribune, “Should all houses in SLO switch to electric appliances? These experts think
s0,” August 24, 2019, https://www.sanluisobispo.com/news/local/environment/article234312802.html. See
Attachment 1.
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

ENERGY EFFICIENCY

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-12)
RECEIVED: SEPTEMBER 6, 2019
SUBMITTED: OCTOBER 11, 2019

QUESTION 2:

Was SoCalGas’ advocacy to the City of San Luis Obispo on building codes associated
with the Reach Codes program in SoCalGas’ energy efficiency portfolio (program ID:
SCG 3727).

RESPONSE 2:

SoCalGas’ letter to the City of San Luis Obispo regarding its proposed Draft Local
Amendments to the 2019 California Building Code (“Reach Code”) (See Response 1)
and follow-up communications related to that letter (See Response 6) were not
associated with the Reach Codes program in SoCalGas’ energy efficiency portfolio.



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

ENERGY EFFICIENCY

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-12)
RECEIVED: SEPTEMBER 6, 2019
SUBMITTED: OCTOBER 11, 2019

QUESTION 3:

Was SoCalGas’ advocacy to the City of San Luis Obispo on building codes associated
with any ratepayer-funded program other than the Reach Codes program?

RESPONSE 3:

SoCalGas objects to the term “ratepayer-funded program” as vague and ambiguous.
Notwithstanding its objection, SoCalGas responds as follows: SoCalGas’ letter to the
City of San Luis Obispo regarding its proposed Reach Code (See Response 1) and
follow-up communications related to that letter (See Response 6) were prepared by
employees whose time is generally recorded to ratepayer funded cost centers. See
Response 7.



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

ENERGY EFFICIENCY

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-12)
RECEIVED: SEPTEMBER 6, 2019
SUBMITTED: OCTOBER 11, 2019

QUESTION 4:

Did any SoCalGas employees attend the event hosted by the SLO Climate Coalition
that is discussed in the Tribune article (Attachment 1)? If so, please provide the name
and job title of each SoCalGas employees who attended.

RESPONSE 4:

No.



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

ENERGY EFFICIENCY

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-12)
RECEIVED: SEPTEMBER 6, 2019
SUBMITTED: OCTOBER 11, 2019

QUESTION 5:

Please list all telephone communications that (a) were between SoCalGas personnel
and personnel or elected officials of the City of San Luis Obispo, (b) occurred since
January 1, 2018, and (c) related to potential building code changes. For each such
communication, list the date, participants, and subject matter.

RESPONSE 5:

SoCalGas objects to the question as overbroad and nonspecific. These responses are
limited to the initial letter and two follow-up communications related to the City of San
Louis Obispo’s proposed Reach Code.

A SoCalGas Regional Public Affairs representative spoke with a City of San Louis
Obispo representative (Chris Read) by telephone on several occasions regarding the
city’s proposed Reach Code. While the exact dates are not recalled, the phone calls
took place between February and September 2019. The phone calls are recalled to
have each lasted less than 5 minutes and were limited to seeking clarifications about
the process the Reach Code Amendments would go through for adoption. The specific
content of SoCalGas’ initial letter and two follow-up communications were not
discussed.



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

ENERGY EFFICIENCY

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-12)
RECEIVED: SEPTEMBER 6, 2019
SUBMITTED: OCTOBER 11, 2019

QUESTION 6:

Please provide all written or electronic communications that (a) were between
SoCalGas personnel and personnel or elected officials of the City of San Luis Obispo,
(b) occurred since January 1, 2018, and (c) related to potential building code changes.

RESPONSE 6:

SoCalGas objects to the question as overbroad and nonspecific These responses are
limited to the initial letter and two follow-up communications related to the City of San
Louis Obispo’s proposed Reach Code.

As it relates to the City of San Louis Obispo’s proposed Reach Code, in addition to the
letter provided in Response 1 SoCalGas provided two follow-up electronic
communications in response to direct inquiries from the city. These communications
are attached.

Attachments contain co

GO 66-D, and D.17-09-

s RVl [t = S o ot | s et ~ DI C T EO%
dential and protected material pursuant to PUC Section 583,

nfi

023. Please see accompanying confidentiality declaration.

9-12.pdf

e Changes - Electrification.pdf

SLO Building Code Changes - Electrification.pdf




SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

ENERGY EFFICIENCY

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-12)
RECEIVED: SEPTEMBER 6, 2019
SUBMITTED: OCTOBER 11, 2019

QUESTION 7:

Please provide the following information about SoCalGas’ labor costs for activities
related to proposed building code changes in the City of San Luis Obispo.

a. Since January 1, 2018, how many hours have SoCalGas personnel spent
on activities related to proposed building code changes in the City of San
Luis Obispo?

b. Name and title of each employee who has worked on activities related to
proposed building code changes in the City of San Luis Obispo since
January 1, 2018.

c. Funding source(s) (specific account and cost center) to which you have
charged the employees’ time, as of September 5, 2019. If you have
charged costs to more than one funding source, state the amount charged
to each one.

d. Documentation (including, but not limited to, executed journal entries)
showing that the time was charged to the account and cost center
specified.

RESPONSE 7:

Information highlighted in yellow is confidential and protected material pursuant to PUC
Section 583, GO 66-D, and D.17-09-023. Please see accompanying confidentiality
declaration.

Confidentiality
Declaration HB-SCG-2

SoCalGas objects to the question as overbroad and nonspecific. These responses are
limited to the initial letter and two follow-up communications related to the City of San
Louis Obispo’s proposed Reach Code.

SoCalGas employees typically work on a variety of projects and issues and do not track
their time each day with the intent of reporting out an hourly log of activities. For the
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

ENERGY EFFICIENCY

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-12)
RECEIVED: SEPTEMBER 6, 2019
SUBMITTED: OCTOBER 11, 2019

purposes of providing a response, SoCalGas has made a good faith effort to compile
estimates of the amount of time spent by principal contributors. SoCalGas does not
include in the response personnel who only provided review of the various documents
(generally amounting to less than one hour of time).

a. The principal author of the initial letter spent approximately 36 hours doing
so. The principal preparers of the follow-up communications spent
approximately 37 hours doing so. Other employees reviewing either the
initial letter or follow-up communications spent less than one hour of their
time doing so and are not included in the above time estimates. Further,
as noted in Response 5, a SoCalGas Regional Public Affairs
representative engaged the city of San Louis Obispo seeking clarifications
about the process the Reach Code Amendments would go through for
adoption. These brief phone calls are not included in the above time
estimates, nor in the following responses.

b. Pursuant to a September 5, 2019 meeting between SoCalGas (Dan
Skopec, Vice President — Regulatory Affairs and Brian Prusnek, Director —
Regulatory Affairs), and Cal Advocates (Mike Campbell, Program
Manager), names of employees will not be provided. The principal author
of the initial letter was an The principal
preparers of the follow-up communications included a [ G

c. 72 of the 73 total hours identified were attributable to the F

I\ ho share the same cost center (2200-
2504) and I/0O account (FG9200002200). This I/O is funded as O&M in
SoCalGas’ General Rate Case. The_
-spent 1 hour assisting on the second follow-up communication
(cost center 2200-2519). In a typical pay period, this employee charges
40% of time to an O&M ratepayer funded 1/0 (FG9080002200), and 60%
of time to a series of I/Os funded by Energy Efficiency (300794320,
300794236, 300794233, 300794304, 300794301, 300794317,
300794153, and 300794165).

d. SoCalGas will follow-up with this information on October 14.



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

ENERGY EFFICIENCY

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-12)
RECEIVED: SEPTEMBER 6, 2019
SUBMITTED: OCTOBER 11, 2019

QUESTION 8:

Please provide the following information about SoCalGas’ labor costs for activities
related to proposed building code changes in the City of San Luis Obispo.

a. Since January 1, 2018, how many hours have SoCalGas personnel spent
on activities related to proposed building code changes in the City of San
Luis Obispo?

b. Name and title of each employee who has worked on activities related to

proposed building code changes in the City of San Luis Obispo since
January 1, 2018.

c. Funding source(s) (specific account and cost center) to which you have
charged the employees’ time, as of September 5, 2019. If you have
charged costs to more than one funding source, state the amount charged
to each one.

d. Documentation (including, but not limited to, executed journal entries)
showing that the time was charged to the account and cost center
specified.

RESPONSE 8:

This appears to be a duplicate of Question 7. See Response 7.



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

ENERGY EFFICIENCY

(DATA REQUEST CALADVOCATES-HB-SCG-2019-12)
RECEIVED: SEPTEMBER 6, 2019
SUBMITTED: OCTOBER 11, 2019

QUESTION 9:

Since January 1, 2016, has SoCalGas contacted other governmental entities to oppose,
express concerns about, or raise doubts about potential changes in building codes? If
so, please identify each such governmental entity, and provide the following information
for each such governmental entity:

a. ldentify the time period (month and year) in which SoCalGas
communicated with the governmental entity.

b. Describe the nature of the proposed code changes at issue for the
governmental entity.

c. Provide any written communications from SoCalGas to the governmental
entity that oppose, express concerns about, or raise doubts about
potential changes in building codes.

RESPONSE 9:

SoCalGas objects to the question as overbroad, nonspecific, and unduly burdensome.
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Electric appliances in SLO CA recommended by energy experts
By Nick Wilson | Akira Olivia Kumamoto

SLO panel discusses benefits of making new homes all-electric

San Luis Obispo is considering new building policies that would require new housing to be all-electric. A panel on Aug, 22, 2019, discussed the benefits of using
electric over gas.

San Luis Obispo is considering new building policies that would require new housing to be all-electric, A panel on Aug. 22, 2019, discussed the benefits of using
electric over gas. By Nick Wilson | Akira Olivia Kumamoto

What would it be like to live in a home that uses all electric appliances?

A panel of experts who spoke Thursday at an event hosted by the SLO Climate Coalition at the SLO library touched on questions around cost, safety and the
ability of the grid to handle a transition from gas to electrically-powered homes.

The discussion comes in advance of a planned SLO City Council meeting Sept. 3 when a new policy around energy requirements for constructing new homes will
be considered.

The proposed changes to building codes would incentivize electrification by allowing construction with all-electric appliances to meet minimum state standards.

If the new policy is approved, those who choose to construct gas-powered systems would have to retrofit existing buildings to electric appliance systems or pay
an in-lieu fee that will be used for the same purpose, according to city officials.

A panel of four state building and energy experts said they believe a transition to electrification is inevitable given California’s target of carbon neutrality in
2045.

It makes good sense, they said, to start planning for a future in which communities will be faced with finding ways to reduce as much carbon dioxide and other
greenhouse gases from the atmosphere as possible — a significant portion of those emissions now coming from use of gas appliances in homes.

4 |

Panelists speak at a San Luis Obispo event on energy on 'ﬁ'lur_s‘aay From left to rigl;t are: arre Delforge, senior scientist at the Natural Resources
Defense Council; Nick Young, senior project manager with Association for Energy Affordability; Bronwyn Barry, board chair of the North American
Passive House Network; Hannah Kaye, expert product manager with Grid Edge, PGE&amp;E. Nick Wilson nwilson @thetribunenews.com

“We support local governments taking action to promote all electric, new construction when it’s cost effective,” said Hannah Kaye, an expert product manager
with PG&E. “We're excited to partner with cities like SLO to make it happen, to achieve its policy goals.”

Kaye said PG&E supplies San Luis Obispo area customers with electric power, but not gas, though it offers gas services elsewhere in California. She said the
statewide grid can handle electric-powered homes.

8/28/2019, 9:17 AM
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“We see the economics and think it's good for customers,” Kaye said. “It's not going to crash the grid.”

While the cost to retrofit a home by converting gas to electric can be expensive, building new homes with that infrastructure already in place helps meet climate
action goals and reduce home utility costs, speakers said.

Nick Young, of the Association for Energy Affordability, said electric heat pumps are an effective way to supply energy for water heaters, for example, and high
efficiency models can save people on costs because they require much less energy to operate.

Additionally, they are generally safer because flammable materials aren’t running through the home, risking a potential explosion.
“In 10 or 15 years, people will say, ‘Gosh, they used to pipe gas through their buildings,™ Young said. “That’s crazy.”

Statewide standards will require all newly constructed homes to have solar panels starting in 2020, which also will help reduce energy costs and make electricity
use more efficient, panelists said.

A demonstration that was part of an energy efficiency display at SLO’s Farmer’s Market. Nick Wilson nwilson@thetribunenews.com
Bronwyn Barry, the board chair of the North American Passive House Network, said electric-powered homes she has showcased have included easy-to-use
devices such as induction cooktops with convenient temperature controls, quiet compressors using an electric motor to convert power into potential energy
stored in pressurized air and LED light fixtures, among other features.
Questions from the audience included potential resistance to policy changes from labor unions and opposition from SoCal Gas.
Chris Read, the city’s sustainability manager, acknowledged that SoCal Gas has sent the city a letter opposed its proposed building code changes.

Read told The Tribune on Friday that the city is preparing for a future that will make it easier to transition to electric-powered energy in the face of climate
change and California’s energy policies.

But Read emphasized that the city’s proposal will maintain choice for builders to use gas or electric.

“There’s also tremendous opportunity here,” Read said. “There’s additional work for electricians. The state’s mandate to include solar is beneficial to local solar
contractors.”

Pierre Delforge, a senior scientist at the Natural Resources Defense Council, said workers in the gas industry will have the opportunity to transition to new
career paths as gas starts to phase out in coming decades, and the phasing out of gas will be “gradual.”

Nick Wilson covers the city of San Luis Obispo and has been a reporter at The Tribune in San Luis Obispo since 2004. He also writes regularly about K-12
education, Cal Poly, Morro Bay and Los Osos. He is a graduate of UC Santa Barbara and UC Berkeley and is originally from Ojai.

8/28/2019, 9:17 AM
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Los Angeles, CA 90013
A gpSempra Energy utility Ernall: STomkins@socalgas.com
August 9, 2019
Chris Read

Sustainability Manager
Office of Sustainabhility
City of San Luis Obispo
900 Palm Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

RE: OPPOSE City of San Luis Obispo — Local Amendments to the 2019 California
Building Code

Dear Mr. Read,

Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
City of San Luis Obispa’s proposed Draft Local Amendments to the 2019 California Building
Code (“Reach Code”). The City is ane of many other cities and counties currently evaluating
advanced sustainability goals and targets, especially regarding greenhouse gas emission
reductions, energy efficiency/conservation, and climate adaption considerations. We strongly
believe that solutions proposed in furtherance of achieving these goals should not only be
evaluated in terms of potential local environmental benefits, but also in terms of economic
feasibility, customer adoptability, and overall contribution to broader State sustainability goals
and targets. Further, such evaluation should be based on comprehensive, unbiased data that
accurately reflects real-world conditions.

Local jurisdictions attempting to pass building reach codes are required to apply to the
California Energy Commission (CEC) for approval and include supporting analysis demonstrating
that 1) their proposed standards are more energy efficient than current State building code
standards and 2) that the local standards are cost-effective.* The City of San Luis Obispo in
looking at this issue is using analyses prepared by Frontier Energy, Inc. and Misti Bruceri &
Associates, LLC for Pacific Gas and Electric Company, titled “2019 Energy Efficiency Ordinance
Cost-Effectiveness Study?” and “2019 Nonresidential New Construction Reach Code Cost

1 california Energy Commission. Local Ordinances Exceeding the 2016 Buiiding Energy Efficiency Standards.
https://ww2.energy.ca.gav/title24/2016standards/ordinances/

2 Frontier Energy, Inc,, Misti Brucerj & Associates, LLC. 2019 Cost-Effectiveness Study: Low-Rise Residential New
Construction. August 2019




Effectiveness Study?,” as a sources to satisfy the cost-effectiveness requirement for approval of
their proposed Reach Code, Each analysis document concludes that all-electric building models
for both residential and nonresidential new construction to be the most cost-effective and
energy efficient building options, thereby seeming to validate the City’s proposed Reach Code
that favors all-electric construction for new buildings. The data, however, used to reach these
conclusions is flawed, as discussed in a summary below and further expanded on the Concern
Detail section attachment .

Summary of Concerns

® Use of PG&E gas infrastructure costs in SoCalGas territory — Because SoCalGas is the
sole provider of gas service to the City of San Luis Obispo, the City should not rely on a
cost-effectiveness analysis that uses infrastructure cost estimates provided by PG&E to
determine incremental customer costs for a mixed fuel home. PG&E’s provided
estimates are approximately three times greater than SoCalGas’ infrastructure costs.

e Use of an unsubstantiated and flawed study to support affordability analysis — the
analysis relies on the flawed conclusions of E3’s Deep Decarbonization study that
contains inaccurate projections of utility gas rate increases and underestimates.
electricity rate Iincreases. For example, it does not take into account wildfire damage
recover costs or system infrastructure expansion costs

e Inaccurate valuation of the societal costs of electrical infrastructure and societal
benefits of gas infrastructure — The cost-effectiveness analysis overlooks the
vulnerability of electric infrastructure to climate change impacts and how such impacts
affect energy reliability to residents. It also does not account for the public health and
environmental impacts from the fires caused by electric infrastructure.

Overall, the cost-effectiveness analysis appears to be designed to reach a predetermined
conclusion to support building electrification as the optimal pathway to decarbonize buildings,
which is reflected in the language of the City’s Reach Code. Large scale, economy-wide cost
impacts to City residents and businesses should be based on robust and broad technical
support and analysis, which as discussed above and in the attachment, the current cost-
effectiveness study does not do .

We support the city’s goal to reduce its carbon emissions but do not believe an all-electric
scenario achieves that and places unnecessary costs on residents. We have enclosed a copy of
our white-paper, which provides a high-level policy discussion of a broad-based approach to
help California achieve its ambitious climate change goals.

* Frontier Energy, Inc., Misti Bruceri & Associates, LLC. 2019 Nonresidential New Construction Reach Code Cost
Effectiveness Study, July 2019



Sincerely,

%ﬂ Tomkins
Vice President, Strategy & Engagement




ATTACHMENT
Concern Details

Below we elaborate further on these points and request that the City redo the analysis to
incorporate these additional comments.

1. Development infrastructure costs for SoCalGas are overestimated

As stated above, the cost-benefit analysis only uses gas infrastructure cost estimates from
PG&E to calculate incremental costs to mixed fuel residences. This is inappropriate as SoCalGas
is the only utility responsible for providing gas service to the City of San Luis Obispo, not
PG&E, Therefore, the City should have used an analysis that included infrastructure cost
estimates from SoCalGas, which are considerably lower than PG&E’s provided estimates. For
example, the cost-effectiveness analysis currently states that total first cost of running a natural
gas line to a new residential development is approximately $11,836. However, SoCalGas
average direct costs for 2019 for gas line installs was only $4,400. This is approximately 63%
less than PG&E’s estimate. If SoCalGas’ cost estimates had been incorporated into the analysis,
costs to consumers for natural gas energy would be significantly lowered, and in turn, would
considerably alter both the On-Bill and TDV analyses. Therefore, because the current analysis
uses cost estimates from a utility that has no role providing gas service to the City, the analysis
cannot be justifiably used to support the City’s Reach Code, as this generates an overestimated
assessment of the customer costs for natural gas infrastructure/service within the City.

2. Analysis relies on deeply flawed E3 Deep Decarbonization Study for exacerbated
utility rate projections

The cost-effectiveness analysis states that it relies on E3’s Deep Decarbonization Study to
model escalating utility rates over time, as well as SoCalGas' and PG&E’s General Rate Case
(GRC) filings, and further states that rates from 2023-2025 are assumed to escalate 4% per year
above inflation, which “reflects historical rate increases between 2013 and 2018.” Addressing
these sources in turn, SoCalGas would like to emphasize the flawed nature of E3’s Deep
Decarbonization Study, which was largely funded and supported by the Building
Decarbonization Cealition, an entity largely supported by electricity providers and equipment
manufacturers. Most impaortantly this study severely underestimates electric rate increases,
which then falsely makes building electrification seem more economically attractive to
consumers. Currently, the analysis shows electric rate increases to be at only 2% which, alone,
is specious given that electric rates have been shown to increase three times faster than natural
gas rates.* Further, as stated in SoCalGas’ 2019 public comments to the Califarnia Energy
Commission (CEC) regarding this study, “[it]is disturbingly misleading in estimating an
‘uncertain’ 6%-8% increase in rates for 2018-2022." Among other things, this is unrealistic as
the electric rate projections do not appear to factor in potential increases from, for example,

4 Navigant Consulting, Inc. Analysis of the Role of Gas for a Low-Carben California Future, 2018
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revenue requirements for infrastructure upgrades for wildfire mitigation,® changes in cost of
capital,® or additional distribution infrastructure required to meet increased electricity demand
from battery-electric vehicles and all-electric buildings. Further, the E3 study shows the cost of
electrification declining post-2030 with costs returning to approximately the 2030-level by
2050.7 This is in stark contrast to their previous work.® This new outlook on post-2030
incremental cost for the electrification scenario has not been justified and seems counter to all
recent studies and trends. Therefore, as the E3 study does not incorporate the increased
electric infrastructure system expansion costs or the increased costs to ratepayers from wildfire
damages caused by the electric system, the modeled utility rate escalation of only 2% per year
until 2025, and then only 1% afterwards, is severely underestimated and unsubstantiated.

Regarding use of SCG’s GRC and historical rate cases, there are several areas we would like to
highlight for concern and needed clarification. None of the appendices or foot notes within the
cost-effectiveness study seem to include citation for use of our GRC filing for rate increases and,
further, as no GRC filing has yet been approved, it is not valid to assume that SCG would receive
the full amount requested to recover in rates. Instead, it would be most accurate for the
analysis to use existing recent rate increases, which are not 6%. Further, Appendix B of the
document, which contains utility rate information sources, instead has a page of a SCG seasonal
rate report that shows costs of residential rates during the winter, As these prices reflect peak
rates, which occur during winter, it is inappropriate for the cost-effectiveness analysis to
assume these rates are constant and apply them over a 30-year time period. Rather, as
California has very short winter seasons and long warm seasons, the analysis should have used
rates that are in effect during the spring, summer, or fall seasons, which are on average about
40 cents less per therm. Because the analysis inaccurately extrapolates peak winter rates—
which only persist, at most, a few months—as annually consistent over 30 years, the analysis
overestimates costs to consumers for using natural gas as an energy source, Further, the claim
that SCG's rates have increased 4% above inflation on average between 2013 and 2018 is
plainly false. In fact, looking strictly at peak winter rates during that time period, SCG residential

> In the 2019 wildfire mitigation plans, for example, the investor-owned utilities proposed a range of important
activities to address wildfire risks. The 2019 plans alone are expected to have an annual residential bill incremental
impact of about $85 for Pacific Gas & Electric customers, 540 for SCE cusiomers, and 55 for SDG&E customers (SB
695 report), pages 53-64. Available at;
https://www.cpuc.ca,gov/uploadedFiles/CPUCWebsite/Content/About_Us/Organization/Divisions/Office

_of Governmental_Affairs/Legislation/2019/5B%20695%20Report_May%202019 FINAL.pdf

B SCE's Cost of Capital filing requests an 11% increase in system average rate, with an increase of over 13% on
residential rates by 2020 compared to current 2019 rates. The 2019 rates in SCE's filing do not include the
extensive infrastructure investment SCE has proposed for transportation electrification and grid modernization
over the next 5 years. SCE's higher cost of capital request will also increase the rate impacts of these capital
investments programs. https://www.sce.com/sites/default/files/inlinefiles/Notice_SCECostofCapital,pdf

7 E3 Draft Results, at page 19

9 n its 2018 report on Deep Decarbonization, E3 showed the incremental cost of their ‘Base Mitigation’ case would
be roughly 58 billion in 2030 and $26 billion in 2050. E3 further indicated the 2050 costs could be $8 to $35 billion
higher in 2050, depending on the assumptions about the diversity of the renewables portfolio. E3's Deep
Decarbonization study slides from the June 2018 workshop (Slides 48 and 18) can be accessed here:
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=223756&DocumentContent|d=53938
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rates increased only 3%, which is just about 1% above the current inflation rate.? This further
contributes to overestimation of consumer utility costs in the analysis.

3. Analysis of Time Dependent Valuation values do not reflect societal and
environmental benefits of renewable natural gas or the societal and environmental
impacts of electric infrastructure

SoCalGas understands that the purpose of using a Time Dependent Valuation (TDV)
methodology is to attempt to capture the societal value/cost of energy use aver the long term,
including costs of carbon emissions. However, the cost-effectiveness analysis does not
equitably assess electric and mixed fuel homes for this valuation. Rather, the analysis only
evaluated a biased context for an all-electric home, where it satisfied only the bare minimum
requirements to be just compliant with the 2019 State Building Cade. This analysis did not look
at the potential benefits of using renewable natural gas in a mixed fuel home, and further did
not account for the negative environmental and societal impacts associated with the vulnerable
nature of electric infrastructure. Therefore, because the study did not incorporate these
considerations, its conclusion regarding the cost-effectiveness of all-electric buildings is
erroneous, and in result cannot be used to support the City's proposed Reach Code.

Most prominently, the TDV analysis did not consider the environmental and societal benefits
that would be generated from using renewable natural gas as an energy resource in a mixed
fuel home. Supporting building transition to use of renewable natural gas (RNG) instead of
traditional fossil natural gas, has significant carbon emission reductions and can even be carbon
negative in application, which would contribute considerably greater and more effectively to
the City's goal to decarbonize buildings, and at no additional cost to consumers®, In fact,
replacing only 20% of existing natural gas supply with RNG achieves the same emissions
reductions as electrifying the entire building sector by 2030, but at one-third of the cost. As
previously communicated, RNG, or hiomethane, can be produced from existing waste sources
including agricultural waste, waste water, and landfills, and then upgraded to delivery quality in
our pipelines. Because this energy is produced from existing methane sources that are
otherwise being emitted into the air, unabated, capturing these emissions to produce
biomethane helps reduce both regional and local methane and GHG emissions. As a short-lived
climate pollutant, methane has a greater global warming potential than carbon dioxide—
specifically, methane is approximately 28 times more potent than carbon dioxide in the
atmosphere**?, Therefore, from a lifecycle perspective, because biomethane production
removes a greater quantity of more potent GHG emissions from the air than what it produces
at end uses, its production is a carbon negative process, and can be used to offset other uses
that cannot achieve carbon neutrality. The TDV analysis’ findings undermine the importance of

9 Kimberly Amadeo. “US Inflation Rate by Year from 1929 to 2020.” The Balance. July 2019.
hitps://www.thebalance.com/u-s-inflation-rate-history-by-year-and-forecast-3306093

19 Navigant Consulting, Inc. Analysis of the Role of Gas for a Low-Carbon California Future. 2018

|pcc, Global Warming Patentlal Vallueshttps://www.ghgprotocol.org/sites/default/files/ghgp/Global-Warming-
Potential-Values%20%28Feb%2016%202016%29_1.pdf

12 california Alr Resources Board (CARB). Understanding Global Warming Potentials.
https://www.epa.gov/ghgemissions/understanding-global-warming-potentials
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addressing methane emissions from California’s waste stream and, further, it contradicts the
California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) Climate Change Scoping Plan Update (Scoping Plan)
which identifies a number of different approaches for “achieving successes in clean energy,”
including cost-effective access to renewable gas.** An important part of CARB’s strategy in the
Scoping Plan is putting waste resources to beneficial use, including organic sources of methane
from waste streams. The existing natural gas infrastructure provides a solution to reduce
emissions from these sectors by transporting RNG over existing, safe transmission and
distribution infrastructure, Therefore, not only would use of RNG in mixed fuel homes have
significant societal and environmental benefit by helping residential buildings be carbon
negative and helping achieve local organic waste diversion goals, but also would not require
any expansion in infrastructure capacity, thereby preventing increased costs to residents. This
multitude of co-benefits should be analyzed and incorporated into the TDV analysis to provide a
more accurate context of the societal value of natural gas infrastructure use.

Further, the inherent resiliency of natural gas infrastructure to damage from climate change
impacts is critical to include in the TDV analysis. With passage of SB 379 in 2015, municipalities
are required to incorporate climate change adaptation and resiliency considerations into local
and regional planning efforts by 2022. As the natural gas system is mostly underground, it is
very resilient to extreme weather events. For example, in 2012, after Superstorm Sandy, the
entire natural gas system in the Northeast was essentially intact, allowing residents to support
back-up generators, cook, and keep warm. Businesses with natural gas-powered fuel cells were
able to operate and compressed natural gas (CNG) buses in New Jersey were used to shuttle
residents to safety’®. Further, when Hurricane Harvey temporarily disabled almost 30% of the
nation’s refining capacity, CNG shuttles were able to continue operating, and hospitals that had
on-site combined heat and power systems were able to provide urgently needed medical
attention, despite flooding. These examples demonstrate the critical role natural gas
infrastructure can play in supporting local and regional energy supply resilience in the face of
extreme climate events and use of renewable natural gas can achieve additional co-benefits in
reducing GHG emissions. Further, they emphasize the importance of energy supply
diversification as a climate change adaptation strategy, and specifically distributed generation
resources such as combined heat and power, which offer a clean, flexible, and reliable form of
energy. The UN Framework Convention on Climate Change clearly states that expanding the
energy portfolio increases system reliability in a cost-effective manner, and over-reliance on a
single energy source can create avoidable and unnecessary risks for public safety and the
economy. Rather, maintaining diverse energy sources across the economy is a prudent measure
to ensure resiliency.

13 california’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update, ES-11. Accessed from
https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf

4 https://www.energy.gov/eere/articles/5-ways-alternative-fuels-aid-response-hurricanes-and-natural-
disasters?utm_source=EERE+Weekly+Digest+of+Clean+Energy+News&utm_campaign=f048chec65-
EMAIL_CAMPAIGN 2017_09_25&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_96dffafa2f-f048cbect5-34678197
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The electric grid, in comparison is more vulnerable to widespread service disruptions caused by
wildfires, extreme heat, sea-level rise, flooding, and other extreme climate-driven events,*® the
associated costs of which are blatantly overlooked by the current TDV analysis. Rather, the
exposure and vulnerability of electric infrastructure to climate change impacts, and its role in
initiating and/or exacerbating such impacts, substantially affects the ability to provide power to
end uses and, in turn, achieve local community resiliency goals. As seen in the recent wildfires
and mudslides, as the electric system is almost entirely aboveground, it is significantly more
exposed to climate threats and, when impacted, can not only leave hundreds to thousands of
residents without power at their homes, but also affect operation of critical facilities. For
example, in 2017 the Thomas Fire damaged electric power lines throughout the City of Ventura.
Because the City’s water pumps to supply water to firefighters ran on electricity without any
other form of backup power, firefighters were unable to get water from the pumps to put out
burning residences.® If the water pumps had been connected to a backup power system, such
as a natural gas generator, firefighters would have been able to access the water. Further, as
seen in the hurricanes Irma and Harvey, severe storms could knock out electricity supplies for
weeks at a time, putting essential serves like hospitals and wastewater treatment facilities at
risk, as well as costing a single county billions of dollars in damages in lost ecanomic activity,

The TDV analysis also does not consider the public health, environmental, or economic costs
associated with electricity-caused environmental disasters. According to ARB and the Sierra
Nevada Conservancy, wildfire emissions now exceed all the reductions California has achieved
across all other sectors. In fact, wildfire is now one of the largest sources of climate pollution, If
the TDV analysis includes societal impacts from fossil natural gas emissions, it should also
include the impact of the millions of tons of black carbon and other pollutants emitted into the
atmosphere from fires caused and/or exacerbated by electric infrastructure. The analysis also
ignores the high cost of fires for electricity ratepayers, as electric utilities have caused the
majority of California’s large fires in recent years, including the Rim Fire in 2013, the Thomas
Fire and Wine Country Fires in 2017, and the Paradise Fire in 2018, The cost to PG&E alone of
the 2017 and 2018 fires is likely to exceed $30 billion in direct damages, Further, the Rim Fire
alone, which was caused by electricity wires in 2013 and is now the 6th largest fire in the state’s
history, caused more than $S600 million in health-related costs. This does not include the
increased costs of mitigation going forward such as increased vegetation removal
requirements, Public Safety Power Shutoffs, and other operational changes, Although the
settlements for the Thomas Fire (SoCal Edison) and Paradise Fire (PG&E) have not yet been
determined, as the companies will be allowed to recover the multi-billion-dollar damages
through increased rates, ratepayers will face significantly increased costs for electricity. This is
in addition to the increased rates that consumers will already face from expansion of costly

15 CEC. Regianal Workshop held on January 24, 2019. Potential Impacts and Adaptation Options for Electricity and
Natural Gas Systems from Climate Vulnerability in San Diego Area. Slide deck available at:
http://www.climateassessment.ca,gov/events/docs/20190124-Slides_|CF.pdf

16 |CF. Case Studies of Natural Gas Sector Resilience Following Four Climate-Related Disasters in 2017.
https://www.socalgas.com/1443742022576/SoCalGas-Case-Studies.pdf
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electric transmission and distribution infrastructure needed to support the increased demand
from electrification policies attempting to be applied to transportation and buildings.

This is not an isolated anomalism. As we know, the impacts of global climate change are set to
continually increase in severity, which will result in more severe wildfires, storms, and floods.
Given the vulnerability of the electric system to such impacts, as seen not only in California but
across the country'’, it seems counterintuitive to adopt a building energy policy that relies
solely on one source of power. When the state experiences anather devastating fire, the
electric lines will be damaged, preemptively shut off, or both, which will cut power to
thousands of residents and could very likely take weeks to restore. In such situations, residents
will be left quite literally in the dark, with no way to heat or cool their homes, cook, or shower.
Heat sensitive uses will also be without power, including hospitals, cooling centers, and senior
centers/homes. Batteries may be able to provide temporary pawer but will not be able to
sustain these uses for weeks on end. Further, solar panels will not be able to provide charge to
the batteries during storm conditions (where there is cloud cover), or wildfires (due to smoke
obstruction). Solar panels are also shutoff during power outages or when utilities do
preemptive power shutoffs, so that even if sunlight is availakle, the solar panels won't be
operable, leaving residents stranded and without power®. These uses will experience increased
suffering during such climate events when served by only a single energy saurce,

Because the TDV analysis does not account for these considerations, the current conclusion
that the societal value of electric power is superior to that of the gas system is both inaccurate
and uninformed.

7 Ibid
18 Third Sun Solar. “Does solar work in a blackout?” May 2013. https://thirdsunsolar.com/residential/does-solar-
waorl-in-a-blackout/
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percent mere Hian e nationsl ayersge,

e 3o i l
dispumity, sceording 1o he I.mcmm nurnuh 2017 M-i:m
Burvey, Cabornly has tha feurin highest leval of

udopted in 2002. Today 20 percen! ol
penarmbion comes fram solar and wind

mluul s hs enabied lhu mrovh i rnnlmhin umlmun
by

lenlmmm mm\fetlsumm wdm. Fut WIum
vl
negd Iﬁnmhml- buwf nroly

Income insguahty in ihe nabon and ranks sscond in taims of e
rale i which nconte nequally s groving "

Ewnypub:rﬂchmnmnlm costs md
prosents sh wilh a chal

""‘“ gh ol musindly
envivonmantal leadership, EconBiic prowth al the moei (vl
and the cost of living for avarage Cahlumia femikes.

Extending California's Leadership
Teday, ihe stla is oking lo wmdilsledlmm—

o 40 levels: by 2030 {58 32),
commilling fa schiove (00 puwnlddm MHW by 2045 (88
100) and sspiring lo achi ety in
tha samse limklrame (Etecuiive Order B-55-16),

For meny, Califomia (s a tes case for the m!dlﬂuwm—m

This onangy waste |s v: CAISO Ivat by
mmﬂwmnmbnmm .00 ta 7,000 GVWhY
yoar ganorated by selar and wind tue 1o slmagy constraints
That equales ta 4 perceni o 11 percent of sl the aleciicly used
In Loz Anpedes County every yem." Pulin anather confaxl,
Iats enough ensray ta power LA Counly for mars than a
mienth

hm RPS roguirement ﬁlmu ta 50 percent and above,
lesly In

=harply.
mmtmwhhmnrwmsgwuma
@l of the stele's el rcos, Batteries,
wlilnlnulul'linwlﬂm connot solve the intermiltency
alonn. Battenes only hold and discharg energy for
shart pariods (four fo six hours),

experiment o dolamine whather i1 passilde to
GHIE emissions whiln il enfoying robust mm;M Its
@ veniura o which Callonda s its and ot
slates are wWakehing clovely ta infom thelr ulins poliy decisions

Siccess will depend on addiessing thiee fundamental
ges fo a's

'] Uise of L]

01’ How will we store it?
Addressing intermiltency

“ﬂquhDd(nﬂusmmn liture is ot os snple

mere seli and ond adding inen fo
e ik, Wend and solal are intermitlent Tarmris of energy—they
daudunnaarummmmnm—wﬂm
trposionlly, e power Doy generols s nol abvays ayplabls
whith feopin newd i mest

today
fhal cannol be used. Toavold overlonding lhe grid, Califamia
9y e ubeckicity

v, ’ Aol ko st
wnm Calfurin nwnnim n!ol nl'enlrw The Califaimia
Independent Bystem Operator (CAISO), which I responsible for
managing e stato’s elsctricty gid, reported curlabments of the
sate's golar andwind ginetalion more thian deubled from 2015
b7

To achieve dramatic
GHG reductions, we
must dramatically shift
our thinking and foster
an environment that
fuels breakthrough
innovation.




How will we pay for it? ' §
02 Addressing affordability These aren'’t merely. policy problems, they are

e i A moral imperatives, And so long as they persist,

n e ul 3 E ] at . ) CR | ot
xparses b g ooy on Vol oney our. ; ; L...2n.am eachiand every one of us is diminished.
of tho slate’s climala goals doas nal undanin.of(nﬂ‘ln
addnong aloth ey, Iy

The real aost of Iving is already too high for loo many
Califernlans, According to Tha United Way's 2018 The
Real Cost of Living Rapod, nearly 40 percent of California

ro rent burdonad and sp: than 30 percent
of thelr Incoime on haueing, Aller housing, ublity bills are

Calfarrlans’ pex! biggasl fnancial concern, This Is particularly ot Tod 11T | Why Energy

an issue for law-meonv lamdlas, whe spand 20 parcent or

i Rttty L i o Pollcy Cannot BeAddressed ina Vacuum

ILis true Biat Ih! stale’s Immlmenn I B wand lnd solar

markete h and solar
pangls. Batween 2000 and 2017, the pice of solar panels per
winll declingd by 75 percant™ while the price of wind lwbines per
woll declined by 50 percant,” That, however, has nat aquated to
Iower eleciricly costs: During roughly hat sama pariod, the price
of alecticiy In Colfomin increased 24 percent.™

Califormia (s nol an anomaly. The price of electricity soared

i oitver places wheve significant quantities of renewaliles
were deployed—a 51 percent Increase in Germany during s
expansion of sclar and wind energy from 2000 to 2016, and
nora than a 100 percent price jumy in Denmark since it began
daploying renevvables {mosily vind] in 19855

A larpe portion of the future coal challenge Bes hack 1o storage
Anﬂntsluk & Veatch anabysis, found that without gasfired
i 100 percant
renoweble o'loﬂ.rld\fln Calfomia will require mzsmn
GWh of copacily 1o store anergy for waeks or manths, Cument
tachnologies are not able to slora anergy for extended peviods
f this scale. The cost of battery storage in Califomia viill fkely

ba very high—52.5 lrilion by one estimate.
Electricity prices in
California rose five i

times more than in
the rest of the U.S,

O U8 Averege Lt

encluding - 13.5

' Lk 17 ]
L Cabfornia

10 o_-‘O_’_O_.Q*O__——-l
9.7 96 e -

Lavan U %, Estary mmaan "
Adminstiieon, JHT =N 2012




With 8 path to 2030 in sight, the road to Calfoinda's 2045 goals
It loss clear. Tha mml nzmnso nlwa:ling the 2045 la(gni

as well as the fu
unknoem, What is certain is |IIM. the decitions California maﬂces

One lasson from the slow adoption of ZEVS in the transportation
sector is thal the more California's GHG reduction targets rely
on consumor bahavier change. the more those targels ane

at nsk Pnscrwu choice, providing affordable oplions and

taday will have f: his any facets

ple's daiy lves are all imporiant

of Cakfornians' dady lives, Suooms will g ]
opan ta all technclogios and rescurces thal can help croato a
renlislic and affordabie palh to carbon newtrality,

03 How will we get people lo adopl it?
Addressing consumer behavior

To meet the 2045 goals, California must changs consumer

thinking and behavior to increaso energy conservalion, shift
enargy use o different limes of the day and embrace clean
vehleles.

To date, Calfornia’s Clesn Viohicle Rebata Fraject has
distributed noady $525 milien in nwntot eleciric vehicles.™

P
legies to i 55 adwuon

How we
innovate matters.

As California policymakers set the path to achieve casbon
neutralty in less then three decades, storage, affordability
and consumer adeplion sheuld welgh significantly In the

Despite policy efforts and ions from cors
and trucks, already California’s biggest source of GHGs, have
Increased over the It seversl years.

The incraase in vehicle emssians has been aliributed lo a
conibinafion of low gas prices. o growing economy, :onsumeu
for roomiar, | Miciont vehicles and o

anticipsted tronsilion 1 oleclic medeis. ™ As f May 2017, orly
00,000 ZEVS and plug-n hyorids (FHEVS) have bean sald in
California." That number regresents just over 1 percent of the
neary 25.5 milion automabiies on Califamia's roads =

Cabfarnia has the fiflhargest economy in the
world, ™ even Bicugh i1s carbon footprint bs quile small (less than
1 percent of global GHG emissions''). To lead on the glebal
slage—beyond selfing an example—California will need to
develop scalable selutiens that can work and are likaly 1o be
adopled both here in Galifornia and slsevdiere.

A Cautionary Tale:
Germany’s Rush to
Renewables




Achieving
Environmental Goals

2030 and Beyond

Achieving carbon naulralily in less than three decades will require:

for wind and solar power,

Building a reliable and resilient infrastructure with utility-scale, seasonal slorage

« Inspiring rapid consumer adoplion with scalable and affordable energy op

- Salting lachnology-neulral policies that will drive innovation lo reduce GHG emissions.

Calfornin's catbenneulral fubure depands on leaders in

the private and public and ping

diverse lechnology seluions. bolsfered by policis that foster

Innevabon. If Califoinda limits Hs opions, it limits its future.
abng an ir i il

bo raakzo and
facidate national and glabal adeplion.

A more integraled snengy systom will be needed, whete the
natural gas and eleclric systoins work togather to achieve
maximum emissions reductions and robatility. 11 will alsa noed
1o dew on the colleciive power of natural gas, renewabla
niatiwal gis, wind, solar, hydroslecidcity, batlerlos, and Peower-
1o-Gat—as wall &5 yeldo-ba-developed technologies—io nivot
the slale’s snergy demands, whila reducing GHG emissions
and i and cosls for Calil

Taday, there ar lschnologies thot have been teslad and
proven in other parts of the world thal are untapped here in
B & g bulid-otit ol wind
and solar genaration, thise lechnclagies will halp maintain 2
ralinbla, resdliont and renewatdo energy systom, They olss do

WhEsar!
LIl

Leaders in the private
and public sectors
have the opportunity
to work together and
re-imagine how our
energy infrastructure
can operate as one
integrated system.

Pt fequine consumers to chango ol existing




Reducing
Our Waste

Renewable Natural Gas (RNG)

For every methane molecule we lake oul of the almosphere, il's the equivalent of
ramoving 25 molecules of carbon dioxide (CO,).* Today, more than 80 percent of
Callfornia‘s methane emissions come from daily human life aclivities thal creale waste, ¥

Renewable nalural gas gives us a way lo miligate and reduce emissions from the

slale's largest melhane amillers.

Hen's How RNG Works.
¥ C | S =
i1 3 Proces ihe tlogas ke Tyt tha blomebiae Use Rio hel caan
Ko daliles, laims biogas, usirg make 4 pipsing-rady It tha ppesine for iy, ow homes,
arnd land Lt anatrobiz dgostion {bscamelbane] Lo Lap businesecs and marl
olber nabaal gas necds

Hatural gas s essentially mathane (CH,}—an organic, naturaily

aceurning gas thal comes fram decompating matier. You can

procure natural gas from he grotnd throtigh driling undar-

ground (thermegenic) sources of, ke slecicly, you can
'

RMG i3 craated by 1 the methane tal alhers

would be escaping into the atmosphere, This means its overal
Impact on Ihe ckmate iz carben-neulral or even cpbon-nagative.
For example, when a clean heavy-duly truck Is fueled with

RNG from a diliry, more carbon is removed fram the

ganerata it f I

Matiiana is a natural byproduct of cur larms, cur kilchens, and
our todots, In ather words, you produce methane every day.
The largest sources of mathane emisslons in Califormiz—more
han 80 percent—came from agilculiure, daires, landflls and

atmasplare than ks enitted from the tafipipe

In additien to reducing e carbon content ol our natural
gas supply, RNG gives us a clear and practical path to help
Caffornia achieve the goafs set in the Sho-Lived Cimata

waste waler.* We can copture those pr
from gelng into cur d it them to
natural gas to kel our homas and vehicles

ol Flan (SB 1383), by largeting the stals's
|argast methane emitters. Reducing methane enissions

n significant parsion of the Calilomia Al
Bosrd's Ecaping Plan to adiieve the staty's GHG reduction
goals ™

Driving Down
Emissions Through
Efficient, Distributed
Generation




Focusing Our Efforts

Linderal g he o reduce arhan

I|u averall ol

the slate'n GHG emisslons. The ransporiolion seclor is the Inrgest i
percont of the lolal. Next s (e bdusiial soclor 8l 23 porcenl, followed by elecbity sl |Bpmnl. and several sadwm

rolatively smaller contitnations, including residential buildings and commerciel buldings at 7 percent and 5 percent respectively.

5% <i%
Commercisl  Not Specifiad

%
Rosidantial -
8% :
Agnicuiture

Fe

6%
Eloclricity Imports.

0% |
Eleciricity In State |

23%
Bt Cabbamn by Auvsaps Desm, BHA Girsirass O Inciuistrial
Emiriis iy, B Weiane Easiens

Sopa state loaders are pushing to lransltion California’s energy
aupply o a single source: renowalle electdcily, This slrategy is
parhaps mast preminent In discussions around decatbonizing
Coabfomin's bulding seclo, which recelves a disproporionate
amount al attention ghven thot the seclor reprasents 12 parcent
of the sinte's lolal emiseions, " and that it would reguire replacng
ox|athng infrastrusture in milions of Caffornla homes sid
Tuminosses. Hul thal doean’t noad to hagpen

A 2010 sudy I.nernnl Cnnqnnnn shows ﬂmihm 15 rio nead
o elechify 1o mael state climate goals.
The atudy concludes Bal Cakfornia should aduress the fols of
renewable gaa as part of [ts low-cerbon bullding sirategy.”

Ackding lasn than 20 percent reneviabile gas to Califoinia’s gas
aupply by 2030 epn achlove the sanie outcame as elaclifying the
aivline bulking ssclor; while continuing o allow consunier cholce
1o el thalr anergy needs, as well as avelding future bullding and
nppllance change-cul mandates

Impoitanity, the study finds that reducing the carbon cantent of the
pas supply by addng renewabia gas to displace radtional gns
can ba significantly loss coatly, and is far more cos! effective in
tedhecing GHEs, han building eltctification.

Abslanced imix of both ln- and oui-ol-slate resources (reflecting
today's renlity with bolh renewable electicity and renewable gas)
s Ihree hmes more cosl elfectiva in reducing GHGS then any
elechificaion pathway.

. 4294
MMTCO,e

2016 Tolal
CA Emissions

4%
Transportation

Achiava the same GHG reducticns as overhsuling
100 parc:mnfca.wms Buiibdings to =l
aloetricity wi

<20% RNG

Hovrced fron the fikely nwx of in- and out-of-slake
feedslocks,

RNG is
significantly
more cost
effective

o
b3l

A naw study demonsirates how California can reduce bullding sector emissions.
without significant disruption to cansumers.™

Cosl Effectivenoss,
2018-2030
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Reducing Emissions Today

CRE&R Environmvental providos a view o whal's possibile.

CRAR, one of the largest i toking 325 cars of the road, which means CRER's fost of RHG
in Soulhern Califernia, hos successfully put RNG to werk. trucks is reducing GHG emissions by the same amount as laking
They'we built what ks bdteved la bo the worlds fargost and most approximately 130,000 cars off the ropd]

sularmated anaerabic dgester, which alows them to produce

RNG frem organic vrashe. This stoty js ane example of the 40 RNG pecjects wnw right
e in cmhlnla RNG also uluw: for wasla pmduds

The RHG CRAR produces is injected into ihe SoCalGns. nl'

system and used b fudl approximately 400 of Bieir wasta replons of the stale—ike the wummm—m-r. lh!m

hauking tecks. Comvertng jrst one of CRER'S trash trucks from are feedstock opponunities.

desel o nalwral gas is he pallubion reduction equvalent of




RNG as a transportation fuel
has a negative carbon intensity

= By swilching lo e natural gas, v h
vehicle GHG emissions by 80 percent

¢ Renowabio natural gas gives us a way lo prevent
ameions from blogenls seurces fram geing inte the
by capluring and them inke a
rangiwable fuel fo power our vahicles,

* Renswabile naburel gas praduced from foad and graen
waslo hat a negative carbon intansity. Thal means (1's not
Just eaisoneneatral, i aclually takes cartson ot of the aice

Carbon Intensity
Fuels ;5 BE m O -
A it i .
ﬁ, B e
S
£ 13

=
Thiee nbloirad gas ek vl it Cabdoima’s
@t 2045 rgets docades Lk
anyy cahet heeivibogy

R —— -

Decarbonizing Agriculture:

RNG - From Poop to Power

If cows were a country, they would be
in the top five emitters in the world.”

Inone succinct slalement. Microsolt Iumdar Bl Gales™
Elustrated Ihe scape ol he environmental chalienge and

ity fo reduce emissions from svimal In
California slone, bvesto:k ond dairies reprosent B percent of the
shula's GHG envsslons, and mare then halt—85 percent—al tha
shate’'s mellane emissins '

In Oclober 2018, Renewable Doy Fuels openad the naton's
Iargesl dairy renawable nslural gas plant, in Jasper County,
Ingrann. The operabon collects doiry vensla from 16,000 mdidng
oo o faur farms, huming 845 tons of cow mante ench day inlo
Tusl for transporation, deivered Beough Northern Indane Public
Service Company's (NIPSCO) natwrs! pas pipeiine system ™

In parly 2018, renewabls netural gas produced al a digester
facilty built by Calgren Dairy Fuelsin Pidley, Cakfarriia began
Toadng Into SoCalGas ppelnes. Calgren's facity, Mmm as a

The maihane produced lrom the manire of mors than 75,000
wn. muomlnu abaut 130,000 lans of GHGs hom enleting
st eachy fhe annial et of Wnking
it than 25,000 passenger oo off the road. SeCalGas will
e copablo of adding up 15 2 20 bitlen cubie feet of renewabls
nitiral s each yew fo lis pipaline sysiem from te fa:dity

These oo examples of B many renmyatie natural gns projects
happening scross e coumnby. With cuyrant reguiation and
Incentnies, it's estmatad thol Calfamia has about 100 billon
cubsic feel (Bel) of renewabla nafural gas supply " Oulside of
Califorias borders, the U.S. s producing 1 tnllion cubic el (Tef)
of renewable nabural gas, Thal number is expecisd to erenze
lenfoid by 2030.%

By Investing in n-slate reneviable nalural gas projuats and
9 to inchude oul-ok-stale sources, Callfoma

dairy digester pipeling ciuslet, will sventually coliect b

anantoblc digesters ol 12 Tulare County duxsies, Imndom itlo
peoduce plpeline-guality renewable natural gas. This is tha first
siich dairy dgester pipeine cluster in Caldarnia, and Is expected
Yo be the largest daity biogas operstion in the U.S. when Calgien
adde nine addilional dalies lter in 2016, The facilty wil capture

£an make sign progress in the goals sof in tha
Air Resource Board's Shont-Lived Clinate Folilants Plan. it
will alsa piovide Calfeimin residents wilh B coal- Woom lm;r to
power ihelr hames, busi and ars with o ch W
renevabile fusl.




Utilizing Current
Infrastructure

Power-to-Gas (P2G) Technology

Today, when excess eleclricily is generated from solar and wind, California elther
has to dump It or pay other states like Arizona lo take il from us. While balteries can
help store some of this excess energy, they will not solve Ihe slorage problem alone,

especially for long-lerm storage needs.

Rather than wasting the energy batteries cannot store, we can convert it into
renewable gases using a process called “Power-to-Gas.” Through this process, we
can use our existing natural gas Infrastructure to store the renewable energy and

make it available where and when people nead il

GIW'
i - @ - b

K n
plpeli foe futuve use

Hera's How P2G Works
?: : M
Combined with 3 small
mw mmmm
=piln ha mokule

Cartion eaplured fiom
1 co, h factorics auwd plards.

Pampln-t‘iu Wﬂﬂbsl umu gacess eleckicity generated
wind, a small amount of water

We can use lhe hydragen preduced throuph electrolysis in te
Power-la-Gas process lo fuel power plants and for other indusiial
eauch d fertlizer

quoum lectiotysis The
mm-MImrwlnuwlnuwmaﬂlu
The makocules into pure ydrogen and oxygen.

The oxygen can be scld and used for ather applications—
wuch as heallhcare. The hydrogen gas con be used as o fuel
o1 some of It can ba slored In dxisting pipelines. Addibonally,
u\elrmumemaommd with GO, and run Ihrough He
1o creato methane. The
dau\.mlmhlemlmm produced through e Power-to-Gas
memummmmnmypummmm

Hymum-zmm-mmmmm:m
emissions from the milions of cars and trucks on Califormin’s
roads. Some percentage of hydrogen alsa can ba injected inte
the natursl gas siream Io futher reduce the carbon contend of the
natural gas supply.

The through in e Pawer-
to-G3as process can ba delivered to Californians thraugh the

existing pipeline infrastructure and used for cooking, as wall as

for space and water hoating. And, 08 o fuel for mabils generators,

when pecplo need it. That means infi
mhmruw«wmnmmlnmmuwmﬂ
day, during any season.

gas suppoits system reliabilfty during emergency
siluations. Il can also be used as o fransporlation fuel

to-Oas provides kKrgessoalk tniltiday an nalarid starngo;

Months

Hydrogen is a scalable solution to
address long:termenergy storage needs
and’nelp meetthe goals'setin S8 100:
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The UK’s First Practical
Demonstration of Hydrogen

Britain explores Power-to-Gas and green hydrogen to reduce emissions,

A greundbranking trlal that could help Britain tutils lovember 2018 i by Olgem's Hetwork
cobon endssions and epen the daar to a low-carb; I tition, the £7 milli ject is being led by gos
economy was recently approved by the Health & Safety network Cadend, in partnesship with Morthern Gas Metworks,

Executive (HSE)'" The United Kingdom's HyDaploy project wil Keela Univarsity and a consortium of lechnical expeits.
Inject hydrogen Into an existing natural gas network.

In @ year4ong pilot dua to start in 2010, HyDaploy will bend up to
20 percent of hydrogen (Ly vahuma) with the normal gas sugply in
part of Keels University's gas network. Customers will cantinun to
uso gas as (hey do today, without any changes to gas eppliances
or pipewerk. Energy slorage and clean fual company |TM Powar
i supplying the electrolyzar sysiem.

ITM Pewar CEC Graham Cooloy said, *The signifizance of this
announcement, allowing up to 20 percant roon hydrogen 1o
e injected inta a UK pas natwork, is hard to overstale. Powar-
{o-Gas In the LK s undor pelive consideration by al gas grid
oporators and ils significance as an energy sterage lechniqua is
groving globally. This anncuncament is an imporant advance.”

Battery storage may feel

like a headline act in the
transition. But ultimately
it will play second fiddle
to hydrogen.”




UC Leads the Way to
Carbon Neutrality

The University of recenlly il
plans to be casbon nautral by 2025—and renewabla natural
gas and hydregen will play a signifcant relo in achieving ils
paal

As part of fls strategy, UIC has s¢ 2 arget for 3t least 4D
porcent ol P e ot each
and hesllh lacalion | be fusiod by biogas by 20259

Thi UG system is aliandy 9 consumer of biogas ol mulliple
campuses, For example, UC San Diege purchases biogas
crdils from a sewage eotment plant on Point Loma,
oboul ten miles evay. Bloges from [he plant is Injecled

into ha nalural gas pipeline syslent on Polnt Loma whare
it displaces conventional gas, UG San Diego then dews
conventional gas to power a fued cell. The crecils aliow the
fued cell to qualily s n renewable energy tource, BAMmInG
waduatde Mnancial treatrent uider Colifotnia policy.

U alea b leader in ploneeing Pawer-lo.Gas technologyt
Resoarch canducled a1 the University of Calfornda Invine
{LCI) and funded by SoCalGes demansirated in 2017
that the camps micre-grid could increase the partien of
renewablo energy i uses, from 3.5 percent to 35 percent,

i i P L “

Using Power-to-Gas, UCI demonstrated
it could increase its renewable energy
use from 3.6 percent to 35 percent.

The study used dala from Bie UC| campus micro-gid, which
meludes solar panels that produce about 4 megawatts of
peak power. Simulations showed tal by slonng excess
solar power on sunny days and Using Bn olectrolyzer lo
produce renawable hiydrogen, the micro-grid could support
& adddonal 30 megawabis of solar pahols.

“The abifity to Increase the mix of rencwables on caingus
oy tentold is truly sipnificant,” said Jack Brouwer, professor
of jcal & aetosp ineering and civil &
envircainental enginearing ol UCH and associnte diracho

o the Advanced Pover & Energyy Pragram (APEP) “With
Power-10-Gas lechnology, you don'l need lo stop renewabla
power generation when damand is low, Instead, the cxcess
eleclriclty can be used lo make hydrogen st can ba
integrated inlo existng natural gas pipekne Infrastucting
and stotad for later use. The Southem California Gos
Company system alone s made up of over 100,000 mies
of pipeline. This shudy suggests that vwe could loverage that
nstalled infrastructura for slorage and significanty increase
he aanount af renewable power generation deployed In
California.”




Capturing and
Using Carbon

Carbon Capture and Utilization (CCU)

Carbon is the bullding block of life. Many of the products we use every day—our compulers and
smarl phones, our cars and the plastic Tupperware in our kilchens—are made with carbon,

With CCU, we can lake the carbon dioxide (CO,)

d from industrial pre it

and recycle [t as a raw material to produce these producls, The carbon can alsa be combmd
wilh hydregen lo form renewable gas to fuel homes, businesses and vehicles.,

Here's How CCU Works

GO o n simpde coneep) Gas and poviicle wasle produced
fram industial seurces Bke powsr plonts, sleel mating or
alhar factorias is Mrsl cagured. Tha carbon liom thal wasts
I8 Whan oxtracied using chemical processes onid reusail os
tim pive raterial for new products Reusing this carban nal
! Inka the here, Lt slso

onky 0,
docionnes fossi fuel use

Many CCu
whage and in e mwiﬂ groedng Iheir businesses. One Gdlkmu—
based coripony is making plasies from eaplured caibion inslead
of petroleum. A Canadian company ks using carban captured fram
porwdd planis bo make stronger concrele. And @ Baman company
uses waste CO, Lo make polymers. According lo the Global CO,

Iniliative, the markel for preducts made Trom CO, could ba mone
than $800 bilfien and use 7 bilion melic lons of CO, per year
by 2030—the equivalent of approximately 15 percent of cusrent
annuial global CO, enissions

CCU technologles follow the sustanabiity principles of reduce,
repurpose and recycle—they emply recycls e carbon in fossil
fuels: Once the fuel releases anergy, the waste is saved to

Lo reused where s needed, and the use of fossi carbon is
reduced COU will become an increasingly Important stratiegy for
Calitorria to schisve carbon neulrality

Carbon to Value

Anlinovalive process eefinolagy is producing
wheawi Wyehiongen and solid co b,

The polential of hydrogen as a kansporiation fuel is preat,
liassd on fis ability o power 2ero-amission fusl cell electrc
wehiches (FCEVS), its Tast fling Uma and high efficisncy.
Bul scurcing the hydrogen has been a barrer fo the
markel raadly toking off.

Today, alnvest all of the warld's hydregan Is producad
from nalurad gas through the process of stleam mothang
referming—in this process, methane reacks with sleam
uneler pressure in e prasence of a catalyst o produce
hydragen and corbon dioxide (GO,), @ presnhouss ges.

John Hu, West Vinginda Unsversity's Staller Chale
Engineenng Professor, recently invented a technology

‘to convort natural gas info CO,dree hydrogen snd sodd
carban, A covmercialization leam has recelved funding
from the U.8, Department of Energy to furiher dovelop the
Innovalive new process technology,

The ohjertiva of lha team—which includes, C4&UCP, LLC
(C4), a Sanln Monica-based lechnology slart-up, West
Virginla Lindvarsity, Pacthic Nofthwest Nolional Laboralory,
and SoCalGas—is to bring in markel cost-aflective wirys to
drive dowm emissians from hydrogen prodiction, ulimotely
making hydrogen fusted cars and bucks cosl-competitve
with cenvenbional gasoling and dipsel vehicles

In addbion lo GO Atea hydogen, e olher by-product of
the innoyalive precess lechnology |s selid carbion, which
«can be usod a3 o rawr materdal to mandfacture a number
of producls we usa svery doy, framy the batlades in our
COmputars, to e Bres on our cars, to the inks in our
printers,

“Tha rasearch will lead to lansformative advancement in

snhnnunnmmm in addrassing mwy :lmlle

kol pos cocwmlenlovnlu--ad’dadmducu "aald Hu,

Its ml one mnmiu nl maml research projects mdermy
oy thsl

amm mnlnlof ncu technologios,
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From:

To:

Cc:

Subject:

Date: Tuesday, August 13, 2019 5:47:16 PM
Attachments: image004.png

Importance: High

Good afternoon -

Regarding Comment #1, are you able to provide the data and underlying analysis that
supports the $4,400 per unit estimate? Thank you in advance, and please don’t hesitate to
follow up with any questions.

Sincerely,

Chris Read

Sustainability Manager
SLO_City_E-Signature_1

LE!

City Administration

990 Palm Street, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-3249
E cread@slocity.org

T 805.781.7151

rrom: |

Sent: Friday, August 9, 2019 3:24 PM
To: Read, Chris <cread@slocity.org>
Cc: Tomkins, Sharon <STomkins@socalgas.com>; Carrasco, Andy <ACarrasco@socalgas.com>;

Subject: SoCalGas Letter - City of SLO Building Code Changes - Electrification

On behalf of Sharon Tomkins

Good afternoon Chris,

Attached please find the SoCalGas Letter — City of SLO Building Code Changes —
Electrification and white paper.

Below is the link for the white-paper.
https://www3.socalgas.com/sites/default/files/1443742344191/scg-vision-paper-04032019.pdf

Thank iou,
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Executive Assistant to:

Rodger R. Schwecke, SVP- Gas Operations & Constfruction
Sharon Tomkins, VP- Strategy & Engagement

SoCal Gas
555 W. 51 street, Los Angeles, CA 90013 | GT21C3

2]

This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed, and may contain information that
is privileged and/or confidential. Receipt by an unintended recipient does not constitute a waiver of any applicable privilege.
Reading, disclosure, discussion, dissemination, distribution or copying of this information by anyone other than the intended

recipient or his or her employees or agents is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please
immediately notify me by telephone or by e-mail. Thank you.

This email originated outside of Sempra Energy. Be cautious of attachments, web links, or
requests for information.
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From:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

TERM-2019-09-06 Caldwell, Alan K

Read, Chris

RE: Response to Your Data Request
Monday, August 26, 2019 4:35:57 PM

image003.png

Hi Chris, hope you had a good weekend. As a follow-up to your email, below are responses to the information you

requested:

o Direct cost refers to the total company cost for work requisition order. It does not include any allowances

referenced under Rule 20.

« Work requisitions can consist of a single service or multiple services per site. The $4,400 cost estimate
averaged work requisitions that were both single service and multiple service.

¢ The work requisitions estimate we provided ($4,400) included main line and lateral services, but not

meter.

e The $4.,400 cost estimate was a 3-year average for orders from 2017-2019 to date.

Please note, the $4,400 cost provided was a conservative estimate across our entire service territory. To provide you
with a cost estimate specific to our San Luis Obispo service territory, please find this data below. This data will be
more accurate for your analysis. Note, these cost estimates (distinguished between single family and multi-family, as
requested), include meter costs in addition to the other services and are average costs for projects between 2017-

20169.

Single Family Construction

Sum of Avg of Net Cost to
Total # of Sum of Sum of Net Avg Contract . . .
7 . Allowance % Builder per Dwelling Unit
Dwelling Units | Contract Cost . Cost Cost per Unit*
Applied (pre tax)**
1045 $1,422,566 $ 880,964 $ 515,590 $1,361.31 $493.39

* Determined by dividing the total contract costs by total number of dwelling units

** Determined by dividing the total net costs (contract costs minus allowances) by total number of dwelling units

Multi-Family Construction (service + meter)

Total TOt“Tl Total Total Total Net Avg. Cost Average cost
: Dwelling Contract : i
Projects . Allowances Costs Per Project® per unit**
Units Costs
13 158 $87.421 $83.941 $3,088 $6,724.71 $553.30
Avg. Net Cost to Avg. Net Cost to
Builder per Builder per
Project*** Dwelling Unit****
$237.51 $19.54
*Determined by dividing total contract costs by total projects
**Determined by dividing total contract costs by total dwelling units
*** Determined by dividing total net costs by total projects
****Determined by dividing total net costs by total dwelling units
Multi-Family Construction (main + service + meter)
Total T"t‘fl Tutal Total Total Net Avg. Cost Average cost
: Dwelling Contract ; ;
Projects L Allowances Costs Per Project* per unit**
Units Costs
7 1599 $227,836 $196,572 $24,285 $32,547.94 $1,432.93

Avg. Net Cost to
Builder per

Avg. Net Cost to
Builder per
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Project*** Dwelling Unit*=***
$3,469.29 $152.74
*Determined by dividing total contract costs by total projects

**Determined by dividing total contract costs by total dwelling units
*** Determined by dividing total net costs by total projects
****Determined by dividing total net costs by total dwelling units

From: Read, Chris <cread @slocity.org>
Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 2:25 PM
To: Caldwell, Alan K <ACaldwell2@socalgas.com>

Ce: Tomkins, Sharon <STomkins @socalgas.com>;

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Response to Your Data Request

Mr. Caldwell,

Apologies for the additional request, please also provide the following:
« Please disaggregate the data to provide a per unit cost for single-family and multi-family projects.

Sincerely,

Chris

From: Read, Chris
Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 12:45 PM

To: Caldwell, Alan K <ACaldwell? @socalgas.com>
e ey

Subject: RE: Response to Your Data Request

Mr. Caldwell,

Thank you for providing this information. In its present form, it is insufficient for our analysis. Can you
please provide the following additional information:
« Please define “direct cost” as it relates to Rule 20.
+ Please define the scope of all “Work Requisitions” (does it include main line, lateral, meter, etc.?)
+ Please define the scope and timing of “Work Requisitions” (does each site have a single work
requisition; are there instances where there are multiple requisitions per site?)
« Please provide data for any full years, as available, for comparison.

Sincerely,

Chris Read
Sustainability Manager
SLO_City_E-Signature_1

2]

City Administration

990 Palm Street, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-3249
E cread@slocity.org

T 805.781.7151




Confidential and Protected Material pursuant to PUC Section 583, GO 66-D, D.17-09-023

From: Caldwell, Alan K <ACaldwell2 @socalgas.com>
Sent: Monday, August 19, 2019 2:59 PM
To: Read, Chris <cread@slocity.org>

Cc: Tomkins, Sharon 4STomkins@socalgas.com>;_

Subject: Response to Your Data Request

Dear Chris,

On behalf of Sharon Tomkins, VP, Strategy and Engagement, we thank you for your patience while we gathered the
background information from our team. The $4,400 per unit estimate for gas installations in SoCalGas’ service
territory stated in our August 9, 2019 letter was determined by dividing the total cost of all gas installations in our
service territory in 2019 (year to date) by the total number of installations. These numbers are shown in the table

below.

. Count of .
Sum Direct WR Avg Direct Cost
Cost* Number*® per Order

$ 106,853,977 24286 3

4,400

*Sum of Direct Cost — actual total cost of all Work Requisitions (i.e., work orders)
**Count of WR Number —total number of Work Requisitions included in the direct cost sums

I hope this information is helpful and please let me know if you need anything else. We would welcome the
opportunity for further discussions about how SoCalGas can support the City's carbon reduction goals.

Sincerely,

Alan

Alan K. Caldwell

Director of Energy Policy & Strategy

Southern California Gas Company

555 W. Fifth Street, GT21C5 | Los Angeles | California | 90013
0:213.244.2216 | E: acaldwell2@semprautilities.com

This email originated outside of Sempra Energy. Be cautious of attachments, web links, or requests for information.
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