
City of Del Mar 
Staff Report

________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

City Council Action:

TO:  Honorable Mayor and City Council Members 

FROM: Mohsen Maali, Deputy Public Works Director  
Kristen M. Crane, Assistant City Manager 
Via Scott W. Huth, City Manager 

DATE:  August 5, 2019 

SUBJECT: Undergrounding Project Policy Recommendations and Next Steps for 
Project Implementation

REQUESTED ACTION/RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff and the Undergrounding Project Advisory Committee (UPAC) recommend that the 
City Council approve the recommendations made by the UPAC and staff and provide 
direction on the following items: 

1. Reaffirm the City’s commitment to citywide undergrounding of all utility poles; 

2. Confirm the recommended preliminary undergrounding boundary map (i.e., 
blocks), prioritization guidelines, and ranking of the blocks (Attachment A); 

3. Authorize simultaneous design of the two identified areas in coordination with 
SDG&E and the necessary funding for initial implementation; and 

4. Approve various policy recommendations made by UPAC, as identified in 
Attachment B, which are key assumptions for the Project Delivery Plan and 
estimated total UP budget. 

DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS: 

Background 
Undergrounding all utility poles citywide often referred to as the Undergrounding Project 
(UP) is an identified City Council priority.  In spring 2018, the City Council established the 
UPAC which has worked diligently for over a year to address numerous policy questions 
related to UP, assist with developing a scope of work and the selection process for a utility 
undergrounding consultant, developed a communications plan, explored several project 
financing scenarios, and developed prioritization guidelines and a recommended 
approach for moving forward. 

The last update on the UP to the City Council was on April 15, 2019.  At that time, the 
City Council authorized the City to initiate working with SDG&E on a Rule 20A project 
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ITEM 18: UNDERGROUNDING PROJECT POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS AND NEXT
STEPS FOR PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION (CLERK’S FILE NO. 1001-2)

CITY COUNCIL ACTION:

IT WAS MOVED BY COUNCIL MEMBER WORDEN, SECONDED BY DEPUTY MAYOR

HAVILAND TO ENDORSE CITYWIDE UNDERGROUNDING PROJECT. (VOTE 5-0)

The Council participated in a random “straw drawing” of Council members to determine three

Council members who could vote on the item given the City Attorney’s opinion that all members

were conflicted on that particular item. The three members who were drawn to sit for, consider

and vote on the item were Council members Parks, Worden and Gaasterland. Mayor Druker

and Deputy Mayor Haviland were dismissed from the Town Hall for the entirety of the item.

IT WAS MOVED BY COUNCIL MEMBER WORDEN, SECONDED BY COUNCIL MEMBER
PARKS TO APPOVE UPAC POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS. (VOTE 3-0-2)

IT WAS MOVED BY COUNCIL MEMBER WORDEN, SECONDED BY COUNCIL MEMBER
PARKS TO APPOVE THE BLOCK LAYOUT AND PRIORITIZATION. (VOTE 3-0-2)

IT WAS MOVED BY COUNCIL MEMBER WORDEN, SECONDED BY COUNCIL MEMBER
PARKS TO
APPROVE AUTHORIZATION FOR MOVING FORWARD WITH DESIGN OF THE TWO
IDENTIFIED AREAS AND NECESSARY INITIAL FUNDING FOR SOFT COSTS AND DESIGN
(VOTE 3-0-2)
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along Camino del Mar between Seaview Avenue and Luzon Avenue.  Efforts to initiate 
that project are underway. 

The City Council also received several policy-related recommendations from the UPAC 
which were not acted upon due to outstanding questions surrounding the prioritization 
process and the total cost estimate for the UP.  At that time, the City Council directed the 
UPAC and staff to further study the submitted cost estimates by the consultants and how 
the geographic areas were prioritized based on exposure to fire risk.   

The purpose of this staff report is to report back on those two topics and to recommend 
a strategy for moving forward with the UP. 

In-Depth Review of Undergrounding Program Cost Estimates 
A key concern identified at the April 15, 2019, Council meeting was the wide difference 
between the cost estimates prepared by the City’s consultants, Utility Specialists in 2016 
and Lee & Ro, Inc. (Lee &Ro) in 2019. The 2016 cost estimate was $26 million, while the 
2019 cost estimate was $51.6 million.  

The City Council instructed the UPAC and staff to complete a deeper review of the costs, 
possibly hiring a third party for peer review, to compare the cost estimates and provide 
an explanation for the variances.   

During the past three months, the UPAC formed a subcommittee, which completed an in-
depth review with Lee & Ro of their cost estimate to understand what was included and 
then developed a standard cost breakdown template, which Lee & Ro and Utility 
Specialists were asked to submit based on their Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) 
estimates.   

Through this review, it was determined that there were several factors driving the wide 
range in cost estimates, including different assumptions about: 

• Scope of the UP (e.g., inclusion of soft costs for work on private property, non-joint 
trenching for telecommunications, etc.); 

• Inclusion of cost for contingency and construction cost escalation over time; and 

• Value for the UP soft costs, such as project management, communications, and 
other necessary services which are expected to be required as part of bringing UP 
to fruition. 

In an effort to present a conservative, complete portrayal of the entire anticipated UP cost, 
Lee & Ro’s original $51.6 million cost estimate presented a comprehensive estimate 
covering all potential cost elements e.g., captured the estimated soft cost for work on 
private property and assumed the City bearing the cost for non-joint trenching (for the 
telecommunication utilities). 
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Based on their in-depth review, the UPAC has a better comfort level with each of the 
respective cost estimates and believes the core costs of the UP to be in the range of $32-
$42 million.  Generally, this is a fully loaded cost estimate for SDG&E to design, for 
construction, and for the minimum associated soft costs to bring the complete UP to 
fruition, except for any financing costs if applicable.  The UPAC and staff have concluded 
that it is not necessary to hire another consultant to complete a third-party peer review.   

UPAC’s $32-42 million cost range excludes non-joint trenching for the 
telecommunications utilities, all poles on private property (e.g., Fairgrounds), the lagoon 
area (to be funded by SDG&E), and along Via de la Valle (eligible for 20A funding) and 
the associated project management, communications, and annual escalation for these 
areas. Furthermore, the range is based on lowered project management and contingency 
estimates for UP. Accordingly, this ROM estimate is based on several assumptions and 
therefore, subject to change when those assumptions change. 

At approximately 69,000 linear feet of undergrounding for the entire citywide UP, $42 
million equates to $609 per linear foot compared to the stated range from SDG&E of 
$700-1,000 per linear foot.  Based on this dynamic, staff agrees the best way for the City 
to accurately assess both the full project and construction costs is by designing a “pilot 
project” and then seeking quote for construction from SDG&E and/or third-party 
contractors.  When a construction bid is received, that will provide the best indication of 
the construction market trend in Del Mar and the cost for the necessary work.  At that 
time, the City can re-visit the long-range funding plan and schedule with high confidence.  
Costs to proceed with the recommended approach are described in detail below. 

Prioritization of Geographic Areas Based on Exposure to Fire Risk 
The draft Project Delivery Plan presented to the City Council on April 15, 2019, identified 
the City divided into seven blocks, with a prioritized ranking system using a combination 
of density and a percentage associated with those areas that were in the Cal Fire Hazard 
Severity Zones Maps.  See Attachment B.  On April 15, the Council asked staff and the 
UPAC to revisit the prioritization for the Fire Hazard Severity Zones Maps based on public 
comment. It is important to note that the Cal Fire map is not intended to be used in the 
manner that it is with regards to power lines.  Attachment C explains how the Cal Fire 
map was determined. 

Throughout the UP planning process, the topic of whether and/or how potential exposure 
to fire risk, particularly in proximity to Crest Canyon, should be addressed in terms of 
prioritization of undergrounding the utility poles.  In discussing this topic with SDG&E, 
they indicated that their poles are safe and there is not an inherent fire risk associated 
with their infrastructure in an urban environment, such as Del Mar.  According to SDG&E, 
they have a robust fire prevention program (Attachment D), which includes pole removal 
in the areas of greatest concern; they do not identify any poles in Del Mar as a fire risk, 
nor do they have any undergrounding plans for their system in Del Mar because of 
exposure to fire risk.  
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In discussing the issue of undergrounding utilities poles and potential fire prevention 
efforts, Del Mar Fire Chief Mike Stein indicated that considering the terrain, topography, 
and fuel load within Del Mar, his recommended high priority poles are those on the lower 
side of Crest Canyon, off San Dieguito Drive/Oribia, and above Crest Canyon along the 
canyon ridge, including Crest Drive and Avenida Primavera.  If a power line were to fall 
in these areas, there are unique conditions for fire exposure not realized elsewhere in the 
City.  This includes areas of the preserve in which there are limitations to normal fuel 
management efforts due to environmental protections and topography).  Other factors for 
this area are access from a firefighting perspective, west-blowing Santa Ana winds, and 
tendency for fire to burn faster as it burns up-slope.  See attached letter from Chief Stein 
(Attachment E).  

Based on this feedback, a new Block was drawn to cover the area described above, which 
is labeled as X1A, separate from the other Blocks.  See Attachment A for map. The UPAC 
and staff recommend this area to be the City’s top undergrounding priority.   

However, this area is not being recommended as a “pilot project” because it is anticipated 
that the design work for this area may take longer than normal because of the 
environmental issues, difficult access, and coordination work with several private 
properties as several poles are on private property and will be undergrounded on private 
property which will require easements.  Therefore, Block X1A is likely to be more 
expensive for construction.  The remaining areas of the City within the Cal Fire map fall 
within Blocks 3 and 4 have an active fuel management program where most of the poles 
are in the public Right-of-Way (RoW). 

It is important to note that the most significant contributor to fire risk is brush fuel load, not 
the utility poles.  Even if the overhead wires and poles are removed, the area will remain 
within Cal Fire map.  Defensible space and brush management strategies are critically 
important in this area. 

Feedback from SDG&E 
Since the April 15, City Council discussion, staff have engaged in more in-depth 
discussions with SDG&E about the City’s intention to pursue the UP.  Although these 
discussions with SDG&E began more than a year ago, new information was presented in 
the more recent meetings that affects how the UP will need to proceed, at least for the 
time being. 

The most significant new information is that SDG&E has now determined that they cannot 
allow the City to use “Applicant Design” approach to design the underground systems.  
Applicant Design would have allowed the City to select an SDG&E-approved consultant 
to design the system. While this is contrary to the advice originally provided, having clarity 
on this now is useful for shaping how the UP moves forward.   

The discussions with SDG&E have been positive, with a collaborative focus to look at the 
most expeditious and cost-effective way to implement the UP. Examples of topics being 
discussed with SDG&E include SDG&E’s design capacity, the possibility of SDG&E also 
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providing estimates for completing trenching construction (which we could compare with 
the bids that the City would get for the same work), and their engagement in refining the 
layouts of the Blocks to maximize eligibility for Rule 20B credits.  Rule 20B credits are 
assumed as part of the UP budget and equate to approximately 20% of the construction 
cost used as a credit for pole removal. 

Recommended Approach to Proceed 
Based on the information presented above and the previous City Council discussion, staff 
and the UPAC recommend proceeding as follows: 

• Start now with design of two areas:  
o Area 1A as a pilot project.  (benefits of pilot project discussed below) 
o Block X1A (fire risk exposure) 

Area 1A includes approximately 6096 linear feet of overhead wires and 55 poles; 
Area Block X1A includes approximately 10251 linear feet of overhead wires and 
69 poles. 

In both cases, the current recommendation is to proceed with the design 
only.  There is no commitment to proceed beyond design until after the designs 
are complete and the construction bids (SDG&E’s construction design estimate 
and Open Bids if city choses to perform the civil work for individual 20B projects, 
also known as municipal trench) for the respective designs can be evaluated, 
which is expected to be in 12-18 months, upon establishment of a council-
approved undergrounding district; otherwise, SDG&E designs cannot begin.  See 
Attachment F. 

If needed, both areas may be scaled into smaller projects (i.e., subsets or clusters 
of poles) for the purpose of design, construction or both in a phased approach 
based on available cash flow and SDG&E design resource availability. 

• Update the draft Project Delivery Plan to reflect the agreed upon approach to move 
forward, including the layout of the Blocks and the policy recommendations which 
have shaped the Project Delivery Plan.  The Project Delivery Plan will be an 
important roadmap moving forward since it documents the agreed upon approach 
comprehensively. 

• Work with SDG&E to confirm the final configuration of each of the areas identified 
above based on circuitry and other operational requirements for refined estimated 
cost and to advance to the required next step of establishing the districts.  
Establishment of the official districts will require a three-step public hearing and 
City Council approval per Del Mar Municipal Code. 

Key Points and Policy Recommendation Assumptions of Project Delivery Plan 
The UPAC has made a series of policy recommendations which have become key 
assumptions for the Project Delivery Plan and total estimated UP budget.  These 
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recommendations were reviewed with the City Council at the meeting on April 15.  The 
fundamental recommendation is for the City to embark on a long-term program to 
underground all overhead utility lines citywide.   A discussion of each is provided in 
Attachment B with a summary as follows: 

1) Prioritize neighborhoods or blocks for undergrounding according to the agreed 
upon guidelines developed by the UPAC, including Fire Critical and Non-Fire 
Critical Regions.  Lee & Ro (Consultant) proposed a layout for the 
undergrounding blocks based on location, circuitry, and efficiency, which was 
closely reviewed according to the criteria by the City and the UPAC (currently 
under review by SDG&E).   

2) Begin the overall UP with identified fire hazard risk exposure area X1A and by 
selecting Block 1A as the first project to test the concept, including logistics, 
costs, and community coordination and impact.  

3) Develop a subsequent rollout plan based on results of the first (pilot) area 
selected. 

4) The City will be responsible for and cover the cost of all undergrounding work 
within the City’s RoW when performed as part of the UP except for non-joint 
trenching for telecommunications companies.  Measure Q monies are not a 
legal option to pay for service laterals.  This simplifies management of 
construction significantly, resulting in administrative cost savings and faster 
process. 

5) Private property owners will be responsible for all work on their private property 
and the cost of the private lateral on their property, including the trench 
construction from their service panel to the service connection point (generally 
adjacent to the street).  If applicable, private property owners would also be 
responsible for the cost to upgrade service panels to meet current building 
codes.  This includes both financial responsibility and coordination 
responsibility for completing the necessary work. 

6) Compensation for earlier conversion projects by private neighborhoods is not 
recommended due to legal and practical reasons. 

Staff is seeking City Council’s approval of the recommended prioritization process, 
general boundaries/layout (subject to minor adjustments by SDG&E based on operational 
needs, circuitry and to maximize Rule 20B credits) and ranking of the undergrounding 
Blocks (subject to future adjustments by the City Council). 

Intended Lessons from the Pilot Project 
The UPAC has extensively discussed the concept of a pilot project as the first phase for 
moving forward and the many ways in which it would be beneficial.  Examples include 
opportunities to: 
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1) Provide unit cost validation information and test all other cost assumptions 
developed to date as part of developing the Project Delivery Plan.  Once the design 
is complete, following the public contracting laws and the City’s purchasing 
procedures, there will be a public bid process for construction.  It is anticipated 
SDG&E would also provide a cost if they were to perform the trenching 
construction.  Through the bid process, various construction companies will submit 
a bid to complete the necessary work. These bids as well as SDG&E’s costs 
proposal will allow the City to evaluate the actual market costs for undergrounding 
work. 

2) Develop and test the enhanced communication plan working with a smaller 
quantity of private property owners.  The goal is to provide a high level of customer 
service and assistance during the process to familiarize the property owners with 
the process, timing, and necessary resources for completing work on their private 
property; and 

3) Test assumptions used to develop the overall UP cost and schedule. 

Outcomes from Pilot Project 
If the City proceeds with a pilot project, it is important to consider what the potential 
outcomes and next steps would be: 

• If the cost outcome from the bid process is within the anticipated range, the next 
steps will be to move forward with construction for that area (anticipated to take 
approximately 18 months) and initiate the design for the next prioritized area 
(anticipated to take 12-18 months), also taking into consideration Measure Q cash 
flow and available funding. 

• If the cost outcome from the bid process is above the anticipated range, the City 
Council will be able to consider several alternatives: 

o Proceed with construction for the entire area understanding how that will affect 
the overall cost but, maintaining the commitment to citywide undergrounding. 

o Proceed with constructing a smaller portion of the pilot area and plan to fund 
the remaining portion as part of a future phase, still maintaining the commitment 
to citywide undergrounding. 

o Explore ways to share cost with private properties for work in RoW. There are 
multiple options to explore.   

One concern is that by going forward with the pilot program, will the City be providing the 
properties in the pilot area with a benefit that may not be realized in the future by other 
property owners if the costs come in too high and the City needs to revise its financial 
commitment to the program?  Staff believes that under most, if not all, potential outcomes 
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associated with moving forward with the UP based on higher costs, at a minimum, staff 
would recommend the City pay for and manage the design portion of future citywide 
undergrounding. 

As the City embarks upon design for a pilot project, it is important to note that there would 
be extensive dialogue with all affected property owners in the pilot area and work 
completed on their behalf on their service laterals in preparation for the RoW construction 
effort.  There would be enough time for private property owners to wait to complete their 
share of the conversion work until there is more clarity on next steps moving forward. 

Additionally, SDG&E had informed staff that their designs typically have a shelf life of 
approximately one year because of changes in technical standards and field conditions 
(see attached letter).  Generally, plans can be amended to make changes without starting 
from the beginning. To the extent that field conditions and standards don’t change the 
design plans would be good until such changes occur and then at that time amendments 
would be needed.  This is the same circumstances that we work under for our utility 
projects.   It is a good consideration for planning project phasing and timing to avoid 
design completion too long in advance of when the funds are available for construction.  
Otherwise, there may be engineering costs (and time) to refresh the design.

Project Timing
The design process for the first phase is expected to take approximately 12-18 months.  
Once the design process is complete, as contemplated by the pilot project concept, the 
design will go through the public construction bidding process to determine the cost for 
construction, which will take approximately three months.  SDG&E will also provide a bid 
for them to complete the trenching work.  The bid process includes compilation of the bid 
package, the advertising period, receipt of bids, review of the bids, returning to the City 
Council to reaffirm the course of action or to discuss alternatives, and if directed, 
proceeding with the award of a contract for construction. 

With that timeline, it is anticipated that construction could begin for the first phase area 
within approximately 21 months, though this timeframe may be several months longer for 
Block X1A, due to anticipated necessary environmental permitting and difficult site 
access. 

Financial Considerations for Phase One 
The UPAC discussed many scenarios related to UP financing at length. The UPAC 
recommends that private property owners should be responsible for all work on their 
private property and undergrounding of service laterals.  This includes both financial 
responsibility and coordination responsibility for completing the necessary work.  In turn, 
the City would be responsible for all work in the RoW since Measure Q monies are not a 
legal option to pay for service laterals. 

Whereas there are differing opinions between the Finance Committee and the UPAC on 
the concept of “pay as you go” (PAYGO) versus funding the UP with long-term financing 
to complete it faster, the unified consensus is that it makes sense to proceed now with a 
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pilot project and to then evaluate in 12-18 months once there is more actual data for some 
of the variables and there is more accurate construction cost information through the bid 
process for the phase one areas.  At that time, there will be more clarity on some of the 
assumptions (e.g., annual Measure Q revenue and estimated total UP cost).  Therefore, 
a recommendation on the long-term financing plan is not sought at this time, rather just 
financial authorization to proceed with the design for the phase one areas (e.g., 1A and 
X1A) and the enhanced communications plan implementation. 

The UPAC and SDG&E also made an alternative recommendation that if the City Council 
felt that the pilot area was too big or costly, it could be subdivided into smaller projects 
within the pilot area.  However, staff believes that there would be enough resources to 
undertake Area 1A without reducing its size. 

Cost to Proceed with Recommended Approach 
SDG&E has informed the City that the option of Applicant Design is not available under 
Rule 20B.  They have also informed the City that they will not require an engineering 
design fee/deposit until the design is complete (assuming that the City is committed to 
proceed with the work by issuing City Council Resolutions to that effect) which is 
anticipated to take approximately 12-18 months per project area.  If the City opts to not 
proceed with construction, SDG&E will expect that the City will pay the for the engineering 
design costs. 

Until the pilot project is designed and bid, the full cost to move forward with the 
recommended approach is very difficult to determine with high certainty. Considering the 
wide range of cost opinions among consultants and the UPAC, staff recommends that the 
City Council approve the estimated “fixed Costs” (Table 1) which covers project 
management, legal, technical consultant to review SDG&E designs and 
communication/public outreach efforts and the estimated design costs shown in Table 2 
under the column “20/21.UPAC’s recommended Blocks are estimated as follows:  

Table 1 (Fixed Costs)

Work 20/21 21/22 22/23 23/24 24/25 TOTAL 

Project 
Management, 

Legal, & 
Communication 

$360,000 $320,000 $325,000 $325,000 $325,000 $2,095,000

Table 2 (Site Specific Costs)

Block 20/21 21/22 22/23 23/24 24/25 TOTAL 

X1A $935,961 $1,247,948 $1,247,948 $1,507,937 $1,299,946 $6,239,739

1A $556,591 $742,122 $742,122 $896,730 $773,043 $3,710,609

1A + X1A $1,492,552 $1,990,070 $1,990,070 $2,404,667 $2,072,989 $9,950,348

Construction is assumed to begin in FY 2020-2021 following the design completion and 
that is also when payments to SDG&E become due.  The Project Team recommends 
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using PAYGO for now to fund these costs as sufficient cash is available as shown below 
under Fiscal Impact section. 

Communications Plan 
Recognizing that if the City Council takes action to proceed as recommended, there will 
be a lot of questions from the community and demand for information, both from the 
community at-large and the areas recommended for phase one. A communications plan 
has been developed by the Project Team that identifies the target audiences, planned 
messages, and communications tools to share detailed information on the overall 
envisioned process for moving forward and specific details for moving forward with the 
phase one areas.  Staff anticipates returning to the City Council multiple times to discuss 
this plan in more detail and next steps for implementation.

Next Steps 
If the City Council approves the recommended approach identified in this report, next 
steps to move forward will be as follows: 

• Revise the draft Project Delivery Plan to reflect the selected approach to proceed.  
This document will serve as a road map for the future. 

• Coordinate with SDG&E to finalize the layout and UP boundaries for the areas 
selected for phase one. 

• Establish each of the two areas recommended for phase one (e.g., Area 1A and 
Block X1A) as undergrounding districts as required by the Del Mar Municipal Code 
through a public hearing and adoption of a resolution. 

• Implement the communications plan and community outreach for the community 
at-large and property owners/residents in the priority project areas. 

• Work with UPAC to review the scope of work for the next phase of the UP and to 
evaluate options for program management and consulting services. 

• Perform a cost/benefit analysis for the long-term management of the UP i.e., using 
in-house staff, consultants or both. 

While design is underway, staff recommends that the UPAC continue working on a 
number of items associated with moving the UP forward, such as:  

• Evaluating Measure Q cash-flow available for construction and how that might 
drive phasing. 

• Exploring a possible contractor pre-qualification process to assist private property 
owners in identifying a contractor for the lateral work on their property. 
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• Studying mechanisms to provide financial assistance to private property owners 
who need it for work on their property (not using funds from the City). 

• Evaluating options for structuring the undergrounding program in order to leverage 
Measure Q funds if costs come in higher than anticipated and/or there is interest 
in moving the UP forward more quickly, while still working toward the overall end 
goal of undergrounding all utility poles.   

Conflict of Interest Recusal  
The California Fair Political Practices Commission has established requirements for 
determining conflict of interest.  Due to the geographic boundaries of the proposed 
undergrounding Blocks in relationship to Councilmember-owned properties, the City 
Attorney has opined that the City should proceed assuming that all Councilmembers are 
conflicted as to certain aspects of the UP (i.e., prioritization and designation of 
Blocks).  Therefore, all Councilmembers need to recuse themselves from voting on those 
matters based on the nature of the said issues.    

Furthermore, the City Council will need to randomly select three names in open session 
for today’s vote and all such votes going forward as required by law which practically 
means that a decision on topics like prioritization must be unanimous. The same subset 
of Councilmembers should make all future decisions regarding prioritizing and 
designating Blocks for undergrounding.  Once designated, all councilmembers who are 
not in or within 500 feet of a Block can participate in follow up actions so long as those 
actions do not involve reordering the Blocks.  This also means that the actions will often 
need to be split so that individual Councilmembers can recuse themselves from certain 
discussions and decisions as recommended by the City Attorney. 

FISCAL IMPACT: 
The Fiscal Years 2019-20 and 2020-21 Adopted Budget has allocated $1,376,320 and 
$6,629,200, respectively, for the Undergrounding Project.  The recommendation to 
proceed with phase one (Block X1a and 1A) requires the two year budget for 
Undergrounding to be adjusted to $440,000 in FY 2019-20 and $1,852,552 in FY 2020-
21.  This action will amend the Fiscal Years 2019-20 and FY 2020-21 Operating and 
Capital Budget as follows:  

DESCRIPTION FUND ACCOUNT # AMOUNT
FY 2019-20

Undergrounding Project Measure Q  02-7000-7001 ($936,320) 

FY 2020-21
Undergrounding Project Measure Q 02-7000-7001 ($4,776,640) 

Total Budget Decrease ($5,712,960)

The only financial commitment currently is for design and associated program 
management, communications, and technical consulting assistance during this phase.  
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The design cost will not be paid to SDG&E until the design is complete in FY 2020-21. 
However, it is important to note that the City will be expected to pay SDG&E for the design 
regardless of how the City decides to move forward in the future. 

Measure Q generates approximately $2.8 million per year.  Blocks X1A and 1A based on 
UPAC’s undergrounding costs projection is estimated to be just under $10 million.  If it 
takes 5 years to complete these two Blocks, the estimated amount is well within the $14 
million the City anticipates receiving in Measure Q funds.  

The following table reflects a cash flow for Measure Q funds based on the recommended 
appropriation for UP and the proposed changes associated with the Streetscape Segment 
1 Project. 

Measure Q Fund EXP BUDGET
Estimated Fund Balance 6/30/2019 ($580,903)
Estimated FY 2019-20 Revenues $2,853,180

 Streetscape $1,168,000
     Shores Park $293,410
     Undergrounding $440,000
Estimated FY 2019-20 Expenditures ($1,901,410)
Estimated Fund Balance 6/30/2020 $370,867
Estimated FY 2020-21 Revenues $2,935,350
     Shores Park $358,960
     Undergrounding $1,852,560
Estimated FY 2020-21 Expenditures $2,211,520
Estimated Fund Balance 6/30/2021 $1,094,704

NEXUS TO CITY COUNCIL GOALS AND PRIORITIES: 
The UP is a City Council high priority project. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: 
This item does not constitute a “project” under the California Environmental Quality Act, 
per the CEQA guideline definition. 

PRIOR CITY COUNCIL REVIEW: 
The City Council has discussed the UP several times, including most recently on April 15, 
2019. 

ATTACHMENTS: 
Attachment A - Citywide Undergrounding Map (with Priority Rankings) 
Attachment B – UPAC Key Policy Recommendations/Assumptions for Project Delivery 
Plan 
Attachment C – Explanation of Cal Fire Map 
Attachment D – SDG&E Wildfire Safety Information Sheet 
Attachment E - Fire Chief Letter of Opinion (Dated 06/11/19) 
Attachment F – SDG&E Letter 07/29/19 
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Undergrounding Project Advisory Committee 

Key Points and Policy Recommendation Assumptions of Project Delivery Plan 

Following is a list of recommendations initially developed by the Undergrounding Project 

Advisory Committee (UPAC), which are key underlying assumptions for the recommended 

Project Delivery Plan and estimated project budget.  These recommendations were reviewed and 

refined by the City Council at their meeting on April 15, 2019. 

• The City should remain committed to prioritizing and eventually undergrounding all 

overhead utilities.   

• The City should cover all costs in the public right-of-way and on City property, with the 

exception of the cost for non-joint trenching for the telecommunications utilities’ 

infrastructure. 

• Private property owners and other government agencies should cover all the costs 

associated with the undergrounding project that is on their property.   

• The City should limit expenditures on the UP to using Measure Q money and do the best the 

City can with those funds, even if it means the City cannot underground its entire jurisdiction 

as fast as the citizens wish, consistent with commitments to Shores Park and the Downtown 

Streetscape projects. 

Grouping Criteria 

• The guiding principles for developing the project area groupings, such as size, selection, 

defining projects, and prioritizing projects should be: 

• Use location, circuitry, and efficiency for grouping poles into discrete projects 

• Use available money for sizing projects 

• Separate 20A projects 

• Separate Fairgrounds and other government agencies as private service laterals 

• Separate San Dieguito Lagoon SDG&E Projects 

• Use Cal Fire maps to identify Fire Zone Areas 

• Density/Zoning 

Attachment B
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Prioritization Criteria  

(This topic has been updated since the April 15th discussion based on UPAC’s efforts following City 
Council direction to revisit the fire risk exposure topic.) 

UPAC has developed criteria for how conversion would be prioritized, which were presented to 

the City Council in October 2018 and April 2019.  Based on City Council’s feedback and further 

consideration with the Fire Chief, the recommended criteria have been further refined to be 

customer density (where fire hazard is not a primary concern) and/or fire safety.  Blocks were 

evaluated based on these criteria as follows: 

1. Customer Density = Meter Quantity / Pole Quantity (a measure of the services still 
connected to poles) 

2. Fire Safety = Meter Quantity (in fire zone) / Pole Quantity (in fire zone) 

3. Add results of (1) and (2) and Normalize for Ranking (where applicable) 

The Customer Density calculation is based on the number of meters with overhead service 

laterals that are directly connected to the poles in each Block.  A Block refers to a group of poles 

generally located in the same geographical location that have been identified as independent of 

each other based on logical termination points in the overhead circuitry, allowing each project to 

be constructed and energized independently.  These Blocks are also scale-able, in that they may 

be adjusted in size to be smaller or broken down into sub-blocks (i.e., projects) if necessary, based 

on funding needs and/or SDG&E’s circuitry and/or operational requirements and also to 

maximize Rule 20B credits. 

1. Project Priority 
UPAC’s updated recommendations regarding the undergrounding boundaries and prioritizations 

are as follows. 

A. Undergrounding Regions: 
Based on feedback from the Fire Chief about the fire hazard and how fires are ignited, 
spread, affected by terrain, topography, weather condition, and fuel availability, it is 
recommended to partition the entire City into two regions 1.  See attachment A of the 
Staff Report.   

1. Fire Critical Region – This is the area most susceptible to ignite and spread to other 
areas based on fuel, topography, and exposure to high wind conditions) where 
utility poles could be an exacerbating factor is the region within the canyon area 
off San Dieguito Drive/Oribia and along the upper Crest Road rim, tentatively 
labeled as Area X1A. 
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2. Non-Fire Critical Region – This is the remainder of the City where fire started in 
Fire Critical Region could spread to via embers that could be in any direction.  Use 
the current partitioning i.e., blocks for this region.  

B. Project Priorities 

1. Prioritize Non-Fire Critical Region solely based on Customer Density as defined 
previously.  

2. There is consensus among Project Team and Finance Committee to begin the 
simultaneous design process for areas X1A and the 1A (in coordination with 
SDG&E).  Working on area 1A gives valuable baseline information as the “pilot 
project.”  

Project Financing 

• Begin with designing and bidding pilot project to gain a better understanding of what the 
actual project costs will be. 

• Pay cash for design fees and consider borrowing only for construction costs.  Using short-
term bridge loans for smaller amounts may also be considered. 

Reimbursement for Past Privately-Funded Projects 

A key policy question is the topic of reimbursement for past undergrounding work funded by 
private property owners.  This topic has been vetted from both a legal perspective and an 
operational/practical perspective with the resulting conclusion that reimbursing private property 
owners for prior work completed is not a viable option.  From a legal standpoint, there are 
significant cautionary dynamics surrounding “gifts of public funds” in terms of understanding 
prior project costs (generally 10+ years ago).   

Similarly, from a practical standpoint, there would be significant complexity in trying to figure out 
a manner to reimburse private property owners for their investments more than ten years later.  
In the case where undergrounding work was completed through an assessment district, even if 
individual properties were not supportive at the time of formation, those districts were 
established based on voter approval within the affected areas in accordance with California law.  
The private property owners have since enjoyed the benefit of their private investment for utility 
undergrounding. 

These practical and legal dynamics, combined with limited Measure Q resources to fund the 
undergrounding project, led the Project Team to recommend not to reimburse for past work for 
privately-funded projects and assessment districts. 
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o With regard to reimbursement of work completed in the past by the private 
properties, there are substantial legal and practical issues related to reimbursing 
property owners who previously paid for undergrounding, having done so in the 
past with no expectation of reimbursement or obligation by the City to reimburse. 

o Reimbursement of any costs for private undergrounding work (i.e., for private 
laterals) is particularly problematic, as any payment for private lateral work – 
reimbursement or in the future – is for private benefit versus public benefit and 
the industry standard is that property owners are responsible for their lateral 
work. 

Privately-Designed Areas  
There are several areas of the City for which privately-funded designs have been prepared.  In 
evaluating the readiness of these projects to proceed and the cost estimates prepared for each 
of these areas, UPAC recommended not to proceed early with any of these projects because of 
the length of time necessary to get them ready for public bidding (which is only six less months 
than full design of a larger area) and because construction of the smaller areas would generally 
be much less cost-effective.  The Consultant’s conclusion (as of January 2019) is that all of them 
are essentially at the same stage of readiness and all of them need several months of additional 
work to be ready to begin the construction bidding process, including all the necessary work with 
the other utility companies.  Based on this assessment, the recommendation of UPAC was not to 
proceed with any of these five areas as stand-alone, independent projects.  However, two of 
them are located within the recommended larger pilot project Area 1A. 

Financing Scenarios 
The envisioned funding source for undergrounding of utility poles has been revenues from 
Measure Q, which is the additional one-cent general sales tax approved by Del Mar voters in 
November 2016.  That funding source generates approximately $2.7 million annually and was 
also envisioned to fund the Downtown Streetscape Segment 1 Project and implementation of 
the Shores Park Master Plan. 

As previously directed by the City Council, staff developed several financing scenarios based on 
various assumptions, which were discussed with UPAC, the UPAC Finance Subcommittee, and 
the Finance Committee.  These scenarios simulated different financing alternatives, such as 
“PAYGO” which stands for “Pay As You Go” (or cash), long-term financing, and a mix of short-
term and long-term financing, along with other scenarios such as the estimated cost for 
completion of the Shores Park Master Plan (modelling based on a cost of $13.5 million, which is 
an educated placeholder cost estimate). 

Under current conditions, bond financing is not an option for this project because that would 
necessitate a public vote to approve the bond.  However, shorter-term financing or leased asset 
financing (like the type of loan use for the Civic Center construction project) are potential options.   
Among the scenarios, the factors that vary based on the assumptions are 1) length of time to 
complete the project, and 2) total cost to complete the project.  There is an inverse correlation; 
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financing the total project and completing it in a shorter time period would be more expensive 
than taking longer to do the project and paying cash as it accumulates. 

All of the previously-considered scenarios showed that it is possible to fund the full cost to 
underground all utility poles using Measure Q revenues along with completing the 
redevelopment of Shores Park, both with long-term financing or PAYGO, with the variation 
yielding completion time frames ranging from 12 to 26 years, and costing in a range of $61 to $95 
million (including construction cost escalation and financing costs where applicable). 

As a next step, staff recommends that this topic be revisited by UPAC and the Finance Committee 
using the new citywide project cost range of $32-42 million and again as part of the decision 
process to move forward once the construction bids are received for the pilot project design. 
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July 29, 2019 

 

Scott Huth 

City Manager 

City of Del Mar 

1050 Camino Del Mar 

Del Mar, CA 92104 

 

Dear Mr. Huth: 

SUBJECT: Response to City of Del Mar’s question re undergrounding design expiration timelines 

It’s common business practice for SDG&E to collect an engineering fee in advance of designing an 

undergrounding project.  Once a project is finalized, the engineering fee would then be credited toward the 

cost of the overall undergrounding project.  For the City of Del Mar, SDG&E has agreed to not charge an 

upfront engineering fee, due to the City’s tax revenue obtained through Measure Q.   

As the market and industry continue to evolve, it’s important to address potential changes in costs for labor, 

materials and transportation.  Once an undergrounding project design is complete, SDG&E will create an 

estimate that includes labor, materials etc.  That estimate will then be valid for 90-days. If cost quotes are not 

negotiated within 90 days, an engineering fee will be due to SDG&E and the project cost estimate will expire.  

This practice protects SDG&E ratepayers from being unfairly burdened with design costs for unapproved 

projects and possible increases to labor and/or material costs.  It’s important to note the engineering fee 

could be credited to future cost quotes for the same project for up to one year, and the undergrounding 

design itself, in most cases, would not necessarily need to be redesigned. If a project does not receive 

municipal approval within a year, then the engineering fee will be retained by SDG&E, as non-refundable.  At 

this point, the participating parties would also be required to conduct another site walk of the project, to 

ensure changes to the infrastructure and surroundings have not occurred.  If there aren’t any notable 

changes observed, then the City may be able to utilize the prior design and merely get an updated project 

quote that incorporates current labor, material and transportation costs. 

Finally, the CPUC may require changes to industry safety standards that could impact future undergrounding 

projects.  While these changes don’t happen often, they could trigger a future change in design (i.e. a project 

quote expired, and a new CPUC safety standard was implemented in the meantime).   

We look forward to continuing our partnership with the City of Del Mar on the citywide undergrounding 

program.  Please let me know if you have any additional questions. 

Regards, 

 

Katie Scanlan 

Public Affairs Manager 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company 
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Item 18: Undergrounding Project
Recommended Actions to Proceed

August 5, 2019



Project Team

• Undergrounding Project Advisory Committee
• Three Subcommittees:

• Scheduling
• Finance
• Communications

• Lee & Ro

• SDG&E

• City Staff

• Input from Finance Committee



Presented Last Discussion – April 15, 2019

• Presented UPAC policy recommendations and draft project delivery plan

• Commitment to citywide undergrounding of all utility poles

• Prioritization criteria based on density and fire safety risk

• Ranking system

• Recommended:
• Only use Measure Q revenue for funding
• City pays for costs in public right-of-way
• Private properties pay for costs on private property



Purpose for Today

• Cost Review

• Geographic Area Prioritization based on Fire

• Recommended Approach to Move Forward

• Next Steps



Different Estimates for Total Project Cost

• Utility Specialists estimate (2016): $26 million

• Lee & Ro’s assessment (2019): $51.6 million

• Design

• All soft costs, including project management, legal,
communications, environmental

• Construction, including prevailing-wage

• Cost Escalation

• Contingency



In-Depth Review of Estimated Citywide Program Cost

• Key Drivers for Cost Variation:

• Scope of work (work on private property, Rule 20A,
lagoon, non-joint trenching)

• Estimated costs for project management and other
associated consulting costs

• Inclusion of contingency and construction cost
escalation



In-Depth Review of Estimated Citywide Program Cost

• UPAC conclusion: $32-42 million for core costs

• Conclusion – No need for third-party peer review

• Citywide - 69,000 linear feet

• $42 million for 69,000 LF = $609/LF



Recommended Block Layout – Presented 4/15

• Six Blocks and Area X

• Identified based on circuitry and
optimal size for efficiency

• Block 1 = 1A + 1B

• Red areas indicate 20A eligibility



Review of Geographic Area Prioritization based on Fire Risk

• Feedback from SDG&E

• Feedback from Fire Chief Stein:
• Terrain
• Topography
• Santa Ana Conditions

• Fuel Load
• Access for Fire Fighting

• Resulted = Area X1A



Area X1A

• Accessible off San Dieguito Drive, and
above along Crest Road and Avenida
Primavera

• Proximity to Crest Canyon

• Within CalFire Fire Risk Exposure Area

• Highest exposure to fuel sources



Amended Block Layout

• Fire Risk Area = Area X1A

• Remainder of City prioritized based on density (six
blocks)

• Blocks based on circuitry and optimal size for
efficiency

• Subject to professional feedback from SDG&E

• Red areas indicate eligibility for 20A funds



Revised Prioritization Criteria

• UPAC identified revised criteria for prioritization as:

• Fire Risk Area

• Non-Fire Risk Area (based on density)



Recommended Approach to Proceed

• Initiate design of two areas: Area X1A and Area 1A

• Area X1A – Fire Risk Area

• Area 1A – Pilot Project to gain most accurate cost info

• Opportunity to develop systems and good plan for
communications



Area X1A

• Accessible off San Dieguito Drive, and above
along Crest Road and Avenida Primavera

• Proximity to Crest Canyon

• 141 parcels, 69 poles - 10,251 LF overhead cable

• Within CalFire Fire Risk Exposure Area

• Highest exposure to fuel sources



Pilot Area 1A

• Top ranking based on prioritization criteria

• Extends from 4th/Del Mar Heights north to
11th Street, west of CDM

• 265 parcels, 55 poles to be removed
• 6,096 linear feet of overhead cable

• Mix of single-family, multi-family,
commercial, two public properties, and two
privately-funded designed areas



Recommended Approach to Proceed

• Proceed with design of Area
1A and Area X1A
• Design by SDG&E

• 12-18 months

• Bid process for construction

• Commitment at this time is for
soft costs during design
process and design



Cost Estimates for Areas 1A and X1A

Category FY 2019-2020 FY 2020-2021
FY 2021-22 to

FY 2024-25
Combined over 4 years

Total

Professional Services

Project Management,
Legal, Communication

$440,000 $360,000 $1,295,000 $2,095,000

Design and Construction

X1A $0 $935,361 $5,304,378 $6.239,739

1A $0 $556,591 $3,154,018 3,710,609

Total $440,000 $1,852,552 $8,457,796 $12,045,348



Cost Estimates for Areas 1A and X1A for FY 20 and FY 21

Category FY 2019-2020 FY 2020-2021

Professional Services

Project Management,
Legal, Communication

$440,000 $360,000

Design and Construction

Design of X1A $0 $935,361

Design of 1A $0 $556,591

Subtotal for Design $1,492,552

Total $440,000 $1,852,552



Measure Q Cash Flow

Measure Q Fund
Budgeted

Expenditures
Fund Balance

Estimated Measure Q Fund Balance as of 6/30/2019 ($580,903)

Estimated FY 2019-20 Measure Q Revenues $2,853,180

Streetscape $1,168,000

Shores Park $293,410

Undergrounding $440,000

Balance adjusted for Estimated FY 2019-20 Expenditures ($1,901,410)

Estimated Measure Q Fund Balance as of 6/30/2020 $370,867

Estimated FY 2020-21 Measure Q Revenues $2,935,350

Shores Park $358,960

Undergrounding $1,852,560

Balance adjusted for Estimated FY 2020-21 Expenditures ($2,211,520)

Estimated Measure Q Fund Balance as of 6/30/2021 $1,094,704



Timeline for Recommended Approach

Summer 2019

Form districts for:

Areas 1A, X, and
CDM Rule 20A

Contract for design

Public
Communications

Fall 2019

Proceed with
design work

(12-18 months)

Public
Communications

Late 2020/

Early 2021

Initiate public bid
process

Public
communications

Winter/Spring 2021

Evaluate
construction bids
for Areas 1A and
X1A

Determine how to
move forward

Initiate
construction

Fall 2022

Construction could
be complete for
Areas 1A and X1A

Designs could be
complete for next
areas



Next Steps Based on Recommendations

• Revise Project Delivery Plan to reflect approach

• Area 1A and Area X1A – Establish districts and begin design

• Work with SDG&E on Rule 20A Area

• Communication with the public and each area

• Additional topics for UPAC to work on



Communications Plan

• Public communications is critical
• Community At-Large

• Individual Phase One Areas

• Established a detailed plan with UPAC Communications
Subcommittee

• Will return to Council with more in-depth discussion



Topics for UPAC to Work On

• Team composition moving forward

• Financing tools and scenarios based on revised cost estimate

• Alternative options pending results of bid process

• Tools for private properties to fund private property work

• Possible contractor pre-qualification process



Concerns Heard about Recommended Approach

• What if it comes back too expensive?

• Possible sunk cost for design? Expiration for design?



Recommendations

1. Reaffirm commitment to Citywide undergrounding of all utility poles

2. Approve UPAC policy recommendations

3. Confirm recommended block layout and prioritization

4. Authorize moving forward with design of the two identified areas and
necessary initial funding for soft costs and design



Item 18: Undergrounding Project

2Questions and Discussion



May not be needed



Metrics on Blocks

Block ID as
Shown on Map

Layout

Estimated OH Cable
Length (feet)

No. of Poles to be
Removed

No. of Total
Properties

Including Taxable
Parcels within

Boundary
(Per SANDAG)

1A 6,096 55 265

1B 4,297 40 175

2 9,792 98 340

3 20,481 179 403

4 11,309 98 197

5 6,718 37 41

X1A 10,251 69 141

TOTAL 68,946 576 1562



Customer Density

Customer Density =

Number of Meters Served by
Overhead and At-Grade Transformers

within Block Boundary

Quantity of Poles within
Block Boundary



How does this all fit together?

Policy Considerations Financing Scenarios Project Delivery Plan

Prioritization & Ranking of Blocks

Development of Recommended Approach

Pilot Area 1A

• Form District

• Begin Design

Area X Rule 20A

• Form District

• Begin Design

• Form District

• Work with SDG&E
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From: majid kharrati <majidkh@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Sunday, August 04, 2019 10:28 PM

To: City Clerk Mail Box

Subject: Red Dot for Item 18 on the August 5 City Council agenda

Dear Del Mar City Clerk, 

We are happy and relieved that Del Mar is committed to under grounding of the City electric 
lines.  Due to the proximity of our neighborhood to Crest Canyon, and the safety issues related to 
potential of wild fire in the canyon, our neighborhood should be the first on the list  for the under 
grounding project. As Fire Chief Mike Stein has stated, the Crest Canyon neighborhood has the 
highest fire danger in Del Mar. 

The issue of easements was listed as a problem, making our area more expensive to underground. 
However San Dieguito drive is encumbered by a utility easement already. The majority of Oribia Road 
is a public roadway and does not require a separate utility easement.  We live in the portion of Oribia 
that is not public and would be happy to grant a utility easement at no fee to the City or SDG&E. We 
know that many of our neighbors would be happy to do the same. 

 We wanted to state  our position that we fully support having SDG&E do an undergrounding design 
for X1A.  

Sincerely 

Majid Kharrati & Sheri Babaki 
402 Oribi Road 
Del Mar CA 92014 
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From: Ann Williamson <ann.williamson@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, August 03, 2019 9:06 PM

To: City Clerk Mail Box

Subject: August 5 City Council Meeting Agenda Item 18

Dear Del Mar City Clerk Ashley Jones,

This is a Red Dot for Item 18 on the August 5 City Council agenda.

I am very pleased that Del Mar is committed to undergrounding for the City. I feel fortunate to live 
here.

As the Fire Chief Mike Stein has observed, the Crest Canyon neighborhood has the highest fire 
danger in Del Mar. For the purposes of fire safety, undergrounding in that neighborhood should be 
top priority. As a resident in the Canyon, I support undergrounding in our area, mostly due to fire 
considerations. 

The issue of easements was listed as a problem, making our area more expensive to underground. I 
believe SDG&E should already have easements to their own poles. If not, can we as residents grant 
them easements without any major expenses?

Also it was pointed out that ours is a more complex area than some in Del Mar. Can we identify the 
most dangerous poles and either underground those poles or ask SDG&E to put sensors on or near 
those poles? Of course undergrounding the entire neighborhood would be the best option, but if there 
are insufficient funds to do that soon, I would favor a reduced project in our area that would address 
at least part of the problem.

Again, I support having SDG&E do an undergrounding design for X1A.

Thank you very much.

---Ann Williamson
1352 Oribia Road
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From: Laura DeMarco <laurastanleydemarco@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Monday, August 05, 2019 8:43 AM 
To: David Druker <ddruker@delmar.ca.us>; Terry Gaasterland <tgaasterland@delmar.ca.us>; Dwight 
Worden <dworden@delmar.ca.us>; Ellie Haviland <ehaviland@delmar.ca.us>; Sherryl L. Parks 
<sparks@delmar.ca.us>; Scott Huth <shuth@delmar.ca.us>; City Clerk Mail Box 
<CityClerk@delmar.ca.us> 
Cc: Joel Holliday <jholliday@clpf.org>; Judd Halenza <judd@thejuddco.com>; Pamela Slater-Price 
<pcslater@me.com>; Hershell Price <hershell.price@gmail.com>; Ralph DeMarco 
<gobuck@pacbell.net>; alicewbrn@gmail.com; Ann Silber <john@thesilbers.com>; Sharon and Ivo 
Feierabend <feierabend.ivo@gmail.com>; Brian Fletcher <brian_fletcher@hotmail.com>; Gay Hugo-
Martinez <gay@hugom.com>; Gala Yayla <galayayla@yahoo.com> 
Subject: Item 18: Undergrounding prioritization 

 
Dear City Council Members and Staff, 

 

It was good to see that UPAC expanded the prioritization of the high fire danger area to include the rim of 

Crest Canyon.  

 

However, the adjacent heavily forested areas should be ranked much higher in priority than areas 1A, 1B, 

and 2 based on the following: 

 

1) Deep, forested and hard-to-access canyon areas such as those behind Serpentine and Hoska 

2) Heavily forested dead end roads such as the ends of Zuni, Rimini, Luzon and Gatun where there is only 

one way in or out  

3) Large stands of highly flammable Eucalyptus such as those on Forest Way  

4) High percentage of senior citizens with limited mobility  

5) Very narrow roads where a 10 foot wide fire engine would block the street from access by other fire 

engines and first responders in addition to blocking the escape route of fleeing residents in their cars 

 

All these areas have the same conditions that made the Crest Canyon area first priority:  very high fuel 

loads, difficult access and/or steep terrain. 
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In addition, it would not be advisable to underground the area 1A, which includes Shores Park and 

Winston School, until the Winston School redevelopment and Shores master planning process are 

complete.  

 

I have spoken with many long-term residents of the lower village and beach areas who are more 

concerned about undergrounding in the high fire danger of the hills than their own neighborhoods. They 

have friends in the hills and recognize not only the high fire danger but also the difficulty in defending 

the area because of all the trees, canyons, live power lines, narrow roads, older wood houses and the 

many senior citizens who reside there.   

 

As demonstrated by the Oakland Hills Fire tragedy, Del Mar's similar topography with heavily forested 

hills and winding narrow streets make this area extremely vulnerable. As one person who witnessed the 

Laguna Fire put it, "the hill is our line of defense for a spreading wildfire to the ocean." 

 

In summary, Del Mar residents primarily voted for Measure Q to fund undergrounding to reduce the 

high fire danger. Make this your first priority. 

 

Thanks for your consideration, 

 

Laura 
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From: majid kharrati <majidkh@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Monday, August 05, 2019 9:01 AM

To: City Clerk Mail Box

Subject: RE: Red Dot for Item 18 on the August 5 City Council agenda

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Madam, 

The address below should be 1402 Oribia and not 402 Oribia Road. Thank you 

Sincerely  

Majid kharrati  
Sent from my Mobile phone 

From: majid kharrati
Sent: Sunday, August 4, 2019 22:28 
To: cityclerk@delmar.ca.us
Subject: Red Dot for Item 18 on the August 5 City Council agenda 

Dear Del Mar City Clerk, 

We are happy and relieved that Del Mar is committed to under grounding of the City electric 
lines.  Due to the proximity of our neighborhood to Crest Canyon, and the safety issues related to 
potential of wild fire in the canyon, our neighborhood should be the first on the list  for the under 
grounding project. As Fire Chief Mike Stein has stated, the Crest Canyon neighborhood has the 
highest fire danger in Del Mar. 

The issue of easements was listed as a problem, making our area more expensive to underground. 
However San Dieguito drive is encumbered by a utility easement already. The majority of Oribia Road 
is a public roadway and does not require a separate utility easement.  We live in the portion of Oribia 
that is not public and would be happy to grant a utility easement at no fee to the City or SDG&E. We 
know that many of our neighbors would be happy to do the same. 

 We wanted to state  our position that we fully support having SDG&E do an undergrounding design 
for X1A.  

Sincerely 

Majid Kharrati & Sheri Babaki 
402 Oribia Road 
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Del Mar CA 92014 

7 August 5, 2019 Item 18



1

From: Kay Geiserman <kgeiserman@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, August 05, 2019 8:51 AM

To: City Clerk Mail Box

Subject: undergrounding

Dear City Clerk, 
I am in full support of the Del Mar City Council undergrounding project for  
Crest Canyon. I live at 1426  Oribia Rd. Del Mar and would be more than happy to grant a utility easement to 
the City or SDG&E at no fee.  
Thanking you in advance.  

--  
Kay Geiserman 
kgeiserman@gmail.com
561-289-3512
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From: calypso2347@gmail.com

Sent: Monday, August 05, 2019 9:33 AM

To: City Clerk Mail Box

Cc: majid kharrati

Subject: Re: Red Dot for Item 18 on the August 5 City Council agenda

Dear Del Mar City Clerk, 

I would like to write in support of Mr. Kharrati’s letter. His opinion on this matter mirrors my wife and I. It 
would seem the only issue in deciding where under-grounding should begin is fire risk, and all fire agencies 
would and do put Crest Canyon above all other priorities, such as density. A dense area with one tenth the risk 
of fire seems a poor strategy for Del Mar’s overall safety. As we all know, a fire in Crest Canyon puts many 
other properties on Crest Road, Avenida Primavera and Serpentine Drive at risk. From there, all of Del Mar is at 
risk. 

Sincerely  

Eric and Susan Clark 
1441 San Dieguito Drive 
619.742.1920 

On Aug 4, 2019, at 22:28, majid kharrati <majidkh@sbcglobal.net> wrote: 

Dear Del Mar City Clerk, 

We are happy and relieved that Del Mar is committed to under grounding of the City 
electric lines.  Due to the proximity of our neighborhood to Crest Canyon, and the safety 
issues related to potential of wild fire in the canyon, our neighborhood should be the first 
on the list  for the under grounding project. As Fire Chief Mike Stein has stated, the 
Crest Canyon neighborhood has the highest fire danger in Del Mar. 

The issue of easements was listed as a problem, making our area more expensive to 
underground. However San Dieguito drive is encumbered by a utility easement already. 
The majority of Oribia Road is a public roadway and does not require a separate utility 
easement.  We live in the portion of Oribia that is not public and would be happy to 
grant a utility easement at no fee to the City or SDG&E. We know that many of our 
neighbors would be happy to do the same. 

 We wanted to state  our position that we fully support having SDG&E do an 
undergrounding design for X1A.  

Sincerely 

Majid Kharrati & Sheri Babaki 
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402 Oribi Road 
Del Mar CA 92014 
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From: Robert J. Neborsky, MD <istdp@aol.com>

Sent: Monday, August 05, 2019 10:48 AM

To: City Clerk Mail Box

Subject: Red Dot

Dear City Clerk  

As an owner of a property on Oribia we need underground utilities asap to avoid afire hazard. Please pass this measure 

Sincerely,  

Robert J. Neborsky, MD 

1340 Oribia 
Del Mar, Ca 92014  

858-481-6717 
858-449-5000 Cell 
858-356- 5415 Skype 

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail message and all contents (including any attachments)  is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 
18 U.S.C. 2510-2521 and the HIPAA. It is confidential and may be legally privileged. The message and attachments are for the sole use of the 
intended recipient(s) and may contain proprietary, confidential, trade secret or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure, or 
distribution is prohibited and may be a violation of law. If you are not the intended recipient or a person responsible for delivering this message to 
an intended recipient, any disclosure, copy, distribution or issue of the contents of this message is prohibited.  Please contact the sender by reply 
email or by phone and destroy all copies of the original message immediately.
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From: amyacheshire@gmail.com

Sent: Monday, August 05, 2019 11:11 AM

To: City Clerk Mail Box

Subject: Red Dot Communication - Item 18 on today's City Council Agenda

Amy A. Cheshire 
1561 San Dieguito Drive 

Del Mar, CA  92014 
(619) 992-5293 cell 

amyacheshire@gmail.com

August 5, 2019 

To the Del Mar City Council: 

I am a homeowner and resident of Block X1A of the utility undergrounding 
map.  From the City Council Staff Report: “The UPAC and staff recommend this 
area to be the City’s top undergrounding priority.” 

I would like to encourage the City Council members to follow the recommendation 
of the UPAC and Del Mar Fire Chief Mike Stein and move forward with the 
undergrounding of the utilities in this zone as their top priority.  I believe that 
looking out for the safety of the city’s residents is one of the most important 
functions of our city council.  Reducing the fire hazard in the most dangerous fire 
zone in our community as soon as possible is, I think, the best way to improve the 
safety of our community. 

Sincerely, 

Amy A. Cheshire 
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From: Joel Holliday <jh@thehollidays.com>

Sent: Monday, August 05, 2019 11:14 AM

To: City Clerk Mail Box

Subject: Undergrounding Priorities-Red Dot for 8/5/19 Council Meeting

Council Members: 

I agree with the high prioritization of  the high fire danger sections of the City as outlined in Laura DeMarco’s red dot 
letter. 

Thanks for your consideration. 
Joel Holliday  
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From: wade walker <wadewalker555@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, August 05, 2019 12:08 PM

To: City Clerk Mail Box

Subject: Red Dot for Item 18 on the August 5 City Council agenda

Dear Del Mart City Clerk, 

I want to thank the Council for consideration of the Crest Canyon area for priority in the under grounding of  power 
poles.  Because there is only one road in, the neighborhood has been told that firefighters' defense of the area might be 
unavailable due to the risk of getting trapped.  Any Council action that reduces fire vulnerability is farsighted and most 
welcome.  I believe support for this project is widely shared by the canyon community. 

Wade and Becky Walker 
1440 Oribia Road 
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City of Del Mar 
Staff Report  

 
 

 

 
TO:  Honorable Mayor and City Council Members 
 
FROM: Mohsen Maali, Deputy Public Works Director  

Kristen M. Crane, Assistant City Manager 
  Via Scott W. Huth, City Manager    
   
DATE:  August 5, 2019  
 
SUBJECT: Red Dot: Correction to Item 18 - Undergrounding Project Policy Recommendations 

and Next Steps for Project Implementation 
 
 
Tables 1 and 2 on page nine of the staff report inadvertently omitted the column for Fiscal Year 
2019-20.  This correction includes the estimated costs for both FY 19/20 and FY 20/21 which 
UPAC and staff recommend that the City Council approve as part of this action as shown below: 
 

 Table 1 (Fixed Costs) 

Work 19/20 20/21 21/22 22/23 23/24 24/25 TOTAL 

Project Management, Legal, 

& Communication 
$440,000 $360,000 $320,000 $325,000 $325,000 $325,000 $2,095,000 

       
 

 Table 2 (Site Specific Costs) 

Block 19/20 20/21 21/22 22/23 23/24 24/25 TOTAL 

X1A $0 $935,961 $1,247,948 $1,247,948 $1,507,937 $1,299,946 $6,239,739 

1A $0 $556,591 $742,122 $742,122 $896,730 $773,043 $3,710,609 

1A + X1A $0 $1,492,552 $1,990,070 $1,990,070 $2,404,667 $2,072,989 $9,950,348 

 

The following new table provides a more detailed breakdown of the Site Specific costs for Block 
X1A and Area 1A identified above in Table 2: 
 

  Cost Element 19/20 20/21 21/22 22/23 23/24 24/25 TOTAL 

1A 6,096 Feet               

SDG&E Design/  
Engineering/ 
Construction 
Management 

  $556,591     $247,374 $123,687 

$927,652 

Construction     $742,122 $742,122     $1,484,243 

SDG&E Cabling 
& Pole Removal 

        $649,357 $649,357 
$1,298,713 

   $0 $556,591 $742,122 $742,122 $896,730 $773,043 $3,710,609  
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City Council Staff Report  
Item 18 - Undergrounding Project Policy Recommendations and Next Steps for Project Implementation  
August 5, 2019 

Page 2 of 2 
 
 

 
 

  Cost Element 19/20 20/21 21/22 22/23 23/24 24/25 TOTAL 

X1A 10,251 Feet               

SDG&E Design/ 
Engineering/ 
Construction 
Management 

  $935,961     $415,983 $207,991 

$1,559,935 

Construction     $1,247,948 $1,247,948     $2,495,896 

SDG&E Cabling 
& Pole Removal 

        $1,091,954 $1,091,954 
$2,183,909 

   $0 $935,961 $1,247,948 $1,247,948 $1,507,937 $1,299,946 $6,239,739 

 
At this point, staff is requesting that the City Council approve funding for FY 2019-20 ($440,000) 
and the anticipated cost for design of the two recommended areas ($1,492,552), which is 
anticipated to be paid to SDG&E during Fiscal Year 2020-21. 
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