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REGULAR MEETING of the Board of Directors of the 
Peninsula Clean Energy Authority (PCEA) 

Thursday, December 19, 2019 

Peninsula Clean Energy, 2075 Woodside Road, 
Redwood City, CA 94061 

6:30 p.m.  

Supplemental Agenda Packet items.  Please find attached: 

        Additional documents for Item No. 6: Review and Adopt Proposed Policy Principles for PG&E 
 Reorganization (Action) 

o Letter from Governor Newsom to PG&E
o Letter to CPUC Commissioners 
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December 13, 2019 

President Marybel Batjer  
Commissioner Martha Guzman Aceves 
Commissioner Liane M. Randolph  
Commissioner Clifford Rechtschaffen  
Commissioner Genevieve Shiroma  

California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue  
San Francisco, CA 94102  

RE: Offers by local government entities to acquire certain Pacific Gas and Electric 
(“PG&E”) distribution assets 

President Batjer and Commissioners: 

We write as Northern California local public entities seeking safe, reliable electric service at 
reasonable rates, and would like to highlight for the Commission the role local government 
acquisitions of PG&E’s facilities can play in achieving these essential goals.  In a recent letter to 
the Mayors and Boards of Supervisors of 22 cities and counties, President Batjer agreed that 
these same objectives are the Commission’s main long-term priority, and recognized the need for 
bold solutions to address these urgent issues. 

The Commission is currently considering two proposed plans of reorganization in its proceeding, 
I.19-09-016.  We all strongly support fair and adequate compensation of wildfire victims,
however, neither of the plans addresses the recurring systemic problems with PG&E’s corporate
structure and culture that have resulted in devastating wildfires, disastrous power shut-offs,
repeated bankruptcies, multiple felony convictions, escalating costs, and loss of public trust.
Bigger change is needed, and the Commission should be engaging stakeholders in proposals, like
ours, that move California in that direction.
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Each of our communities has recently made credible offers to acquire PG&E distribution assets 
in order to provide publicly owned utility service to our constituents (see attachment).  Local 
governments have the right to provide utility service and are well-equipped and properly 
incentivized to provide safe, reliable service to their communities.  The Governor himself has 
recognized the urgent need for better alternatives to PG&E and encouraged offers to PG&E in 
order to foster competition and different approaches to restructuring PG&E.1  As the 
Commission considers the fundamental changes that must be made to PG&E, the Commission 
should consider our proposals as part of the solution to resolve PG&E’s bankruptcy and begin 
improving utility service to customers.   
 
Why our communities are seeking to provide local publicly owned utility service 
 
Local entities are on the front lines in responding to investor owned utility failures.  In PG&E’s 
case, these failures include emergencies caused by explosions, fires, and power shutoffs, as well 
as longer term failures such as the consistent and large rate increases, slow progress in 
addressing climate change, and unresponsiveness to community needs and objectives.  Each of 
our communities has determined that acquiring PG&E’s facilities and assuming local electric 
distribution service is a viable and superior alternative to PG&E.  While our proposals differ in 
their details, we share a commitment to our local constituents that cannot be matched by PG&E.   
 
Benefits of local publicly owned utility service 
 
Publicly owned utility service has a long history in California.  Existing law provides a strong 
statutory framework for the formation and regulation of publicly owned utilities, and there are 
many examples throughout the State of successful formation, expansion, and operation of 
publicly owned utilities.   
 
Electric service provided by local governments focused on their jurisdictions results in safer, 
more affordable, and more reliable service for their constituents.  As public agencies, publicly 
owned utilities are structured to provide accountability and transparency to their local customers.  
Publicly owned utilities are subject to the Brown Act and other open meeting laws, as well as the 
Public Records Act.  These requirements ensure: (i) transparency in decision making, operations, 
and rates; and (ii) accountability to customers to provide safe, reliable, affordable service.  
Publicly owned utilities answer to their local communities, not to corporate boards, holding 
companies, or shareholders.  For this and other reasons, publicly owned utilities have better 
reliability than investor owned utilities.2   
 

                                                 
1 https://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/Governor-Newsom-PG-E-California-breakup- 
14538847.php (cites to statements made by California Governor Gavin Newsom about 
alternatives to PG&E. Governor Newsom encouraged San Francisco’s offer to PG&E and is 
quoted as stating, “I back more competition. … I am very specifically encouraging others to 
come into this space and to make some bids. We want to create a competitive space — and all of 
it with an eye on different approaches.”); https://medium.com/@CAgovernor/governor-gavin-
newsom-outlines-roadmap-for-wildfires-communities-and-utility-c9d886dee571 (Governor 
Newsom called for total and permanent transformation of PG&E’s culture and governance and 
said the state would step in if parties fail to achieve this transformation.) 
2 See Benefits of Public Power, pgs. 16-17, available at 
https://www.publicpower.org/system/files/documents/municipalization-
benefits_of_public_power.pdf (discussing POUs’ reliability).   
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In addition, publicly owned utilities provide rate affordability and stability.3  The incentives of 
publicly owned utilities are better aligned since their “shareholders” are the public they serve.  
Publicly owned utilities do not pay dividends or exorbitant management salaries and bonuses.  
They also have access to lower cost, tax-efficient financing.  These significant cost savings can 
be used to reduce rates and complete much-needed upgrades to PG&E’s electric distribution 
system.   
 
Publicly owned utilities also focus on policies that are in line with community priorities.  For 
example, many local communities have renewable energy and/or greenhouse gas emissions 
reductions goals that exceed State mandates.  These local efforts complement and support State 
initiatives, making these communities valuable partners in achieving the State’s ambitious 
climate goals.   
 
Further, publicly owned utilities provide support for jobs and economic development.  They rely 
on highly skilled union workforces and provide stable career opportunities.  Publicly owned 
utilities generally have a long and productive history of working with unionized workers because 
they are part of the communities they serve.  It is our intent to continue to build on that strong 
foundation. 
 
Our proposals benefit PG&E and its ratepayers 
 
The local publicly owned utility model could provide positive outcomes for both PG&E and its 
remaining customers, and would transition seamlessly into existing electric grid operations.  The 
size of PG&E’s service territory would be reduced along with its service obligations.  This alone 
would be beneficial as PG&E has repeatedly demonstrated that its service territory is too large 
and its service obligations too broad for PG&E to manage reliably, safely, and cost effectively.4  
Breaking up PG&E into smaller service territories would not “balkanize” the electric grid as 
some have claimed.  Distribution grids are by their nature local, each with distinct characteristics 
and needs.  Local governance and accountability is better positioned to plan for and implement 
modernization of these local distribution grids.  At PG&E, local grid maintenance and 
modernization needs compete for funding and attention with other priorities such as wildfire risk 
mitigation.  
 
Moreover, the California Independent System Operator (“CAISO”) operates most of the regional 
electric transmission grid in California and oversees the grid interconnections with all 
distribution providers within its area, including publicly owned utilities.  The CAISO and 
investor owned utilities already have in place tariffs and processes to provide for operational 
integrity of interconnected systems owned or managed by diverse entities.  This is an existing, 

                                                 
3 Id. at pgs. 20-21. 
4 See, e.g. http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M252/K547/252547055.PDF 
(questions asked by the California Public Utilities Commission in I. 15-08-019, pp. 11-12); 
https://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/Governor-Newsom-PG-E-California-breakup-
14538847.php# (“Newsom said at a conference in San Francisco Tuesday that California 
residents would benefit from PG&E breaking into smaller pieces.”); 
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/uploadedFiles/CPUC_Public_Website/Content/About_Us/Organization
/Commissioners/Michael_J._Picker/PresidentPickerCommentsonPGESafetyCultureandEnforcem
entTheory.pdf (“The question may not be whether PG&E is too big to fail, but instead, ‘is the 
company too big to succeed?’”). 
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well-established system and there is no reason to believe that CAISO could not continue to 
operate the grid in the same safe and reliable manner. 
 
In addition, our proposals would not burden other ratepayers, but would instead provide 
immediate, tangible benefits to PG&E in the form of additional cash that PG&E could put 
towards important, pressing uses, such as funding wildfire claims, stabilizing rates for PG&E’s 
remaining ratepayers, and reducing the need for PG&E to incur even more debt that could 
compromise PG&E’s ability to provide safe and reliable service to its customers.  Any gain on 
sale from these transactions could be allocated by the Commission to benefit ratepayers. 
 
Local governments have the right to provide electric service under Cal. Const. Art. XI, sec. 9.  
They also have the right to take property by eminent domain, under Art. I, sec. 19, if they choose 
to do so.  However, we believe that working collaboratively with the Commission, PG&E, and 
other parties, and completing our proposed transactions through the bankruptcy process would 
provide significant benefits to PG&E, its customers, and other stakeholders.  Our acquisition 
proposals can be implemented efficiently under existing law through PG&E’s ongoing 
bankruptcy case, and on a timeline consistent with the June 30, 2020 deadline for PG&E to exit 
bankruptcy and participate in the Wildfire Fund established by AB 1054.   
 
Our offers to PG&E are consistent with other proposals for public ownership of PG&E  
 
While local publicly owned utility service has a long and successful history, not all local 
governments have the ability or desire to provide such service.  Additionally, most publicly 
owned utilities will continue to receive transmission and gas service from PG&E.  This means 
that local publicly owned utility service is not the only means of addressing the challenge of 
comprehensively restructuring PG&E, and can be a complementary piece in a broader suite of 
solutions. 
 
Besides our offers to PG&E, at least two other specific proposals for replacing PG&E have also 
been raised publicly: (i) a larger publicly owned utility serving all of PG&E’s service area, and 
(ii) a customer owned utility or electric cooperative.5  Converting PG&E into a large public 
entity would have all the benefits discussed above.  A customer owned utility or cooperative, 
while not a public entity, would not have shareholders and could be required to operate with 
transparency and accountability that is lacking in investor owned utilities.  The specifics of a 
customer owned utility or electric cooperative would need to be developed, particularly its 
governance, regulation, and financing capability.   
 
Neither of these proposals would preclude, nor would they be inconsistent with, the formation or 
expansion of local publicly owned utilities.  But creating a new, service-territory-wide utility 
may take some time and extend beyond the existing bankruptcy timeline.  Our acquisition 
proposals can move forward quickly, provide cash to PG&E, and begin improving service to our 
customers immediately. 
 
As President Batjer acknowledged in her letter, California must have a future that is 
fundamentally different from the current circumstances of repeated catastrophic wildfires and 
continuing power shut-offs.  The only way to achieve that future is through true transformation 

                                                 
5 https://www.sfchronicle.com/politics/article/California-senator-Scott-Wiener-to-propose-
14829647.php; https://www.kqed.org/news/11784972/22-mayors-want-pge-to-become-a-
customer-owned-co-op 
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of electric utility service.  Resolving PG&E’s bankruptcy case through the types of plans 
currently under review would not transform PG&E into a company that is effectively managed to 
provide safe and reliable service at reasonable rates.  The Commission must do more to ensure 
adequate service in Northern California.  Our communities should be and are prepared to be a 
part of the Commission’s efforts to realize its vision for the future.     
 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
 
 
By:      /s/ Harlan L. Kelly, Jr. 

Harlan L. Kelly, Jr.,  
 General Manager 
 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
 

NEVADA IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
 
 
By:      /s/ Remleh Scherzinger 
 Remleh Scherzinger   
 General Manager   

 

 
SOUTH SAN JOAQUIN IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
 
 
By:      /s/ Peter M. Rietkirk 

Peter M. Rietkirk 
General Manager 

 
 

 
VALLEY CLEAN ENERGY  
 
 
By:      /s/ Mitch Sears 
 Mitch Sears   
 Interim General Manager  
 
 

 
 
cc: Service Lists I. 19-09-016, I. 15-08-019 
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SOUTH SAN JOAQUIN 
IRRIGATION DISTRICT 

 
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE       
Media Contact:  Peter Rietkerk, General Manager 
Office:  209-249-4645 
Cell:  209-679-8005 
www.ssjid.com  
 
September 3, 2019 
 

SSJID Renews $116M Offer to Acquire PG&E Assets 
 

MANTECA, Calif. -- The South San Joaquin Irrigation District (SSJID) has submitted an offer to buy electric assets 
from Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) in the utility company’s ongoing federal bankruptcy proceeding.   
 
The $116 million offer would provide additional cash to creditors and other claimants who expect to suffer 
losses in the PG&E bankruptcy.  SSJID’s offer is part of a new phase of the irrigation district’s 15-year effort to 
provide locally owned retail electric service.  SSJID’s renewed offer is similar to what the district proposed and 
PG&E rejected in 2016. SSJID has recently validated that the offer still represents fair market value for PG&E’s 
property. 
 
After PG&E rejected SSJID’s 2016 purchase offer, the irrigation district filed a court action to acquire PG&E’s 
local electric grid through exercise of SSJID’s eminent domain powers.  PG&E and SSJID currently have two active 
court cases that are in limbo due to PG&E’s bankruptcy. The court cases are just two examples of PG&E’s 
ongoing opposition to SSJID’s efforts.   
 
“Our offer creates a path toward resolving ongoing litigation between SSJID and PG&E, provides capital to 
support PG&E and help it fund payment of creditors and wildfire claims in the bankruptcy, and advances SSJID’s 
decades-long project,” said Peter Rietkerk, SSJID’s general manager. “We look forward to the opportunity to 
negotiate in good faith with PG&E and work with other claimants involved in the bankruptcy case.” 
 
Since 2004, SSJID has sought to provide safe and reliable retail electric service in a transparent, responsive and 
accountable manner, at a 15% cost savings over PG&E, to the approximately 40,000 electrical customers in and 
around the communities of Manteca, Ripon and Escalon.  Recently, these communities renewed their support 
for SSJID’s project in a joint letter to Gov. Gavin Newsom. 
 

#  #  # 
The South San Joaquin Irrigation District (SSJID) was established in 1909 and is headquartered in Manteca. SSJID provides 

agricultural irrigation water to about 56,000 acres surrounding Escalon, Ripon and Manteca, and wholesale drinking water to 

more than 193,000 residents in Manteca, Lathrop, Tracy and, in the future, Escalon.  SSJID, along with Oakdale Irrigation 
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District, owns and operates the Tri-Dam Project, a series of storage reservoirs and generation facilities that produce zero-

carbon hydropower in the Stanislaus River watershed. Learn more at www.ssjid.com.   
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