REGULAR MEETING of the Citizens Advisory Committee of the
Peninsula Clean Energy Authority (PCEA)
Thursday, January 9, 2020
Peninsula Clean Energy
2075 Woodside Road, Redwood City, CA 94061
6:30 p.m.
Meetings are accessible to people with disabilities. Individuals who need special assistance or
a disability-related modification or accommodation (including auxiliary aids or services) to
participate in this meeting, or who have a disability and wish to request an alternative format
for the agenda, meeting notice, agenda packet or other writings that may be distributed at the
meeting, should contact Anne Bartoletti, Board Clerk, at least 2 working days before the
meeting at abartoletti@peninsulacleanenergy.com. Notification in advance of the meeting will
enable the PCEA to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting and
the materials related to it. Attendees to this meeting are reminded that other attendees may be
sensitive to various chemical based products.
If you wish to speak to the Committee, please fill out a speaker’s slip located on the tables as
you enter the meeting room. If you have anything that you wish to be distributed to the
Committee and included in the official record, please hand it to a member of PCEA staff who
will distribute the information to the Committee members and other staff.
WELCOME
ROLL CALL
PUBLIC COMMENT
This item is reserved for persons wishing to address the Committee on any PCEA-related
matters that are as follows: 1) Not otherwise on this meeting agenda; 2) Chief Executive
Officer’s Staff Report on the Regular Agenda; 3) Committee Members’ Reports on the Regular
Agenda. Public comments on matters not listed above shall be heard at the time the matter is
called.
As with all public comment, members of the public who wish to address the Committee are
requested to complete a speaker’s slip and provide it to PCEA staff. Speakers are customarily
limited to two minutes, but an extension can be provided to you at the discretion of the
Committee Chair.
ACTION TO SET AGENDA AND APPROVE CONSENT AGENDA
This item is to set the final regular agenda and approve the consent agenda.
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REGULAR AGENDA
1. Chair Report (Discussion) (est. 5 min.)
2. Discussion on PG&E Restructuring Activities (Discussion) (est. 15 min)
3. Strategic Planning Discussion (Discussion) (est. 15 min)
4. Legislative and Regulatory Update (Discussion) (est. 15 min)
5. Outreach Update (Discussion) (est. 15 min)
6. Work Group Reports (Discussion) (est. 10 mins)
7. Formation of Ad Hoc Committees (Action) (est. 5 mins)
8. Upcoming Topics for Discussion (Discussion) (est. 5 min)
9. Committee Members' Reports (Discussion) (est. 5 min.)
CONSENT AGENDA
10. Approval of the Minutes for the December 5, 2019 Meeting (Action)
Public records that relate to any item on the open session agenda for a regular Committee
meeting are available for public inspection. Those records that are distributed less than 72
hours prior to the meeting are available for public inspection at the same time they are
distributed to all members, or a majority of the members of the Committee. The Board of
Directors has designated the Peninsula Clean Energy office, located at 2075 Woodside
Road, Redwood City, CA 94061, for the purpose of making those public records available for
inspection. The documents are also available on the PCEA’s Internet Website. The website
is located at: http://www.peninsulacleanenergy.com.
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PENINSULA CLEAN ENERGY
Citizen’s Advisory Committee Correspondence
DATE: January 3, 2020
COMMITTEE MEETING DATE: January 9, 2020
TO:

Citizens Advisory Committee

FROM:

Jan Pepper, Chief Executive Officer

SUBJECT:

Discussion on PG&E Restructuring Activities

BACKGROUND:
As background for the Citizen’s Advisory Committee, the following documents are
provided:
1. Memo from December 19, 2019 Peninsula Clean Energy Board of Directors
Meeting: “Review and Adopt Proposed Policy Principles for PG&E
Reorganization”
2. Proposed “Policy Principles for PG&E Reorganization” as modified at the
December 19, 2019 Peninsula Clean Energy Board of Directors Meeting
3. “Proposed Policy Principles for PG&E Reorganization” as discussed by the MCE
Board of Directors, November 2019
4. “Proposed Core Principles for Advocacy Relating to the Electric Transmission and
Distribution Grid” (As developed by the Sonoma Clean Power Board of Directors,
December 2019)
5. Letter from California Governor Gavin Newsom to the PG&E Chief Executive
Officer regarding the Draft Amended Plan of Reorganization, December 13, 2019
6. Letters from four entities to the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)
regarding “Offers to acquire certain Pacific Gas and Electric Distribution Assets”
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PENINSULA CLEAN ENERGY
JPA Board Correspondence
DATE:
COMMITTEE MEETING DATE:
SPECIAL NOTICE/HEARING:
VOTE REQUIRED:

December 12, 2019
December 19, 2019
None
Majority Present

TO:

Honorable Peninsula Clean Energy Authority Board of Directors

FROM:

Jan Pepper, Chief Executive Officer

SUBJECT:

Review and Adopt Proposed Policy Principles for PG&E
Reorganization (Action)

BACKGROUND:
At the November 21, 2019 Peninsula Clean Energy Board Meeting, Board members
were provided with a number of documents regarding a publicly-owned option for the
future of PG&E when it emerges from bankruptcy
(https://www.peninsulacleanenergy.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/Item-6-PGEBankruptcy-handout-packet.pdf). The Board asked staff to provide draft principles to
guide its discussion and development of PCE’s own publicly-owned option principles.
At the December 9, 2019 Executive Committee meeting, PCE staff presented the
Customer-Owned Utility Operating Principles, as distributed by San Jose Mayor Sam
Liccardo, along with suggested edits to those principles (shown as a redline draft and as
a clean copy in Attachment 1). The Executive Committee provided additional input,
which is reflected in the attached document as redline and highlighted in yellow. The
Executive Committee also reviewed the board policy principles adopted by Marin Clean
Energy (Attachment 2) and Sonoma Clean Power (Attachment 3) but did not feel the
need to incorporate any of the principles from those documents into that proposed to the
PCE Board today.
PCE staff recommends that the board adopt the proposed policy principles as edited by
PCE staff and the Executive Committee. These edits will be forwarded to Mayor Sam
Liccardo as PCE’s suggestions to strengthen the proposed policy principles.
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ATTACHMENT 1 (CLEAN)

CUSTOMER-OWNED UTILITY - OPERATING PRINCIPLES
Proposed Peninsula Clean Energy edits to “San Jose” Customer-Owned Utility Operating
Principles (dated December 6, 2019)
Additional Proposed Edits per the Peninsula Clean Energy board highlighted in yellow
(Dec 19, 2019)

The Customer-Owned Utility is fully committed to safety, reliability and
affordability for its customers. The Customer-Owned Utility will act to achieve
net zero emissions as quickly as possible.
Geographic Inclusion and Equity
•
•

The customer-owned utility will not seek to sever any geographic portion
of the current PG&E service area.
Governance and operations will prioritize ensuring that no disparate
negative impact is borne by any specific region, county, or city, as a
result of the transformation of the utility from investor-owned to
customer-owned.

Governing Board Responsibilities and Selection Process
•
•

•
•
•

•
•

The fiduciary duty of the Governing Board will be to the customerowners.
The Governing Board will support exploration of a capital structure
required to publicly own the assets, and to manage the financing and
existing liabilities.
Governing Board will assume ratemaking and capitalization
responsibilities in place of CPUC regulation.
Interim Governing Board nominees will be presented in the Bankruptcy
Process.
Selection of Governing Board members will be through a two-step
process, with a nominating committee patterned on the CAISO selection
process, vetting candidates for election.
Governing Board will oversee the management of the organization, hire
and/or retain senior management.
Organization charter will require board members to meet qualification
requirements, and consider representation from various stakeholders

and communities, of competence, independence, and specific skill sets
(e.g., utility expertise, safety, cyber-security, infrastructure,
management).
Labor and Workforce
•
•

The customer-owned utility will preserve existing PG&E labor contracts
and preserve the existing skilled workforce.
The customer-owned utility will commit to maintaining and growing a
skilled workforce that is focused on improving the safety and reliability of
the utility’s infrastructure, as well as improving customer service and
affordability.

Power Supply Procurement
•

•
•
•

•

•

Primary responsibility for power supply procurement in areas where
qualified Community Choice Aggregators (CCA’s) already procure
power will shift to those qualified CCAs, who will become the provider of
last resort (POLR) in their territory. “Qualified” CCAs will meet good
utility practices, including adopting risk management policies and
procedures, maintaining a bond rating, retaining adequate operating
reserves, and establishing limits on uses of ratepayer funds.
The customer-owned utility will proactively support and will not oppose
or hinder new CCA formation.
The customer-owned utility will serve the remaining customers whose
communities choose not to form a CCA.
The customer-owned utility will support options to reduce costs for all
ratepayers including options to reduce and stabilize, and eventually
phase out, the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) and other
non-bypassable utility charges. The customer-owned utility will support
State climate goals and be subject to all State requirements requiring
renewable energy procurement, energy efficiency initiatives, and
emission reductions as they relate currently to the investor-owned
utilities.
Existing contracts with independent power producers would be
maintained and respected. Subject to mutual agreement of the parties,
contracts will be renegotiated to benefit customers.
The customer-owned utility will support local efforts to administer and
implement public purpose programs such as energy efficiency and
renewable energy incentives programs funded through the public goods
charge.

Public Accountability
•

Notwithstanding “private” entity legal status, the customer-owned utility
will operate as though it were a public agency with regard to
transparency and accountability of decision-making. That includes:
o Adherence with applicable public record and open meeting rules,
including the Brown Act and Public Records Act.
o Prohibitions on organized political contributions.
o Outreach to underserved communities.
o Goals for supplier diversity including women, minority, disabled
veteran, and LGBTQ contracting and employment.
o Other important public policy objectives.

Rate and Credit Quality
•

•
•
•

•

•

•

The customer-owned utility will be committed to low-cost financing for
capital investments needed to maintain the grid, adhere to safety and
reliability standards, realize energy policy objectives, and improve
customer affordability.
By charter, the organization will be required to maintain investmentgrade credit quality.
The current balance of rate allocation between urban and rural
customers will be maintained.
The customer-owned utility will commit to ensuring continued rate
discounts for low-income residents (through the CARE program and
similar initiatives).
The customer-owned utility will continue to offer Net Energy Metering
(NEM) programs for customers with on-site generation. The customerowned utility will fully grandfather NEM rates for existing NEM
customers and any future changes to NEM will apply only prospectively
for new NEM installations.
As a not-for-profit, rates will not include any profit. Rates will be set to
maintain adequate reserves and all excess revenues will be reinvested
into maintaining the grid, adhering to safety and reliability standards,
and reducing customer costs.
The customer-owned utility will fully support the development of
distributed energy generation and storage by CCAs and other third
parties, including local micro-grids and community solar.

Safety and Response
•
•

•

The customer-owned utility will be subject to state agency standards
and oversight relating to health, safety, and wildfire protection.
The customer-owned utility will develop a transparent, prioritized capital
investment plan to address infrastructure needs of both the distribution
and transmission system to prevent wildfires, reduce, and ultimately
eliminate, Public Safety Power Shutoff (PSPS) events, and improve
overall system reliability.
Required PSPS events will be based on best practices, with a
transparent decision-making structure, emphasis on coordination with
local first responder and emergency service agencies, and high-quality
customer communication.
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Attachment 2
From MCE Board meeting discussion of November 21, 2019

Proposed Policy Principles for PG&E Reorganization
•

•

•

•

Safety Improvements
o Aggressive vegetation management practices must be implemented
immediately and verified on a biannual basis throughout the service area
o Biannual inspections of transmission system should be required
o Sectionalizing the grid should occur in order to limit the impact of PSPS
events
o Prioritizing the adoption of Distributed Energy Resources in partnership
with Community Choice Aggregators to minimize need for high-voltage
transmission lines
o Improve safety enforcement should be employed by public agencies
o PG&E should be split into affiliates and subsidiaries along functional and
geographic lines
o There should be a commitment to living wages and worker’s rights
Wildfire Liability Costs
o Consider potential pathway to limit inverse condemnation liability rules
for good actors
o Ensure grid repair and capital improvement costs are shared across all of
PG&E’s currently existing service area
o Ensure future fire liabilities for a period of ten years are shared across all
of PG&E’s currently existing service area
Public Control and Transparency
o PG&E should no longer function as an investor-owned utility and should
transition to a consumer-owned cooperative such as a mutual benefit
corporation. PG&E should be required to cooperate in the transition to
the new structure.
o Decision-making should occur primarily by elected or appointed officials
subject to Brown Act and Public Records Act rules
o Access to low cost of capital for public agencies should be leveraged for
grid improvements
Power Supply Procurement
o PG&E should exit the generation business
o Require the expeditious sale of PG&E’s generation assets to create cash
infusion and to avoid poor management of stranded assets
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ATTACHMENT 3
PROPOSED CORE PRINCIPLES FOR ADVOCACY RELATING TO THE ELECTRIC
TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION GRID (As developed by SCP Board, Dec 2019)
1. No region left behind
(a) Grid infrastructure repair costs should be shared equitably across all of PG&E’s
existing territory (e.g., through ongoing bill fees)
(b) Future fire liabilities shared across at least all of PG&E’s existing territory (e.g.,
through state insurance)
2. Refocus regulator on safety and rates
(a) Require CPUC to rebuild capacity to regulate safety (e.g., by hiring grid
engineers and first responders)
(b) Require CPUC to rebuild capacity to analyze and set investor-owned rates
(e.g., by hiring accountants and financial auditors)
(c) Ensure a significant majority of funding and staff at the CPUC are dedicated to
safety and rates (e.g., set a minimum threshold for funding and staff at 90% of
energy division budget and headcount) rather than the current focus on policy.
3. Financially capable of quickly repairing the grid
(a) Able to raise the billions of dollars needed to replace or repair large portions
of the transmission and distribution grid.
4. Maintain affordability
(a) Low cost of capital. (Typical national utility cost of equity is between 7 and 9%.
PG&E’s current cost of equity is 12% with a request to raise to 16%.)
(b) Remove profit motive OR structure to ensure a reasonable (e.g., 4% to 5%)
profit.
5. Financial and Operational Transparency
(a) Open book operation. All finances are 100% publicly disclosed. Budgeting
and Operational decisions around maintenance and capital investments
should be disclosed to the public.
(b) Full-time auditor team works inside accounting department of for-profit utility
with access to view all accounts and financial transactions.

6. Protect workers by preserving labor agreements and benefits
(a) Honor existing union contracts and pensions
7. Governance with strong public interest
DISCUSS: Given fiduciary responsibility of corporate boards chartered in
Delaware, this may be a difficult to achieve for any for-profit model. Consider
alternatives to this principle possibly relating to better public input and/or
performance-based returns on investment.
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PG&E's current plan is not feasible without access to the wildfire fund
established under AB 1054. PG&E's board of directors and management have a
responsibility to immediately develop a feasible plan. Anything else is
irresponsi e, a breach o fiduciary duties, and a clear violation of the public
trust.
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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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Letter to Commissioners regarding
local government entities’ offers to PG&E
December 13, 2019
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-breakup14538847.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-gavinnewsom-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/municipalizationbenefits_of_public_power.pdf (discussing POUs’ reliability).
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Letter to Commissioners regarding
local government entities’ offers to PG&E
December 13, 2019
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
4

Id. at pgs. 20-21.
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-breakup14538847.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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Letter to Commissioners regarding
local government entities’ offers to PG&E
December 13, 2019
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-propose14829647.php; https://www.kqed.org/news/11784972/22-mayors-want-pge-to-become-acustomer-owned-co-op
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Letter to Commissioners regarding
local government entities’ offers to PG&E
December 13, 2019
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

NEVADA IRRIGATION DISTRICT

By:

By:

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

/s/ Remleh Scherzinger
Remleh Scherzinger
General Manager

SOUTH SAN JOAQUIN IRRIGATION DISTRICT

VALLEY CLEAN ENERGY

By:

By:

/s/ Peter M. Rietkirk
Peter M. Rietkirk
General Manager

cc: Service Lists I. 19-09-016, I. 15-08-019
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/s/ Mitch Sears
Mitch Sears
Interim General Manager
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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

District, owns and operates the Tri-Dam Project, a series of storage reservoirs and generation facilities that produce zerocarbon hydropower in the Stanislaus River watershed. Learn more at www.ssjid.com.
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REGULAR MEETING of the Citizens Advisory Committee
of the Peninsula Clean Energy Authority (PCEA)
Thursday, December 5, 2019
MINUTES

CALL TO ORDER

2075 Woodside Road, Redwood City, CA 94061
6:30 p.m.

Meeting was called to order at 6:36 pm.
ROLL CALL
Present:

Desiree Thayer, Burlingame, Chair
Gladwyn D’Souza, Belmont, Vice Chair
Morgan Aitken-Young, Redwood City
Diane Bailey, Belmont
Steven Booker, Half Moon Bay
Allen Brown, Unincorporated San Mateo County
Michael Closson, Menlo Park
Janet Creech, Millbrae
Scott Harmon, Portola Valley
Walter Melville, San Bruno
Jason Mendelson, Redwood City

Absent:

Joe Fullerton, Half Moon Bay
Ray Larios, Burlingame
Janelle London, Menlo Park
James Ruigomez, San Bruno

Staff:

Kirsten Andrews-Schwind, Senior Manager of Community Relations
Shayna Barnes, Administrative Assistant
Anne Bartoletti, Board Clerk/Office Manager/Executive Assistant to the CEO
Siobhan Doherty, Director of Power Resources
Karen Janowski, Director of Marketing and Community Affairs
Phillip Kobernick, Programs Manager
Peter Levitt, Associate Manager of Distributed Energy Resources
David Silberman, General Counsel
Joseph Wiedman, Director of Legislative and Regulatory Affairs

Board
Members:

Jeff Aalfs, Board Chair

A quorum was established.

PUBLIC COMMENT
None.
ACTION TO SET THE AGENDA AND APPROVE CONSENT AGENDA
Motion Made / Seconded: D’Souza / Melville
Motion passed 11-0 (Absent: Fullerton, Larios, London, Ruigomez)
REGULAR AGENDA
1. Chair Report (Discussion)
Desiree Thayer, Chair, thanked the Reach Codes Work Group for their ongoing
efforts.
2. Outreach Update (Discussion)
Kirsten Andrews-Schwind, Senior Manager of Community Relations, reminded
members to spread the word about our electric vehicle discount program that ends
December 31st.
3. Legislative and Regulatory Update (Discussion)
Joseph Wiedman, Director of Legislative and Regulatory Affairs, provided an update
on PCE’s legislative and regulatory work. He gave a summary of SB-378 (Wiener) and
SB-597 (Hueso) and what their impact could be on CCAs.
4. Discussion on Distributed Generation and Resilience (Discussion)
Peter Levitt, Associate Manager of Distributed Energy Resources, gave an update on
the status of our resiliency strategy. He also solicited feedback from Committee
members about what they would like to see included in this strategy.
Committee members suggested educational materials like a home electrification
guide and a cost benefit analysis between a gas and electric generator.
Diane Bailey proposed that schools should be candidates for resiliency projects.
Michael Closson and Allen Brown emphasized that local generation should be a key
element of PCE’s resiliency efforts.
PUBLIC COMMENT
Drew, San Mateo County Resident
5. Presentation on EV Load Shaping (Discussion)

Phillip Kobernick, Programs Manager, explained how unmanaged EV charging can
result in customers unknowingly charging at times when there is most demand for
energy while managed charging could support PCE’s efforts to supply renewables on
a time-coincident basis. Phillip described how the FlexCharging app could have load
shaping potential within PCE’s territory and asked Committee members for
volunteers to assist in the testing of the app in a pilot project.
6. Strategic Planning Update (Discussion)
Kirsten Andrews-Schwind confirmed if Committee members had their phone
interviews with Gallagher Consulting. She also went over the timeline for the
strategic planning process and informed members that there will be a Strategic
Planning Board Retreat on January 11th from 8am-1pm.
7. Work Group Reports (Discussion)
Diane Bailey gave an update on the efforts of the Reach Code Work Group and
shared that 11 cities have adopted reach codes within the San Mateo and Santa
Clara County areas.
8. Formation of Ad Hoc Committees (Action)
No ad hoc committee was formed.
9. Upcoming Topics for Discussion (Discussion)
Committee members suggested agenda items for future meetings including a
discussion on fleet electrification, an update on pilot programs, a strategic planning
update, and a discussion of the proposed policy principles for PG&E’s
reorganization.
10. Committee Members’ Reports (Discussion)
None.
ADJOURNMENT
Meeting was adjourned at 8:40 pm.

