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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY1
2

1Q: Please describe SSJID.3

The South San Joaquin Irrigation District (“SSJID”) is a special district formed in May4 A:

1909 pursuant to the Wright-Bridgeford Act, the predecessor of the California Water Code,5

for the purpose of providing a reliable, economic source of irrigation water for the cities of 

Escalon, Ripon and Manteca, and portions of unincorporated San Joaquin County.2 SSJID

6

7

is currently an electric customer of Pacific Gas & Electric (“PG&E”) and the Modesto8

Irrigation District, and its service territory includes approximately 38,000 PG&E accounts.9

10

Q: What is SSJID’s interest in this proceeding?11

SSJID has filed an application with the San Joaquin Local Agency Formation CommissionA:12

announcing its plans to expand the scope of the services it provides to include retail electric13

service within its existing service territory. SSJID intends to do so by acquiring certain14

existing electric distribution facilities currently used by PG&E to provide service in the15

area and making additional investments in new infrastructure necessary to upgrade these16

facilities, increase system reliability, improve customer service, and bring down the long-17

term cost of retail electric service. SSJID decided to take such action only after evaluating18

the costs and potential benefits of providing electric service, and concluding that expanding19

the scope of the services it provides could provide significant net benefits to customers20

within its service territory. SSJID expects these benefits to include:21

i Please see Attachment A for witness qualifications and resume.
2 Special Districts in California are local units of government established by the residents of an area to provide a 
service not provided by a county or city. SSJID operates under the direction and control of its Board of Directors, 
the members of which are elected by, and ultimately answerable to, the voters in the district. SSJID currently 
provides irrigation services to 3,600 customer accounts within its service area; wholesale treated water to the cities 
of Tracy, Escalon, Manteca, and Lathrop; and through its ownership interest in hydroelectric generating facilities, 
wholesale electric service.
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• a 15% reduction in electric rates;

• improving the local economy;

• improving service quality and reliability;

• local accountability and responsibility for electric resource policies and 

practices; and

• a means to effectively distribute the economic benefits of SSJID’s ownership 

of certain hydroelectric generating facilities.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

In the Scoping Memo and Ruling of the Assigned Commissioner and Administrative Law 

Judge, the Commission indicated that this proceeding would address how local reliability 

capacity costs should be allocated among load-serving entities (“LSEs”) in light of the cost 

allocation mechanism (“CAM”) and whether the CAM should be modified at this time.3 

SSJID is concerned about the possibility that CAM costs, including local reliability 

capacity costs, could potentially be assigned to SSJID. Allocation of CAM costs to SSJID 

would be inappropriate, would have potentially significant anti-competitive effects, could 

affect SSJID’s ability to offer the same rate reductions to its customers as currently 

planned, and could diminish the local control benefits associated with municipalization.

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

Q: Does the testimony jointly filed by the Alliance for Retail Energy Markets (“AReM”),19

the Direct Access Customer Coalition (“DACC”), and the Marin Energy Authority20

(“MEA”) address these concerns?21

No, while I support the testimony of AReM, DACC, and MEA in favor of minimizing22 A:

CAM procurement, modifying the net capacity cost calculation, and establishing an LSE23

3 R.12-03-014, Scoping Memo and Ruling of the Assigned Commissioner and Administrative Law Judge at 6 (May 
17, 2012).
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opt-out mechanism,4 their testimony considers CAM issues from the perspective of direct1

access and Community Choice Aggregation (“CCA”). It does not address the particular2

circumstances of municipal departing load customers and neglects to identify the important3

distinction between publicly owned utility (“POU”) customers and direct access/CCA4

customers with respect to CAM cost allocation.5

6

7 Q: What is the purpose of your testimony?

This testimony is provided in response to testimonies filed by Southern California EdisonA:8

(“SCE”) and San Diego Gas & Electric (“SDG&E”). SSJID disagrees with SDG&E and9

SCE’s characterization of “benefiting customers” under the CAM. This testimony also10

touches upon issues raised in the testimony filed by AReM, DACC, and MEA.11

12

Q: Did you submit opening testimony in this proceeding?13

No. This is my first testimony in this proceeding.14 A:

15

16 Q: Please summarize your testimony.

My testimony is summarized as follows:17 A:

The Commission has previously exempted existing POU customers and municipal18

departing load, with the exception of large municipalizations, from CAM cost allocation.19

SSJID believes that its municipal departing load should not be classified as a large20

municipalization, as defined by the Commission, and that it should be exempt from CAM21

cost allocation as outlined in Decision (“D”) 08-09-012.22

4 R.12-03-014, Testimony of AReM, DACC, and MEA at 4-8 (June 25, 2012).
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The Commission has yet to make a determination of whether SSJID will be classified as a1

large municipalization, and as a result SSJID remains concerned about the appropriate2

treatment of large municipalizations with respect to CAM treatment.3

There are compelling reasons for exempting all POUs, including large municipalizations,4

from CAM cost allocation.5

California law does not require that POUs or municipal departing load of any size be6

included as “benefiting customers” for purposes of CAM cost allocation.7

POUs do not present the same capacity procurement risks as direct access or CCA load8

might present.9

Current and future POU customers may not be able to use the resource adequacy (“RA”)10

credits allocated under the CAM process and could be required to resell the credits in order11

to realize any benefit from the CAM program. If the POU could not use or resell the RA12

credits, the CAM charge would constitute a tax on municipal customers.13

While the Commission has proposed an alternate methodology for allocation of RA costs14

and benefits to large municipalizations, the methodology relies on an approximation of the15

value of the RA credit, which is currently impractical.16

The Commission should therefore exempt all existing and future POUs, including large17

municipalizations, from CAM responsibility.18

19

4
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ALL CURRENT AND FUTURE PUBLICLY OWNED UTILITIES SHOULD BE1

EXCLUDED FROM COST ALLOCATION MECHANISM RESPONSIBILITY2

3
4 Q: What is the CAM?

The CAM is a mechanism established by the Commission to assure construction ofA:5

adequate new capacity and to allocate the costs and benefits of the acquired capacity to all 

customers that benefit from capacity procurement.5 The CAM was established in D.06-07-

6

7

029 and later modified by D.07-09-044, D.08-09-012, D.l 1-05-005, and SB 695. Under8

the CAM, the costs of RA capacity are approximated and allocated to all “benefiting9

customers” along with the associated RA credits. The Commission originally determined10

that “[benefiting customers are defined as all bundled service customers, direct access11

customers and CCA customers. Benefiting customers are also other customers who are12

located within a utility distribution service territory, but take service from a local (POU)13

subsequent to the date the new generation goes into service.”6 The Commission later14

refined this definition to specifically exclude municipal departing load, with the exception 

of large municipalizations, from the class of benefiting customers.7

15

16

17

Q: How did the IOUs address the definition of “benefiting customers” in their prepared18

testimonies?19

In SDG&E’s prepared testimony the utility stated, “the Commission should find that 

benefitting parties are those parties that have load in the reliability area.”8 In SCE’s

A:20

21

prepared testimony Edison argued, “the cost to SCE of procuring the [local capacity22

5 D.06-07-029, mimeo at 4 and 7.
6 Id., mimeo at 26 (fn 21).
7 D.08-09-012, mimeo at 104 (Conclusion of Law 3 and 4).
8 R.12-03-014, Prepared Track 1 Testimony of San Diego Gas & Electric Company at 11 (June 25,2012).
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requirement (“LCR”)] resources should be equally and fairly allocated to all LSEs and 

non-jurisdictional POUs in the CAISO balancing area.”9 SCE went on to acknowledge that

1

2

“the Commission has no authority to order cost allocation to the non-jurisdictional3

mo and concluded that “the existing CAM should be used to recover the cost of thePOUs,4

new [local capacity requirements] from all benefiting customers, including bundled 

service, direct access, and CCA customers.”11 PG&E did not submit opening testimony in

5

6

this proceeding.7

8

Q: Do you agree with the IOUs’ characterization of benefiting customers?9

A: No. The definition of benefiting customers as all parties with load in the local reliability10

area would seem to include non-CPUC jurisdictional POUs that are already in operation, as11

well as municipal departing load of any size. As discussed below, POUs procure their own12

RA capacity and cannot be reasonably considered benefiting customers. In addition,13

allocation of costs to existing non-jurisdictional POUs is outside the authority of the14

Commission, as acknowledged by SCE, and is contrary to the definition of benefiting 

customers provided in D.06-07-029.12 Allocation of costs to small municipal departing 

load is also contrary to prior Commission judgment.13

15

16

17

18

9 R.12-03-014, Prepared Track 1 Testimony of Southern California Edison at 26 (June 25, 2012).

11 Id.
12 D.06-07-029, mimeo at 26.
13 D.08-09-012, mimeo at 104 (Conclusion of Law 3).

10 Id.
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Q: What is municipal departing load, and what has the Commission already determined1

with respect to municipal departing load responsibility for CAM charges?2

Municipal departing load is the load associated with bundled customers that transfer to3 A:

POU service, such as when a new POU is formed, and load that has never been served by4

an IOU but locates in an area that had previously been part of the IOUs service territory 

and is served by a POU.14

5

6

7

In D.08-09-012, the Commission expressly excluded municipal departing load, with the 

exception of “large municipalizations,” from CAM responsibility.15 Smaller municipal

8

9

departing load was excluded on the grounds that municipal departing load should not pay10

any charges related to new generation resources that were not procured on their behalf, and11

by definition, municipal departing load that is not considered a large municipalization has12

been accounted for in the IOUs’ long-term procurement plan (“LTPP”) departing load 

forecasts, and no resources have been procured on their behalf.16

13

14

15

16 Q: What are large municipalizations, and why are they treated differently?

A: The Commission has provided the following guidance regarding “large municipalizations:17

While there is no precise measure of what constitutes a “large municipalization,” in 
the context of this decision, we are defining “large municipalization” as any portion 
of an IOU’s service territory that has been taken control of or annexed by a POU 
where the amount of load departing the IOUs’ service territories due to the 
municipalization is of such a large magnitude that it cannot reasonably be assumed to 
have been reflected as part of the historical [municipal departing load] trends used in 
developing the adopted LTPP load forecasts.

18
19
20
21
22
23

1724
25

14 Id., mimeo at 2.
15 Id., mimeo at 104 (Conclusion of Law 3).

Id., mimeo at 104 (Conclusion of Law 1 and 3). 
Id., mimeo at 27.

16
17
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In a 2008 decision, the Commission evaluated how large municipalizations should be1

treated with respect to the CAM charge and concluded, "For departing loads of large2

municipalizations that are not reflected in the historical trends used in developing the3

adopted LTPP load forecasts, the IOUs should file an application requesting a Commission 

determination of the fair share of these customers for paying the [CAM charges]."18

4

5

Absent such an application it is unclear whether customers of a large municipalization6

would be determined responsible for any “fair share” of CAM charges.7

8

Q: Should SSJID be considered a large municipalization?9

No. The total load of SSJID’s service territory represents only a small fraction of PG&E’s10 A:

total service area load. According to recent data, SSJID is expected to have an average11

annual energy requirement of approximately 571,900 MWh. This amounts to only 0.67% 

of PG&E’s annual energy requirement.19 SSJID believes that the amount of load affected

12

13

by its municipalization plan is not so large that it cannot reasonably be assumed to have14

been reflected as part of the historical municipal departing load trend used in developing15

the adopted utility LTPP load forecasts and therefore should be considered exempt from16

CAM responsibility under D.08-09-012. However, the Commission has not made a final17

determination regarding this issue and SSJID remains concerned about the appropriate18

treatment of large municipalizations with respect to CAM responsibility.19

20

18 Id., mimeo at 104 (Conclusion of Law 4).
0.67% = 571,906 MWh SSJID load / 85,625,179 MWh PG&E load. Aspen Environmental Group. “Draft 

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report: South San Joaquin Irrigation District Plan to Provide Retail Electric 
Service, Sphere Plan, MSR, and Annexation.” State Clearinghouse No. 2005102018 at 3.13-2, 3.13-3, provided as 
Attachment B (November 2011).

19

8
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Q: Is there a statutory requirement for assigning CAM costs to large municipalizations?1

No. California Public Utilities Code Section 365.1 (c)(2)(A) (SB 695), which addressedA:2

the CAM, states:3

[T]he net capacity costs of those generation resources are allocated on a fully 
nonbypassable basis consistent with departing load provisions as determined by the 
commission, to all of the following:

(i) Bundled service customers of the electrical corporation.
(ii) Customers that purchase electricity through a direct transaction with other 
providers.
(iii) Customers of community choice aggregators.

4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11

In D.l 1-05-005 the Commission concluded that subsections i, ii and iii refer to bundled, 

direct access, and CCA, respectively.20 This is consistent with the subsequent paragraph of

12

13

this statute, which states that the capacity costs should be distributed in a manner that is14

fair and equitable to customers who “receive electric service from the electrical15

„2lcorporation, a community choice aggregator, or an electric service provider. The statute16

does not indicate that municipalizations of any size should be included as benefiting17

18 customers.

19

Q: Should large municipalizations be considered “benefiting customers” in the context of20

CAM treatment?21

No. In D.06-07-029, the Commission described the rationale for allowing the IOUs toA:22

share long-term capacity procurement costs with benefiting customers. Among the23

primary concerns were that direct access electric service providers (ESPs) operate with24

short-term commitments from customers and therefore do not have a business model that25

20 D.l 1-05-005, mimeo at 8.
21 California Public Utilities Code Section 365.1 (c)(2)(B).
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supports investment in long-term contracts.22 In addition, the Commission expressed1

concern that in the event of a capacity shortfall, an ESP may turn its customers back to the2

IOU and, in the short period of time between which the ESP shortfall is discovered and the3

capacity is needed, the IOU would be unable to procure additional capacity to meet4

demand.235

6

These arguments do not apply to existing POUs or to municipal departing load. A POU7

operates in a different manner from a direct access or CCA provider. POU operations are8

conducive to long-term contracts and are not subject to the customer-base uncertainty9

experienced by retail ESPs. As an example, in preparation for municipalization, SSJID has10

undergone extensive analysis and planning for procurement of reliable electric capacity11

over a thirty-year time frame. Once municipalization is approved, SSJID will be well12

positioned to procure long-term capacity on behalf of its customers, and SSJID fully13

intends to procure sufficient capacity to satisfy local RA requirements. In addition, in the14

hypothetical event of a capacity shortfall such as described in D.06-07-029, SSJID would15

bear the burden of the capacity shortfall itself and would not be able to turn its customers16

back to the IOU. It is therefore unnecessary and inappropriate for the IOUs to procure17

long-term capacity on behalf of existing or future POUs, and neither existing nor new POU18

customers should be considered among the class of “benefiting customers” responsible for19

CAM costs.20

21

22 Q: Would large municipalization customers benefit from RA credit allocation under the

22 D.06-07-029, mimeo atlO and 60 (Conclusion of Law 3).
23 Id., mimeo at 9.
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CAM?1

The Commission has previously determined that large municipalization customers would2 A:

not benefit from these credits. In D.08-09-012, the Commission acknowledged that prior3

adopted proposals “are not clear as to what [large municipalization] customers are4

supposed to do with their allocated RA credits.”24 The Commission also pointed out that5

“[tjhere is no direct use of RA credits” for these customers, that “IOUs are not to be6

procuring system reliability resources on behalf of POUs,” and that the customer would7

need to find “an LSE who has use for such credits” and resell the credits in order to realize8

any benefit.25 If the POU cannot use or resell the RA credits, the CAM charge becomes9

simply a tax, and potentially an unlawful tax, on POUs and municipal customers.10

11

12 Q: Has the Commission considered an alternate methodology for allocating RA benefits

to large municipalizations?13

Yes. The Commission found that the allocation and re-selling of RA credits by departed14 A:

customers would be burdensome and proposed an alternative methodology by which only15

the uneconomic costs of IOU RA capacity procurement would be borne by departed 

customers.26 The Commission proposed that the value of the RA credit be netted out of the

16

17

CAM charge allocated to large municipalizations. Per this methodology, “[t]he departing18

customer would be responsible for any uneconomic costs which in this case are represented19

by the total annual PPA cost, less energy auction revenues, less the value of the RA20

„27credit.21

24 D.08-09-012, mimeo at 83.
25 Id.
26 Id., mimeo at 83-84.
27 Id., mimeo at 83.
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Q: Is this an appropriate methodology for allocating RA costs and benefits to large1

municipalization customers?2

No. This methodology falls short in its attempt to approximate the “value of the RA3 A:

credit.” The Commission notes that this value “could be determined by analyzing the4

ongoing market transactions for such products.”28 This proposal ignores the fact that the5

entire rationale for the energy auction and/or proxy calculation methodology outlined in the6

CAM proposal is to approximate the value of RA credits. If it were possible to reliably7

approximate the value of RA capacity based on “ongoing market transactions for such8

products,” the CAM energy auction and/or proxy calculation process would be9

unnecessary. The proposal to determine the “uneconomic costs” of the IOUs’ RA credit10

procurement and to allocate those costs to large municipalizations is therefore impractical.11

12

Q: Are there any other issues with the allocation of RA costs and benefits to large13

municipalization customers?14

Yes. As described in the testimony of AReM, DACC and MEA, it is possible that theA:15

CAM charge derived from an energy auction or proxy calculation could result in a negative 

imputed value of RA capacity.29 If this were the case, in order to maintain bundled

16

17

customer indifference, the IOU would need to pass the residual CAM revenues on to the18

large municipalization customers. Since large municipalization customers would not be19

benefiting from the RA credits, the IOU would additionally need to compensate them at an20

appropriate rate for the RA credits that were procured on their behalf, but used by the IOU21

for RA compliance. As described above, approximation of such a rate for RA credits is22

28 Id., mimeo at 83 (fn 74).
29 Testimony of AReM, DACC, and MEA at 49.
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impractical at this time.1

2

Furthermore, as illustrated by the Commission’s proposal for assigning the uneconomic3

costs of RA capacity to large municipalization, under the CAM, the IOUs could procure4

capacity at above-market prices and then pass these above-market costs on to POUs and5

other load-serving entities. SSJID intends to procure its capacity at prices that are at or6

below market prices. Even if SSJID were able to use the RA credits, it would be unfair to7

force SSJID to procure RA capacity from PG&E at a higher price than it could procure8

from its preferred suppliers.9

10

Q: Should municipal departing load and existing POUs be excluded from CAM11

responsibility?12

Yes. As described above, California law requires that CAM responsibility be allocatedA:13

only to bundled, direct access, and CCA customers. The law does not require CAM14

allocation for municipal departing load of any size, and the Commission does not have the15

jurisdiction to levy charges on existing POUs. The concerns over long-term RA capacity16

procurement do not apply to municipal departing load and existing POUs. POUs have the17

appropriate resources and responsibilities for long-term procurement and cannot burden18

IOU customers in the event of a capacity shortfall. The Commission has acknowledged19

„30that “the IOUs are not to be procuring system reliability resources on behalf of POUs20

and the POUs have no use for the RA capacity credits allocated as “benefits” under the21

proposed CAM allocation mechanism. Imposing CAM RA capacity costs on POUs would22

also economically benefit IOU customers and disadvantage POUs and could thereby have23

30 D.08-09-012, mimeo at 83.
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potentially significant and unlawful anticompetitive effects.1

2

3 Q: Would excluding POU customers from CAM responsibility give these customers a

“free ride,” as SDG&E has alleged with respect to load-serving entities that opt out4

of the CAM?315

No. Since POUs procure their own RA capacity and are not relying on IOU procurement6 A:

even as a backstop measure, the “free ride” analogy does not apply. POUs pay for their7

own ride and are simply not interested in catching a ride from the IOUs.8

9

10 Q: Does this conclude your prepared reply testimony?

A:11 Yes.

31 Prepared Track 1 Testimony of San Diego Gas & Electric Company at 12.
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Statement of Qualifications and Resume of Jeffre y K. Shields
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STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS OF JEFFREY K. SHIELDS

1 Q: Please state your name and business address.

My name is Jeffrey K. Shields and my business address is 11011 East Highway 1202 A.

3 Manteca, CA 95336.

4 Q: By whom are you currently employed and in what capacity?

I am currently the General Manager of South San Joaquin Irrigation District (“SSJID” or5 A.

the “District”). As the General Manager, I am ultimately responsible for leading SSJID6

on all matters related to its business, including the operation and management of its water7

assets, the management of its hydroelectric generating facilities, the District’s electric8

accounts with Pacific Gas and Electric Company and the Modesto Irrigation District, and9

the District’s plan to provide retail electric service within its service territory. I also serve10

as Treasurer of the Board for The Utility Reform Network (“TURN”).11

12 Q: Briefly summarize your educational background and professional experience.

I have over 28 years experience involving municipal finance, formation of new public13 A.

power enterprises, utility management, development of new generation assets, and power14

marketing. Among my representative experience is serving as Chief Executive Officer15

and General Manager of Trinity County Public Utility District. In that capacity, I was16

responsible for all aspects of the utility’s operation including its power portfolio, load17

analysis, rate design, and Board Policy. Similar to my experience at Trinity, I have also18

served as Chief Executive Officer and General Manager of Emerald Public Utility19

District in Eugene, Oregon. While at Emerald, I had ultimate responsibility for all utility20

expansion projects, including several transmission and distribution line upgrades. My21

complete resume follows this Statement.22
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1 Q: Have you previously testified in front of the Commission?

Yes. I previously testified in PG&E’s 2007 GRC application proceeding and PG&E’s2 A.

2011 GRC application proceeding. I also testified before the Commission at the March3

17, 2010, Informational Hearing on Proposition 16.4
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Jeffrey K. Shields
11011 East Hwy 120, Manteca, CA 95336 
email: ishields@ssiid 
ph: 209.249.4645

.com

Experience

2004-Present South San Joaquin Irrigation District Manteca, CA 
Utility Systems Director
SSJID is owner of a series of hydro-electric generating plants and a sophisticated system 
of irrigation and domestic water delivery systems. My responsibilities include advising 
SSJID on options to utilize die output of their hydro plants, track energy matters on 
behalf of the District and pumas development of a retail electric distribution enterprise.

2003-2004 Utility Systems Associates, Me. Portland, OR 
Principal
Under contract with various clients, I have provided expert witness services, assisted 
municipal entities in formation of utility distribution operations, consulted on acquisition 
of corporate assets, served as intermediary for project financing and assisted in securing 
transmission for renewable energy projects.

Portland, OR2001-2003 UBS Warburg Energy, LLC 
Director, West Power Marketing 
Negotiate enabling documents (WSPP & EEI) to focilitate power marketing.

2000-2001 Enron North America 
Director, West Oripaation 
Responsible for asset acquisition and development and management of business 
relationships with consumer-owned utilities and Federal Power Marketing 
Administrations.

Portland, OR

1991-2000 Emerald People’s Utility District Eugene, OR 
General Manager/CEO
General Manager of an electric generation and distribution utility. Responsibilities 
included management of human resources, consumer and public relations, physical plant, 
finance, policy development and administration, expert witness and presentation of 
testimony before state and federal regulatory and governing authorities.
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1984-1990 Trinity Public Utility District Weaverville, CA
General Manager/CEO
Trinity PUD was formed in 1982 as a result of a ballot measure that I drafted and 
submitted to the voters of toe community of Weaverville, (Trinity County) California 
while 1 was Planning Director, to 1984 toe Board ofDirectors terminated toe 
management contract they had wife CP National and hired me as their first GM. 
Responsibilities included designing a new organizational structure and operating policies, 
to 1986 toe Board authorized me to assist Hayfork Valley in acquiring the assets of 
PG&E and form a new utility operated under a mutual aid agreement with Trinity PUD.

Weaverville, CA1979-1984 County of Trinity 
Director of Land Use Planning 
Executive Director of land use planning department for a rural Northern California 
County. Responsible for staffing, budgeting, policy development and administration. I 
also saved as Executive Officer of fee Local Agency Formation Commission which is 
responsible for assuring the efficient provision of essential public services between local 
governments such as water, wastewater, fire and other public safety organizations.

1978-1979 Eeo-Impact Consulting 
Sr. VP
Responsible for preparation of CEQA compliance documents for private development 
and local government projects in Northern California. I assisted in preparation of EIR’s 
and related documentation and made presentations before local regulatory agencies.

Dunsmuir, CA

Education

Associate of Science 
Shasta College, Redding, CA 
Course of Study: Biological Science

January 1975

March 1978
California State University at Humboldt, Areata CA 
School ofNatural Resources Management

Bachelor of Science

Professional Activities

Guest lecturer:
U.S. Air Force Academy, Senior Cadet Business Program 
California State University at Humboldt, Political Science 
Oregon State University, Fisheries management 
University ofOfogon, Environmental Law 

Board ofDirectors, American Samoa Power Authority 1996-2003
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1993- 2000
1994- 2000

Executive Board, Northwest Public Power Council 
Executive Board (Chairman), Northwest Energy Coalition 
Board of Directors, California Special Districts Risk 

Management Authority 
Board ofDireetors, Utility Energy Forum 
Executive Board, Transmission Agency ofNorthem California

Military

U.S. Air Force Honorable Discharge July 1968-July 1972

Recognitions
American Public Power Association Hobart Award
Northwest Energy Coalition Headwaters Award
California Public/Private Joint Venture Council: Best and Brightest Award
Northwest Steelheaders Association: Life Member Award
Rotary International Foundation: Paul Harris Fellowship
Trinity County Legal Secretaries Association: Boss of the Year 1989
Oregon Business Magazine: Emerald PUD “#1 Work Place in Oregon, 2000”

1983-1987
1994-2000
1986-1989

332J«03flC5674Zv!

SB GT&S 0581312



Attachment B
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SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service, 
Sphere Plan, MSR, and Annexation 

3.13 Energy Conservation

3.13 Energy Conservation 

Overview of Impacts
The analytical approach taken by this Subsequent EIR is described in Section 3.0 (Introduction to Environ 
mental Analysis). The following section provides a description of energy resources and energy conserva 
tion as they pertain to the SSJID area and services. An analysis of cumulative impacts from other past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable projects is included in Section 5 (Cumulative Impacts) of this Subse 
quent EIR.

The 2006 Final EIR for the plan to provide retail electric service did not include analysis of energy use. In 
late December 2009, the California Natural Resources Agency adopted certain amendments to the State 
CEQA Guidelines for reviewing the environmental impacts of energy use. These amendments became 
effective in mid March 2010, and became requirements for most agencies to follow roughly 120 days 
later. (See CEQA Guidelines, §15007, subd. (d).) In light of these amendments, this section describes how 
the proposed project would not cause any adverse impact due to inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy.

This table summarizes the impacts to energy resources for each of the four actions evaluated in this EIR.
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SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service, 
Sphere Plan, MSR, and Annexation 
3.13 Energy Conservation
*

unnecessary Consumption fif Energy (see Public Resources Code Section 21100(b)(3)). According to Appen 
dix f fif the State CEQA Guidelines, the goal fif Conserving Energy frnplies the fi/ise Snd Efficient fise fif * 
energy Including: fl) decreasing fiverall ger Capita Snergy Consumption; (2) decreasing feliance fin fiat 
ural gas Snd fiil; Snd (3) Increasing teliance fin tenewable Snergy Sources. Some Sspects t>f the Snergy * 
use Snalysis Sre limited fey the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15145), fi/hich Sllows the lead Sgency to find * 
that Certain Impacts friay Be too Speculative for Evaluation. *

* *

* *

Baseline Energy Consumption

Currently (2011) Che Sverage Snnual Energy fequirement fh the SSJID territory Is Spproximately 571,900 * 
megawatt fidtirs (IVIWh) 6f Electricity.1 PG&E Snd ID generate Snd/or purchase Electricity to fineet the * 
demand ih the SSJID territory, future (2040) Sverage Snnual Energy demand Scross Sll Customer Classes * 
within the SOI Is projected to Increase to Sbout 1,006,000 iVlWh fMSR Table 4 5,^011). This forecast 6f * 
projected Energy demand Is likely to fiver grEdict demand Somewhat Based fin California Energy Com 
mission fCEC) historic data Snd forecasts. As Such, the tVISR provides S Conservatively high forecast 6f * 
future Energy demand Because fnore Existing Snd ftew Customers E/ould fise Energy Conservation fools * 
(e.g., home/business Energy fnanagement Systems) Snd Some Customers fnay Install fin Siffe Electricity * 
generation technologies fe.g., distributed generation tising Solar, tvind, Br fnethane digestion, fir geo 
thermal Beat pumps). *

* *

* *

Table 3.13 1 Shows the Electrical Energy demand ih the 3SJID territory. *

Table 3.13 1. Baseline and Projected Population and Energy Demand inside SSJID Boundary

Projected
Population

Energy Demand 
in SSJID (MWh)

Overall Per Capita Demand 
(MWh/person)Year

2011 102,998 571,906 5.55
2015 113,117 618,098 5.46
2020 127,358 681,174 5.35
2025 143,393 750,751 5.24
2030 161,446 827,502 5.13
2035 181,772 912,171 5.02
2040 204,657 1,005,578 4.91
Source: Sphere Plan/MSR, Table 3-2 and Table 4-5 (2011). 
Note: Estimates include all customer classes.

Table 3.13 2 Shows the Baseline Electricity Consumption rh San Joaquin County, ft Slso Shows the gropor 
tion fif TG&E's total that ts Consumed fi/ithin the County. San Joaquin County fepresents fine Si^th to * 
one fifth fif PG&E's Sgricultural demand. Industrial demand Slso 1s disproportionately high; fnining Snd * 
construction Consumption ft felatively Ibw. Each residential household ih 3an Joaquin County fises Sbout * 
650 to TOO KWh ger fnonth, fin Sverage, Based fin the fesidential Consumption fri Table 3.13 2 Snd the * 
U.S. Census Bureau identification Sf 207,667 households rh the County (2005 2009; CIS Census, 2011). *

* *

* The Baseline Electricity demand fh the SSJID territory Cannot Be determined flvith Certainty Because the data ft * 
maintained By PG&E. *

*

3.13 2*Draft Subsequent EIR * November 2011
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SSJID Plan tb Provide Retail Electric Service, * 
Sphere Plan, MSR, Snd Annexation * 

3.13 Energy Conservation *
*

Table 3.13 2.*£lectricity Consumption Wi San Jbaquin County fMWh) *

Percent of PG&E Sales

2006 2007 2008Sector 2006 2007 2008 2009
Agricultural & Water Pump 870,121 887,766 909,905 21.6% 16.9% 16.0%
Commercial Building 1,685,607 1,654,622 1,627,277 5.5% 5.3% 5.2%
Commercial Other 253,099 271,284 267,592 6.2% 6.3% 5.7%
Industry 934,096 982,927 983,203 7.6% 8.2% 8.3%
Mining & Construction 44,454 50,064 38,509 2.4% 2.4% 1.8%
Residential 1,694,343 1,693,239 1,735,552 1,732,374 5.5% 5.5% 5.5%
Streetlight 28,049 28,763 29,128 6.3% 6.4% 6.3%
2009 Report: Non-Residential 3,731,461 6.3% 6.4% 6.3%

Total San Joaquin Canty 
Usage (M\A/h)

5,509,768 5,568,666 5,591,165 5,463,835 6.5% 6.5% 6.3%

Source: CBS, 2010a; CBS, 2011. Note: Sector detail not reported for 2009.

Table 5.13 3 Shows the Baseline Electricity Consumption for fhe Entire PG&E territory.2 While demand fose * 
over fhe 2006 fo 2008 period, Rhore fecent data filed fh PG&E's 2011 General Rate Case finder Consider 
ation By fhe California Public Utilities Commission {CPUC dockets for A.09 1? 62*0 Snd A.10 0? 6f4) fndi 
cate fhat Consumption declined fh 2009. *

* *
* *

Table 3.13 3.*£lectricity Consumption fh Entire PG&E Territory fMWh) *

Sector 2006 2007 2008 2009
Agricultural & Water Pump 4,029,580 5,240,695 5,685,737 5,820,641
Commercial Building 30,642,666 31,458,952 31,579,782 30,596,611
Commercial Other 4,098,340 4,335,763 4,697,334 4,431,287
Industry 12,313,866 11,933,823 11,816,005 10,629,273
Mining & Construction 1,863,310 2,099,845 2,158,907 2,149,269
Residential 30,822,780 30,797,140 31,727,296 31,535,580
Streetlight 443,740 447,085 458,769 462,519
Total PG&E Usage (Mi/Vh) 84,214,282 86,313,302 88,123,830 85,625,179

Source: CBS, 2011.

SSJID Estimates geak power demand for fhe Eustomers ft proposes fo Serve fh fts ferritory Snd fh Sreas * 
served try the facilities Extending Eutside the SSJID territory to be 172 MW, A/ith potential growth to * 
432 P/IW By 2040. These Estimates A/e re Based Bn fhe population Snd Eustomer demand growing Slong * 
with growth fh fhe freak demand fo filan for Sdequate Engineering frf the proposed SSJID System fMSR * 
Table 4 6,T2011). Table 3.13 4 Summarizes fhe Current Snd forecasted geak geriod demand data for fhe * 
SSJID territory. *

2 * Note that this Includes both bundled Snd direct Sccess Sales, A/hich differs from the bundled ftrfly deliveries * 
shown Elsewhere fh this 6IR {Section 3.12, Greenhouse Gas Emissions). Direct Sccess Shows Certain ferge, hon 
residential Customers fo Choose Sn Slternative Electric Supplier to feplace the Supplier provided By fhe fitility. * 
PG&E rS Snly Responsible for rbeeting Renewable Energy goals for its Bundled Customers. *

* *

*

3.13 3 *November 2011 * Draft Subsequent EIR *
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*

Table 3.13 4.*Projected Peak Power Demand fMW) By Substation * *

Clough
Ripon Jack Tone (MID)

Stockton Total SSJID
Year Population Manteca p D) (MW)
2010 105,319 94.8 27.0 25.6 23.5 1.3 172.2
2015 118,579 110.5 31.4 29.8 27.4 1.5 200.6
2020 133,508 128.8 36.7 34.7 31.9 1.8 233.9
2025 150,316 150.6 42.7 40.5 37.2 2.1 273.1
2030 169,241 175.1 49.8 47.2 43.3 2.4 317.8
2035 190,122 204.1 58.1 55.0 50.5 2.8 370.5
2040 214,539 238.0 67.7 64.2 58.9 3.3 432.1
Source: Sphere Ran/MSR, Table 4-6 (2011).

Baseline Reliance 6n Fossil Fuels *

Electricity delivered tb the SSJID territory & generated by 3 rhix Sf fossil, ftuclear, Snd Renewable Sources, * 
and transportation fuels Snd fiatural gas Sre ftearly Completely derived from fossil fuels. tJsers Ef Elec 
tricity Snd transportation fuels have few bptions for fnanaging hr “Controlling their feliance hn fossil * 
fuels, generally limited to Improving Energy Efficiency t>r fri Some Cases Self generating Electricity from * 
renewable fesources. The fuel fnix Ef the PG&E Electricity Supply Is fnore particularly described fh Sec 
tion 3.12, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. *

* *

* *

Baseline Reliance 6n Renewable Energy Sources *

The fuel fnix Ef the PG&E Electricity Supply Is described fh Section S.12, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. As * 
noted fh Section S.12, PG&E has S fequirement fo Schieve S 20% fenewable portfolio Standard (BPS) by * 
2010 finder Public (Utilities Code fPUC) Section 25740, but ft finly feceived 14.1% from ^qualifying fenew 
able" fesources fh 2009 Snd Sbout 18% fh 2010 (PG&E, 2010b; CPUC, 2010a; PG&E, 2011). One third fif * 
the fenewable Energy 1s from Various biomass fesources.3 PG&E feceives Eround 13% Ef fts Electricity * 
from ferge hydropower (larger than 30 R/IW), A/hich Cannot be Counted Cowards Che RPS by PG&E. PG&E * 
projects fneeting fts 20% RPS target Some time fh 2011; the Sctual date 1s held Is Confidential fPG&E, * 
2011). *

* *

SSJID generates Sbout 320,000 ft/IWh fif Electricity Snnually for Che Wholesale fharket through fts hydro 
electric facilities. SSJID bwns portions Ef hydroelectric facilities St the three dams (Tulloch, Beardsley, * 
and Donnells) Snd gower projects Comprising Che Tri BSm Project, St Che Sand Bar facility Swned By Che * 
Tri BSm Power Authority, Snd St Woodward Reservoir. SSJID Slso Swns Snd generates Sbout 3,000 ft/IWh * 
annually St the Robert O. Schulz Solar farm to Supply gower to the flick C. BeGroot Water Treatment * 
Plant. (Hydroelectric gower generated by Che Tri DSm Project ft Currently Cold By SSJID ihto Che Northern * 
California gower fharkets Chrough 3 Contract Ci/ith Shell Energy North America. SSJID's Bwnership fif gene 
ration fricludes 8 ft/IW Sf “"qualifying fenewable" Small hydro ElEctric Sssets (Woodward Reservoir), Snd 3 * 
50 gercent bwnership fh Snother 120 f/IW Ef hon tafbon hydroelectric generation, Ef f/hich 48 f/IW ft * 
"qualifying fenewable" “gower ^portions Ef the Tri DSm Project Snd the Sand Bar facility). The “gower * 
from Che Woodward Snd Sand Bar facilities ft Currently (2011) Cold Exclusively Co PG&E. Table 3.13 5 Cum 
marizes the fenewable generation Capacity Swned By SSJID. *

* *

* *

* *

3 * To Qualify Ss Eligible for California's BPS, S generation facility fnust tise S designated fenewable fesource dr * 
fuel, Ss fh the Overall Renewable Energy Program Guidebook fCEC Publication # EEC 300 2007 003 ED2 CMF, * 
adopted December 19, 2007). *

*

3.i3 n*Draft Subsequent £IR * November 2011 *
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Table 3.13 S.^SSJID Electricity generation *

Average Annual
Generation Capacity Energy Generation

(MWh)

SSJID Ownership of 
Average Annual 

Generation (MWh)Generation Facility (MW)
Tri-Dam Project 102 486,000 234,000
Sand Bar Project 18 114,000 57,000
Woodward Reservoir 8 20,000 20,000
Robert O. Schulz Solar Farm 1.4 3,000 3,000

Total Generation 129.4 623,000 323,000
Source: Sphere Ran/MSR, Table44 (2011).

Baseline Customer Energy Management Programs *

California has Bnandated Snd Implemented Sggressive Energy fisfe deduction programs for Electricity Snd * 
other fesources. The CPUC Snd CEC plan Snd Oversee these programs. The California tong Term Energy * 
Efficiency Strategic Plan feflects the goals Set for PG&E, Snd the CPUC fias Issued S Series Of decisions * 
and resolutions tb r'fnplementfhe Plan. *

Demand Response Programs *

PG&E Currently Offers programs for Customers to feduce their peak Snd Base period demands for Elec 
tricity. PG&E's demand fesponse programs Encourage Commercial Snd Industrial Customers to partici 
pate Both through tariffed fates fe.g., Schedule £ BIT - Base fhterruptible Program) Snd through directly * 
managed (bad Interruption programs, fn Sddition, PG&E tuns 3n Sir Conditioning Cycling program for fes 
idential Snd Small Commercial Customers. Also, PG&E Is Implementing peak day pricing fPDP) to Encour 
age feduced demand from 3II Customers Sn the dozen days per fear fi/ith the highest Expected total Sys 
tern bad. finally, PG&E Sllows third pSfrty Sggregators to pool Customers So that those Customers Can * 
qualify for Certain Incentives from PG&E. A detailed Sverview 6f the Baseline programs Currently Svailable * 
to PG&E's Customers rS fh Appendix P 6f this EIR (tee Appendix P 1,PG&E's Demand Response Programs). *

* *
* *

* *
* *
* *

Energy Efficiency Snd Conservation Programs *

PG&E Currently hnanages S E/ide Srray 6f Energy Efficiency programs that Customers E/ithin the SSJID Ser 
vice territory Can Sccess fsee Appendix P Of this EIR). The programs Can Be Separated fey targeted Cus 
tomer groups fer Epplications. The tPUC fri Decision 09 09=047 Edopted S Budget fef $1,928 Billion for * 
PG&E fo Spend Bver three ^ears, 2009 fo 2011. Gf that, $417 hnillion it Sllocated to tow Income Energy * 
Efficiency. A detailed Overview Of the Baseline programs Currently Svailable to PG&E's Customers fs fri * 
Appendix P Sf this EIR (tee Appendix P 2,*PG&E Energy Efficiency Snd Demand Response Programs). *

PG&E Slso Implemented 3 tariffed program (=AG fCE) fo Convert diesel Sgricultural pump Engines fo Elec 
tricity Over S two gdar period Beginning fn =2007, Ending th 2008. While the program Converted Over * 
1,700 Engines Scross PG&E's Service territory (Geis, 2010), the CPUC Sdopted 3 Cap 6f 100 Engines E/ithin * 
SSJID's Boundaries But 6f 3 population Of 420 Eligible Engines County E/?de fin CPUC Decision 65 06l=0f6 * 
at Conclusion Sf taw 11). *

* *
* *

* *

SSJID's Existing Energy Management Programs *

SSJID's past Snd Existing Efforts for fostering fise 6f fenewable fesources Snd Increasing Energy Efficiency * 
occur fn Conjunction twith PG&E's programs. Additionally, SSJID Implements A/ater Conservation pro * *

*

3.13 5 *November 2011 * Draft Subsequent EIR *
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grams that promote physical frnprovements for Customers, A/ater fineasurement, Snd frrigation fhanage 
ment practices, A/hich Enhance fhe Control Snd Efficient fise 6f Surface hater (SSJID, 2011). Efficient flis 
tribution Af Surface A/ater to Agricultural tustomers Improves the Availability t>f A/ater for Ather Ases, * 
reducing fhe Seed for Energy fhfensive hater transfers Sr groundwater pumping. *

SSJID's past Snd Sxisting Snergy finanagement Sfforts rhclude (p. 1 l!?Sf SSJID, 2009a): *

* SSJID Contracted A/ith tathrop Irrigation District f'LlD") to Assist fh fhe Establishment &f A fetail Elec 
trie distribution Enterprise for fhe River ftlands development, finder fhe terms Sf 3 Mutual Aid Agree 
ment, SSJID A/ill Assist 1h Services that tID A/ould heed fri Erder to Assume ^utility fesponsibility" for * 
the provision Sf Electric Service fh fhe tID Service Area. tID feceived Authorization from fhe tAFCo fo * 
offer fetail Electric Service rh January 2005. *

* SSJID Developed A demand fesponse program ’Within the “City t>f “Manteca fn “Cooperation “With “BPL * 
Global, Ctd. Known 3s Easy Green, this program Sffers Customers fhe Spportunity fo feduce fheir peak * 
electric fisage. The program installed Controls fh the Somes Sf rhore than 1,650 Customers Snd Bas the * 
potential fo feduce peak Electrical fisage during periods Sf demand By 3s rhuch 3s 2 MW. *

* SSJID fhstalled 3 1.4 MW Solar generation facility fo Sffset demand 3t its Water Treatment Plant. *

* SSJID ft Expanding fhe Electric generation Capacity St its Tulloch hydroelectric Project, fh Cooperation * 
with Oakdale frrigation District. The Addition Sf 3 third generation finit A/ill Add An Additional T.5 MW * 
of Qualifying fehewable Capacity. *

* *
* *

* *
* *

Comparison 6f SSJID's Proposed Public Purpose Programs With PG&E's Baseline Programs *

The proposed fetail Electric Service plan fhcludes SSJID Allocating funds from Its fetail Electric fevenues * 
to Implement Energy fnanagement programs fhat A/ould Be Comparable fo fhose Effered By Bther pub 
licly Bwned fitilities 1h the Area. SSJID has hot fet proposed Specific fneasures, Including fneasures for * 
industrial And Agricultural tustomers, linkages to State fifh programs Such As todes And Standards, Br * 
measures fo Stimulate technology fhnovation Snd diffusion. Therefore, 3t this time, 3 direct Comparison * 
of proposed SSJID Snd Current PG&E programs Cannot Be rhade. *

SSJID A/ould Be fequired fo provide Public Purpose Programs funded through A public goods Charge fo * 
reduce Energy tisage fimprove Efficiency), promote Clean Energy, And provide tow Income Assistance. * 
SSJID proposes to focus the programs An focal Customers' preferences. The “Specific programs “A/ould * 
need fo Be Adopted rh future Actions By the SSJID Board Sf Directors following 3 feview Sf the Appropriate 
ness, Cost Effectiveness, Snd Sther implications Sf fhe Sptions. Based Sn 3 feview Sf program Sfferings from * 
other ftearby publicly Swned Electric fitilities, SSJID Anticipates Bffering fhe types Sf programs Shown fn * 
Table 3.13 6 Based Sn fhe Project Description, rh Section 2, Table 2 f Sf this EIR (SSJID, 2009a). *

* *

* *

Table 3.13 S.^SJID's Proposed Public Purpose Programs *

Customer Class Anticipated Types of Programs
Residential * Energy Audits

* Rebates for installation of energy efficiency measures and solar
* Refrigerator recycling program
* CFL (compact fluorescent light bulb) rebate
* New Construction Rebate
* Energy Savings Kits for school children
* Education Specialist for outreach to schools and community groups

*

3.13 6*Draft Subsequent EIR * November 2011 *
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Table 3.13 6."SSJID's Proposed Public Purpose Programs *

Customer Class Anticipated Types of Programs
Lew Incorre / Custorrer Qscounts * V\featherization: for low-income qualified customers

* Levelized bill payment plans - allows a customer to pay the same amount each month
* Rate Discount

Commercial * Meter Manager
* Online Energy Management Tool
* Custom Rebates and technical support for investment in energy efficiency equipment
* Refrigeration and lighting Rebates
* Regional partnership with cities, housing agencies and other entities with an interest in 

building efficiency and clean energy generation.
Source: SSJID, 2009a (p. 6-3).

Baseline Electricity Rates *

All Cither factors field Equal, higher Electricity Cates Will lead Co tower Consumption per Customer. flow 
ever, there f$ Cio Widespread Agreement Bn the finagnitude fior timing Sf these Cesponses. Customers Are * 
least fesponsive to the hear term Because they Bave fewer Sptions tor Changing their Energy Consumption. * 
However, Ever time, Customers Can Choose toore Energy Efficient Appliances And Ether devices. *

Each Cetail Electric Service provider Sets fts Electricity fates depending tin, Among Cither Considerations, S * 
given Customer's tisage, the type fclass) t>f Customer, baseline Allowances, And Seasonal Schedules, And * 
these fates Change Cver time As the Costs Cf Supplying Electricity Change. SSJID proposes to teduce the * 
average fate paid By fts Customers Compared to PG&E's Current fates fSSJID, 5009a). The fnagnitude &f * 
the fate Seduction Would Be determined St 3 feter date, But providing S 15% Seduction Would Be Consis 
tent With the differences between California's Investor Ev&ned btilities And California's publicly Cwned * 
utilities. PG&E has the fewest Sverage fetail price Ef California's three fnajor Investor Ev&ned fitilities St * 
13.62 Cents per RWh ih 2009; PG&E's Average price fe greater than the Average Setail price Sf California's * 
publicly bwned btilities At 11.69 Cents per AWh tn 5009 fUS tIA, 5011). t>G&E's Average price ts Also * 
greater than that Sf MID St 11.87 Cents per RWh to 2009 ftlS CIA, 2011). *

Table *3.13 f Shows The Average Alectricity prices And typical tnonthly bills Tor fesidential Customers * 
served toy The Two toxisting Tetail tolectric "utilities In The "SSJID Territory. "Over The "year, Tesidential * 
customers to San toaquin County Consume 3n Average Ef Between 650 to TOO RWh per finonth. Summer * 
use tor Customers With Beavy Sir Cctoditioning toads A typically St toast 20% greater than Winter fise, But * 
some Customers Belying Sn Electric Baseboard Beating toay Bave Bigher Winter fise. *

* *

* *

Table 3.13 5 ."Current Electricity Prices And Typical Monthly Bills for Residential Customers * *

PG&E
Simmer

PG&E
Winter

MID MID
Monthly Residential Usage Simmer Winter

$76 $98 $113 $96600 mn
$120 $144 $140 $1187501mi
$198 $229 $185 $1561000 kiMi
$369 $400 $276 $2311500 MJh

$0.1362 per mn $0.1187 per mnAverage Retail Price (all customer classes)

Source: PG&E Rate Schedule E-1, effective June 20,2011; MID Rate Schedule D, effective January 1,2011; US EIA, 2011. 
Note: Average retail price is for all customer classes.

*
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3.13.1.2 Applicable Regulations Snd Policies *

State CEQA Guidelines. On December 31, 2009, the California Natural Resources Agency Sdopted Certain * 
amendments to the State CEQA "Guidelines to Change tiow public Agencies teview the "Environmental * 
impacts 6f greenhouse gas Emissions (GHG) Snd Energy fise. These Smendments, Which Were Spproved * 
by the Office Sf Administrative taw 8n February 16, 2010, Became Effective Bn March 18, 2010, Snd Became * 
mandatory for fnost public Sgencies Spproximately 120 flays fater (“see CEQA Guidelines, §15007, Subd. * 
(d)(2)). The topic 6f GHG fs Sddressed fh Section 3.12 6f this EIR. Section S.12 Slso provides S fliscussion * 
on the Effects Sf the project Sn Snergy fesources that provide the Slectricity Supply. *

California Code t)f "Regulations fCCR) Title 24. "New "buildings In California Are fequired to Conform to * 
energy Conservation Standards Specified ih Title 24 Sf the OCR. The Standards Sstablish “"energy Budgets" * 
for flifferent types Sf fesidential Snd Son feEidential buildings, With Which Sll fiew buildings fnust tom 
ply. The State Building Energy Efficiency Standards, Embodied fh Title 24 Sf the GCR fegulate Snergy Son 
sumed for Beating, tooling, Ventilation, Water Beating, Snd fighting. Eocal building permits Snd Spproval * 
processes Sequire 311 Sew Buildings tb frieet Title 24 Standards. *

California Renewable "Portfolio Standard fRPS). fh 2002, California Established fts RPS through Senate * 
Bill 1038 (Sher, 2002), With the goal Sf ihcreasing the percentage Sf fenewable Snergy procured By rhvestor 
owned futilities Such 3s PG&E rh the State's Slectricity Bnix t"o 20% By 2017. That has Sccelerated t"o 2010 * 
in 2006 by SB 107 "fSimitian End Perata, 2006); however, bo btility has get Achieved that goal. State * 
energy Sgencies fecommended Extending that goal, Snd fh November 2008, the Governor Signed Exec 
utive Order $ 14“0Ef fequiring that Galifornia fitilities feach the 33% fenewable Electricity goal By 2020. * 
The AB32 Scoping Plan (GARB, 2008) (includes the 33% RPS By 2020. fh April 2011, the Statewide 33% RPS * 
target Became few With Senate Bill 2 Sf the 1st Extraordinary Session (SB Xl 2)1 This Extends the 33% RPS * 
requirement fo Sll Electric Service providers, ihcluding Bnunicipal fitilities. The fecently Sdopted RPS Would * 
become Binding Sn SSJID rh fergely the Same fhanner 3s for PG&E, With differences Showed for determining * 
which fenewable resources Sre deemed “"qualified.

SSJID fs Committed fo Schieving fhe RPS targets Established By SB Xl 2 fPub. EJtil. Code, §399.30). SSJID * 
proposes fo Comply With RPS fequirements through Wholesale power Supply Contracts With generators * 
in the Deregulated fnarketplace. SSJID tould Elso Comply "With the Standard through the "purchase bf * 
Renewable Energy Credits (RECs), Slthough fhe Statewide 33% RPS few Emits fhe fise Sf RECs, Sr through * 
the bse bf SSJID Bv&ned hydroelectric generation, Depending bn Its Availability End Economic tircum 
stances Although Esing the SSJID Bv&ned hydroelectric power ts hot part Ef the proposed business plan. * 
SSJID Would Be fequired Snnually Submit fo fhe CEC documentation fegarding Eligible fenewable Snergy * 
resources procurement Contracts that ft Executed during fhe prior gear Ss part Bf the RPS few Snd fhe * 
statewide Power Source Disclosure program (SB 1305 Sf 1997). *

Public Purpose Requirements fAB 1890). With the passage Ef Assembly "Bill 1890 fBrulte, 1996), both * 
investor Bv&ned fitilities Such 3s PG&E, 3nd publicly Swned Electric fitilities, 3s SSJID Would Be, Sre fequired * 
to Collect Snd Spend 3 Specific Smount Sf its fevenues Sn Sltemative Snd fenewable generation fesources, * 
energy foanagement programs Such 3s Energy Efficiency Snd demand fesponse, Snd Ibw fhCome Support * 
programs. PG&E's Everall fequirements Ere Dictated by Public Utilities "Code Sections "381 End 399.8, * 
with finore Specific Elements fisted Elsewhere fh State few, With fhe funds Collected through 3 Bonbypass 
able public goods Charge. The fotal Smount fo Be Collected Snd Spent Each gear By PG&E fs Specified fh * 
those Sections. That Charge fe Set fo Expire January 1, 2012. The CPUC directs these programs With Burner 
ous decisions Snd fesolutions. *

* *
* *

* *

* *

ft sje

* *

* *

* *

*
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AB 1890 let S Minimum Expenditure target for publicly Bwned fitilities Such Ss SSJID Ss ft/ell M PUC Sec 
tion 385(a): *

* *

Each focal publicly bwned Electric btility Shall Establish b bonbypassable, tisage based * 
charge En focal distribution Service Ef hot less than the lowest Expenditure level t>f the * 
three largest Electrical Eorporations fn Ealifornia bn b percent bf tevenue basis, taicu 
lated from Each Utility's total tevenue tequirementfbr the fear Ended December 31, 1994, * 
and Each Stility's total Snnual Expenditure Snder paragraphs fl), (2), End f3) 8f Subdivision *
(c) Ef lection 381 End Section 382, tb fund Investments by the Utility Snd Ether parties th * 
any Sr 611 Efthe following: *

(1) *Cdst Effective demand Side fnanagement Services to promote Energy Efficiency 6nd * 
energy Eonservation. *

(2) *NSw divestment fh tenewable Energy tesources End technologies Eonsistent faith Exist 
ing Statutes End Eegulations fahich promote those tesources End technologies. *

(3) “Research, development End demonstration programs for the public Interest to Edvance * 
science Er technology fahich Is hot Edequately provided by tompetitive End tegulated * 
markets. *

(4) ’Services provided for tow fhtome Electricity tustomer, Including but hot limited tb, * 
targeted Energy Efficiency Service Snd bate discounts. *

The California "Municipal Utilities Association feports that this Minimum level ts 5.85% tising the 1994 * 
data (CAT, 5005). *

SSJID Mould provide, Ss ijbart Bf Its proposed ijblan for fetail Electric Service, S Service planning group fo * 
ensure fhat fhe Customer's ftew business Snd Energy Efficiency fteeds Sre Met Snd fo fneet SSJID's fegal * 
requirement fo provide "'public goods" fas fequired By AB 1890, SSJID, 5009a). fHowever, SSJID May Mi 
tially Mork Mith MID fo Sdminister fhe Public Benefits Program fo Ensure frnplementation Bf Mnportant * 
efficiency Snd tenewable Investments Bonsistent B/ith those t>f MID. SSJID's proposed Public Purpose * 
Programs Sre identified M fhe Project Description (see Section 5, Table 5 5)fSnd Table S.13 6.**

Public Purpose Pequirements fSB 1037). Senate Bill 1037 fKehoe, 5005) Imposed Sdditional tesource * 
planning fequirements Bn Both Investor Bv&ned Snd publicly Bwned Btilities. PUC Section 454(a)(9)(C) * 
states fhat PG&E *will first fneet fts ftnmet tesource Seeds through Sll Svailable Energy Efficiency Snd * 
demand deduction fesources fhat Sre Cost Effective, Reliable, Snd feasible." The CPUC Enforces fhis Mea 
sure (S Spproving PG&E's tong Teftm Procurement Plans (LTPP). *

* *

* *

* *

* *

SSJID Mould Be Similarly fequired to fneet Statewide Efficiency goals. PUC Section §615, Enacted fn * 
2005 By SB 1037, Snd Smended By AB 5021 M 5006, Bas fhe following fequirements: *

(a) ’Each Ibcal publicly Ewned Electric Etiiity, th procuring Energy tb Serve the Ibad Ef Its Eetail End 
use Eustomers, Shall first Ecguire Ell Svailable Energy Efficiency Snd demand Seduction tesources * 
that Sre Eost Effective, Sellable, Snd feasible. *

(b) *On br before tune 1, 2007, Snd by lune 1 bf Every third fear thereafter, Each focal publicly * 
owned Electric Etiiity Shall identify Ell potentially Schievable Eost Effective Electricity Efficiency * 
savings Snd Shall Establish Snnual targets for Energy Efficiency Savings Snd demand Seduction for * 
the hext 10 febr period. A focal publicly Ewned Electric Stility's determination Ef potentially * 
achievable Eost Effective Electricity Efficiency Savings Shall be tnade faithout Segard to previous *

* *

*
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minimum investments Undertaken pursuant tb Section 385. A Ibcal publicly Swned Electric (Utility * 
shall treat investments fnade to Achieve Energy Efficiency Savings End demand feduction * 
targets Ss procurement investments. *

(c) *Wlthin BO Bays 8f Sdopting Snnual targets pursuant tb Subdivision fb), Bach Ibcal publicly Swned * 
electric Stility Shall Seport those targets tb the State Energy Resources Conservation Snd devel 
opment Commission, Snd the Basis for Establishing those targets. *

(d *Each focal publicly bwned Electric Utility Shall feport bnnually to Tts Customers End to the * 
State Energy Resources Conservation End development Commission. The Report Shall Contain, * 
but & Sot limited tb, Both Sfthe following: *

(1) tts investments th Energy Efficiency Snd demand Seduction programs. *

(2) A description 8f programs, Expenditures, Cost Effectiveness, Snd Expected Snd Sctual * 
energy Efficiency Savings Snd demand Seduction Results. *

(e) *Each Ibcal publicly Swned Electric Stility Shall Slso Snnually develop Snd Submit tb the State Energy * 
Resources Conservation Snd development Commission S Seport Containing Sll Sfthe following: *

(1) The Sources Sf funding for Ss divestments Si Energy Efficiency Snd demand Seduction pro 
gram divestments. *

(2) The Shethodologies Snd fhput Sssumptions Ssed tb determine Cost Effectiveness. *

(3) The Results Sf Sn (hdependent Evaluation that Sneasures Snd Verifies the Energy Efficiency Savings * 
and Seduction Si Energy demand Schieved By its Energy Efficiency Snd demand Seduction programs. *

These reporting fequirements Sre Similar fb the CPUC's Evaluation, K/leasurement Snd Verification (EM&V) * 
process for PG&E's programs. *

Public Dtilities Code Section S85 fequires 3 fninimum Expenditure Sf 2.85% Sf fevenues Sn public pur 
pose programs, 3s discussed Sbove, Snd Section 9615 Supersedes this fequirement Snd Changes fhe focus * 
to project Energy Savings. Public Resources Code 25310 Imposes 3 Similar fequirement Sn PG&E. As V/ith * 
all Ether fatemaking Snd Investment Sctions By Sny public Stility, Suthority Ever this provision fs frans 
ferred from fhe CPUC to fhe public Stility's governing board, finder the proposed project, SSJID V/ould * 
be fequired fo feport Sn fhe Expenditures Sn Snd performance Sf fts Energy Efficiency programs fo fhe * 
California Energy Commission finder SB 1037. *

The proposed fetail Electric Service plan Includes SSJID Implementing Various Energy fnanagement pro 
grams fsee the Public Purpose Programs 1h Table 2 f Sf this EIR Snd Table S.13 8;*SSJID, 2009a). Plow 
ever, fhe Specific programs V/ould Seed fo Be Sdopted In future Sctions By fhe SSJID Board Sf Directors * 
following 3 feview Sfthe Cost Effectiveness Sfthe Sptions. *

* *

* *

* *

* *

* *
* *

3.13.2 Environmental frnpacts Snd Mitigation Measures * 

3.13.2.1 Significance Criteria *

CEQA fequires that ElRs Include 3 discussion Sf fhe potential Energy Impacts Sf proposed projects $/here * 
there Is E 'possibility t>f '"'wasteful, Inefficient, End Unnecessary Eonsumption t>f 'Energy." 1(See 'Public * 
Resources Code Section 21100(b)(3).) Appendix E Sf fhe State CEQA Guidelines Specifically fequires Eon 
sideration Ef Eny "potentially Significant Energy Implications Ef E Iproject In En TIR End directs lead * 
agencies tb Sdhere tb the goal Sf fonserving Energy, through the following rheans: *

* *

*
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* decreasing Sverall per Capita Energy Consumption, *

* decreasing Reliance Sn fossil foels Cuch Ss foal, ftatural gas Snd Sil, Snd *
* increasing Celiance Sn Renewable Snergy Sources. *

For this Snalysis, Impacts Would fie Considered potentially Significant IT the proposed Project Would Cause *
inefficient, Wasteful, Snd Unnecessary Consumption Sf Snergy. This Snalysis Sddresses the following potential *
energy fefated Impacts Sutlined rh CEQA Appendix E: *

* Would Che project Cesult fh Substantial ftew Snergy Cequirements Sr Significant Snergy fise ihefficiencies * 
for Sny Stage Sf Construction, Speration Snd/or foaintenance? *

* Would the project Cause S Significant Sdverse Sffect Sn focal Snd Cegional Snergy Supplies Snd Sn Cequire 
ments for Sdditional Capacity? *

* Would Che project Cause 3 Significant Sdverse Sffect Sn peak Snd Base period demands for Slectricity * 
and Sther forms Sf Snergy? *

* Would the project disrupt Compliance With Sxisting Snergy Standards? *

* Would the project Cause S Significant Sdverse Sffect Sn Snergy Cesources? *

* Would the project Cesult rh Significant Sdverse Sffects Celated tb transportation Snergy fise? *

* *

3.13.2.3 Knpacts Snd Mitigation *

The following Section Snalyzes the Impacts tb Snergy Cesources Sf the four Separate Sctions: *

* Sphere Plan Snd Municipal Services Review, *
* Proposed Expanded Sphere Sf Influence, *

* Proposed 80 fidfe Snnexation, Snd *
* Updated Plan Co Provide Retail Electric Service. *

Sphere Plan Snd Municipal Services Review *

Adoption Sf the Sphere Plan Snd MSR Would ftot fh Itself Influence per Capita Snergy Consumption Within * 
the SOI Sr Cause S Change fh Che Celiance Sn fossil fuels Sr Cenewable Cesources By SSJID Sr Its Customers. * 
The Infrastructure Improvements likely Co fie ftecessary to provide Sn Sdequate level fif Service Within * 
the SOI Sre described fh Section 2.3.1, Snd Che MSR provides determinations 3s Co Che Sbility Sf SSJID Co * 
provide Adequate “public Services. However, Infrastructure Improvements that “have “been “previously * 
approved Sr planned Sre ftot part Sf Che proposed project, Snd Che Sxisting Cervices provided By SSJID Ss * 
described fh Che Sphere Plan Snd MSR Sre part Sf Che Baseline Snd environmental Setting. Rio Construe 
tion Sctivities Sre proposed for Spproval With Che potential Sdoption Sf the Sphere Plan Snd MSR. *

Providing Cetail Slectric Service Would Be S Separate Sction from Sdoption Sf Che MSR; Ss Such, Che poten 
tial fiffects fire described Separately fielow. tf the “MSR fs fidopted “Without Implementing the plan for * 
retail Slectric Service, PG&E Snd MID Would Continue Co provide Slectricity Snd Continue Co Sponsor their * 
existing public purpose programs for feducing per Capita Slectricity fise. With fetail Slectric Service pro 
vided By PG&E Snd MID fh the future, Sxisting trends Sn power purchases Snd Sxisting Sfforts Co Comply * 
with Che RPS Would Continue finchanged. *

* *

* *

* *

Adoption Sf the MSR Would ftot Sffect the Sxisting Snergy Supplies Within the $01 ftor Would ft Change * 
how Snergy ft fised Sr ftow Snergy delivery ihfrastructure ft Built Sr fised including petroleum Sr gas pipe * *

*
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lines Snd Electricity transmission Sr distribution facilities). Similarly, Ss fri the baseline Conditions, SSJID * 
would Continue fo fise transportation fuels for foobilizing Crews Snd Equipment. The Sphere Plan Snd P/ISR * 
would fiot Change SSJID's practices t)f transportation fuel tise for Infrastructure Improvements t>r for * 
providing public Services. *

Adopting the Sphere Plan Snd MSR Would fiot Cause Inefficient, Wasteful, Sr tinnecessary Consumption * 
of Energy End, ft Would fiot fiave Eny Effect En the Energy Conservation “goal delineated fn the State * 
CEQA Guidelines. Therefore, tfie Sphere Plan Snd IVISR Would dot Impact Energy Conservation. *

Proposed Sphere 8f Influence *

The Expanded Sphere t>f Influence fSOI) Would fnake the SOI boundaries Consistent With the Manteca * 
city limits. This proposed Expanded SOI fequires fio Construction Sr Speration Sctivities, Snd ho Change fh * 
retail Electric Service. Because (here Would Be ho Energy Consuming Sctivities Sr Electricity Service foodifi 
cations felated fo the SOI Expansion, this Would hot Influence per Capita Energy Consumption Within the * 
SOI Er Cause E Change fn the feliance En Energy fesources Ey SSJID Er fts Customers. “Adopting the * 
expanded SOI Would hot Cause Inefficient, Wasteful, Sr finnecessary Consumption Sf Energy. *

* *

Proposed 80 Adre Annexation *

The proposed §0 Scfe Snnexation Would Involve fninor Construction Sctivity fo Install S Sprinkler Sump * 
from fhe Existing SSJID Irrigation facilities. This Construction Would fequire Come Energy Consumption. Plow 
ever, ft Would Be Hmited fh hature, Snd ft Would Pely Exclusively 6n Existing Energy fesources. Delivering * 
irrigation Water to the proposed Snnexation through Existing SSJID facilities Would feduce the Energy * 
use Bf fhe fendowner By providing S Surface Water Supply Slternative fo groundwater pumping, Which Is * 
more Energy Intensive than Surface delivery. “Because there Would Ee do Eotable Change fn Energy 
consuming Sctivities Snd ho Change fri Electricity Service providers felated to fhe Snnexation, this Would * 
not Influence per Capita Energy Consumption Within fhe SOI Sr Cause S Change fh fhe feliance Sn Energy * 
resources foy BSJID for Its “Customers. “Annexing “the BO Scfe “property “Would foot “Cause Inefficient, * 
wasteful, Er Ennecessary Consumption Ef Energy. “This Ennexation das Been proposed Es E “Separate * 
action Wholly Independent Sf Snd for distinctly different feasons than SSJID's proposed plan fo provide * 
retail Electric Services, End ft fs dot dependent fn Eny Way Epon SSJID's Separate proposal to provide * 
such Electric Services. *

* *

* *

Updated Plan fb Provide Retail Electric Service *

Approval Sf fhe plan fo provide fetail Electric Service Would Sllow SSJID fo feplace PG&E fh Snaking power * 
purchasing decisions Snd Implementing programs fhat rfoay Influence fhe per Capita Energy Consumption * 
by SSJID Customers. The following Snalysis discusses Whether fhe fetail Electric plan Could Save Sn Effect * 
on fhe Energy Conservation goals delineated id fhe State CEQA Guidelines. *

Public “Utilities Code Section 599.8(b) fequires Investor Sv&ned fttilities to devote S Specific Smount Ef * 
retail fevenues to their fespective Public Purpose Programs, Such that * “ft)his fate Component fnay hot * 
exceed, for Sny tariff Schedule, fhe Ifevel Sf fhe fate Component fhat Was fised fo fecover funds Suthorized * 
pursuant fo Section 581 Sn fanuary 1, 2000." PG&E Is fequired fo Spend St feast $368 fnillion Sn fenew 
ables, Energy Efficiency Snd fesearch. tow fritome Sssistance Is Sn Sdditional Element fhat rS dictated By * 
other formulas fn State taw. “However, PG&E's Current Spending En Public Purpose Programs fs greater * 
than What iS legally fequired. Reporting fequired By PUC Section T47 Indicates fhat $592 rfoillion, Sr 4.7% * 
of PG&E fetail fevenues fri 2010, Went fo Energy Efficiency Snd fenewable Energy programs, Including *

* *

*
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Low frcome Energy Efficiency, Affordable Solar Mousing, Snd Administration Bf RG&E's fate discount for * 
low frtome Customers *{California “Alternate Hates for Energy fer HARE) “*(CPUC, *2011). ’This Amount * 
represents E benchmark for Energy Efficiency “Expenditures by the turrent Serving btility. “Another “5.4% * 
goes fo RG&E's fate discount for Ibw fritome Customers ih fhe CARE program, fr total, RG&E ft projected * 
to Collect $939 fnillion br §.1% bf turrent fetail fevenues (PG&E, 5010a) for “Public Purpose Program * 
funds Snd CARE Subsidies. *

SSJID Considers Public Purpose Programs fo Be third fr fhe hierarchy Bf ft/hat ft frnportant fo Customers, * 
after Service Reliability Snd Service Costs. Reducing Electric fates it S Key Sbjective Sf SSJID (Section 2.2 Sf * 
this Subsequent EIR), Snd fate feductions Would provide S direct public Benefit fo Sll SSJID's Customers. * 
In Addition fo fewer fates, SSJID's plan fo provide fetail Electric Service Would Allocate 4% Bf gross feve 
nues fo Energy Efficiency Public Purpose Programs. This Would Exceed fhe fninimum Bf 2.85% fequired * 
under State few for publicly bwned fitilities. SSJID's fevel Bf Spending Would be Comparable to PG&E's * 
average Spending Scross fts Entire territory Bn Energy Efficiency Snd fenewable Energy programs (4.7% * 
of PG&E fetail fevenues). *

SSJID's proposal fo feduce fates for Sll Customers Would provide fhe greatest Benefits fo fewer frtome * 
customers. SSJID does hot Explicitly propose (batching PG&E's funding Bf fts CARE fate discount (3.4% Bf * 
PG&E fetail fevenues). However, SSJID proposes fo Implement S Comparable few frCome fate discount * 
(see Table 3.13 6)*Snd SSJID's Bverall fate design proposes to feduce Customer fates Scross Sll Classes, * 
which Would provide Sssistance to tow frtome Customers Similar to that provided by PG&E's Existing * 
CARE discount. “Comparing The benefits “Would fequire S Complex Enalysis bf “CARE Customers Within * 
SSJID's boundaries, faking frto Sccount Customers' frcome, household Size, Snd Energy fisage, fnost Bf * 
which Bata Is Confidential Snd field By PG&E. Thus, S full direct Comparison Bf PG&E's Snd SSJID's pro 
posed public purpose program Spending Is Bot possible. SSJID's proposal for Public Purpose Programs Is * 
shown fr the Project Description Snd fr Table 3.13 6.**

SSJID bas bo Immediate plans To Snnex Sreas Within Area *D" Br Area *E" “(Figure 5 2 fn the Project * 
Description) Br fo provide fetail Electric Service fr these Sreas. These Sreas Are Butside fhe Current SSJID * 
territory, But frside fts Current Snd proposed SOI. However, if fhe Current proposal for fetail Electric Ser 
vice ft Approved Snd ft fhe Sreas Sre Annexed fr fhe future, SSJID Would Bkely Expand this Service fo Area * 
"E" Within 10 pears End To Area “^D" Within 30 gears. foreseeable future Impacts from This possible * 
expansion bf SSJID's fetail Electric “Service Ere Eddressed generally Es programmatic Impacts. Specific * 
proposals for Annexations Br Service Beyond SSJID's Existing territory fray fteed fo findergo fhe project 
level Environmental feview process Snd Bther fequired Approvals Should SSJID decide fo pursue Such 3n * 
annexation Sr Service Expansion fr fhe future. *

* *

* *

* *

* *

Impact 3.13 Irftesult fr Substantial Pew Energy Requirements 6r Energy fise (Inefficiencies *

Changes “fr the bverall per Eapita Energy Eonsumption Essociated With the proposed plan to provide * 
retail Electric Service Would Stem directly from the proposed Bhanges fr Energy Efficiency, Snd Energy * 
conservation programs Resulting from fhe Replacement Bf PG&E Ss fhe primary Electric Service provider * 
in fhe SSJID territory. This discussion focuses Bn fhe proposed Changes Bf Replacing PG&E, Because Exist 
ing IVIID Customers fr the SSJID territory Would Experience fto Change fr program Bfferings from IVIID. *

* *

Energy Efficiency Snd Conservation *

Energy Efficiency programs generally Sim fo Assist homeowners Snd Business Bwners fr providing frore * 
energy Efficient Work Snd living Spaces Snd frore Energy Efficient Electrical Equipment. PG&E has Active *

*
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energy Efficiency programs puided fey tEC End tPUC Oversight fsee Appendix T 2,*T>G&E Energy Effi 
ciency Snd Demand Response Programs). *

SSJID A/ould Sffer Public Purpose Programs for Residential Snd Commercial Customers that A/ould Be Similar * 
to those Established fey TG&E. SSJID Slso proposes to Emphasize Snd focus fen providing focal govern 
ments A/ith Cooperative Spportunities tb improve Energy Efficiency fp. 6 5,2>SJID, 2009a). *

No detail ft SvailableBn the potential Effectiveness Bf SSJID's proposed Public Purpose Programs fri Reduc 
ing per Eapita Energy fise. Each Service territory Snd program ft finique, So Extrapolating from Ether fitilities' * 
programs A/ouId Be Speculative. SSJID Expects that its public Benefit program Posts A/ill Represent Spproxi 
mately 4% Sf its Retail Revenues. *

It ft difficult fo Eompare PG&E's Energy Efficiency programs A/ith those proposed By SSJID. As discussed previ 
ously, flata En the Effectiveness Ef PG&E's programs ft public fCPUC dockets for Order fhstituting Pule 
making 66 6-f6fO Snd Application 68 67621), But public data ft Riot Svailable St 3 detailed Erfough Ifevel * 
to discern the baseline Success 6f the programs for Eustomers fh the SSJID territory. Systemwide Ever 
ages fnay dot fee Indicative 6f program Effectiveness St the focal level Because Ef diversity Ef Customer * 
types Scross PG&E's Service Area. Without fnore Specifics Sbout the feature Ef Snd participation fates In * 
PG&E's programs fh the SSJID territory, ft A/ould Be Speculative to draw Conclusions Ss to A/hether Energy * 
efficiency programs Bf the proposed Retail Electric Service plan A/ould Result Rn Changes fti Energy Conser 
vation Snd per Capita Energy Consumption. *

* *

* *

* *

* *

* *
* *

* *

* *

Energy Conservation *

SSJID Expects to provide Electric Service St Customer Rates that A/ill Be fewer than PG&E's Rates. Overall, * 
customers Served fey SSJID fnay Consume fnore Electricity tinder the proposed Electric plan Because Ef * 
SSJID's fower fates. Absent final fate forecasts for the SSJID Customers, this Snalysis does ftot puantify * 
whether the Change fn fetail Electric Service provider A/ould Cause Customers to Consume fnore Elec 
tricity Because Ef fower fates. Without Snowing the Specifics Ef the Smount Snd the timing Sf the fate * 
reductions fond foow *the ftate *design *for ftpecific feustomers *will ^differ *from *PG&E's fourrent fond * 
prospective fate designs, ft fs Speculative to Estimate the fnagnitude Ef Sny Change. The State feas feot * 
established Sny Ether Standards for A/hat Constitutes ^inefficient" fise Beyond Specific demand Response * 
and Energy Efficiency forgets. See Section S.13.1.2 for Applicable Regulations Snd Policies. *

Publicly Swned fitility Energy Efficiency programs fend fo Be Cost Effective Snd provide Bigh Benefits per * 
cost. According fo fhe Rfeost Recent SB 1037 Report Bn publicly Swned fitility Energy Efficiency programs, * 
the Sverage fotal Resource Cost (TRC) Ratio for Benefits Compared fo Costs A/as S.15 for fhe 2009 10'fiscal * 
year tCMUA, 2011). The largest fifteen publicly fewned fitilities Averaged E TRC fef *3.8 In 2009 1[CEC, * 
2010c). SSJID proposes fo Base fts programs Bn Bther Successful publicly Swned fitility programs Such 3s * 
at MID Snd SMUD fSSJID, 2009a, p. 6 2)?The Ratios for MlD's Snd SMUD's programs Aary from $ear fo* 
year, Snd for 2008 A/ere 2.71 Snd 1.93, Respectively. Comparing these Cost Effectiveness Rhetrics fo PG&E's * 
data A/ould fee fnisleading due to differences fn Eey Assumptions fCEC, 2010c). Tor Informational pur 
poses, PG&E's TRC for fts programs Rh 2009 A/as 1.62 (PG&E, 2010c) Snd 1.28 for fts 2006 2008 programs * 
(CPUC, 2010b). Based En this data, SSJID fnight Expect fo Schieve Similar Sr greater Energy Savings per * 
dollar Expended Eompared to TG&E. Due to the Eomplexity fef the Relationships Between fetility pro 
grams Snd demand, fhe feck Sf detail Svailable Sbout Energy Efficiency Snd demand Response programs * 
(identified tinder Impact 2.13 1)? And the limited Effect the fetility fnay feave fen demand, It A/ould fee * 
speculative fo Conclude that the proposed Retail Electric Service plan A/ould Result fh Ifess Energy Conservation * 
or fhcreased per Capita Energy Consumption. *

* *

* *

* *

* *

*
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Without S full Energy Efficiency program plan Snd determining its Relationship fb future demand, it A/ould * 
be Speculative to Sssess flow SSJID tvill Comply E/ith the AB 2021 Energy Efficiency goals. Developing S * 
plan tb Comply $/ith the AB 2021 goals it Specifically Required finder State few. *

Conclusion 6n Significance 6f Energy Ose fhefficiencies *

The SSJID fetail Electric Service "plan tvould tnclude Ehanges fn Energy Efficiency End Eonservation pro 
grams, But forecasting the Effectiveness Ef the programs fs difficult due to their preliminary features. * 
Likewise, data En the Effectiveness Ef PG&E's programs fs public But Riot Svailable St S detailed Ertough * 
level to Enalyze potential fmpacts “Within the tustomer Base fn the SSJID territory.4 The focal Eharac 
teristics Sre fiot Comparable because Ef the diversity Ef Customer Characteristics Within PG&E's Service * 
territory Snd geographic Clustering Ef Certain types Ef Customers Such Ss the Sgricultural Snd heavy Sir * 
conditioning loads. Consumption fnay Increase Er Remain finchanged With the Change fh providers Snd * 
resulting thanges fn fates, While Energy tise Reduction fneasures fnay Be fnore Br fess Effective than * 
those Currently fhanaged By PG&E. Note that SSJID Would Be Required to Ensure Sccess Co feasible Energy * 
efficiency Snd Conservation frieasures through its proposed Public Purpose Programs (In Table 2 2 Ef this * 
EIR End Table “3.13 6;*“$SJID, 2009a) End to tomply With State IfeCel public purpose Requirements that * 
apply to Ell publicly Ewned Btilities. fmplementing the proposed programs 1h Compliance With State few * 
would Svoid fhefficient, Wasteful, Sr finnecessary Consumption Sf Energy. *

The fmpacts Ef the possible future Expansion Ef SSJID's fetail Electric Service to Area *D" Er Area *E" * 
(Figure 2 2 fh Chapter 2, Project Description) Would Be Similar to these fmpacts described for the pro 
posed project; however, there Sre fio plans for this possible Expansion Currently finder Consideration. *

* *

* *

* *

Impact 3.13 t:T£ause Sn adverse Effect 8n Ibcal Snd Regional Snergy Supplies Snd Requirements * 
for Sdditionai Capacity Because 6f inefficient, Wasteful, 6r finnecessary Snergy fise *

The proposed plan to provide fetail Electric Service Would Expand the Capacity Ef the Existing Electric * 
distribution System, Es Beeded to Ensure that the distribution Substations Can Reliably Eccommodate* 
load Within the SSJID territory Snd rh Sreas Served By proposed SSJID facilities Sutside the SSJID territory. * 
Modifications to distribution Substations Snd Circuits presently Ewned By PG&E Snd MID Would Be Riec 
essary To “Separate The “System fend To provide The Capacity To “SSJID's Customers. Alo Cither Energy * 
delivery Systems Would Be Effected. SSJID proposes fio fiew power plants Sr Electric generating facilities. * 
By Changing the Ewner Snd Bperator Ef the focal Electric distribution facilities, the Retail Electric Service * 
plan Would Riot Change Sny Ether Energy delivery Infrastructure (such Ss petroleum Er gas pipelines Er * 
electricity transmission facilities). *

The Project Description (see Table 2 1,Section 2) describes the Existing PG&E Snd MID transmission Snd * 
distribution facilities for Sreas Within Che District. With the proposed Retail Electric Service plan, power * 
would Continue to Be delivered to Substations Within SSJID's territory Ever the Existing transmission * 
lines Bwned By PG&E End MID. To Essure Coordinated transmission System planning End Compliance, * 
SSJID Intends Co participate fh Che Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) Snd North American * 
Electric Reliability Council (NERC). *

* *

4 * Tb Snalyze the Current Effectiveness Ef PG&E's programs Within SSJID's proposed Service Srea prior to Estab 
lishing the fiew fitility Would Require that SSJID Be Sble tb Sccess PG&E's Customer data. This rh turn Would Require * 
gaining permission to See Confidential tustomer data from Each “Individual tustomer. This legal Requirement * 
makes fuch Snalysis Infeasible Snd Impractical. * *

* *

*
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San loaquin EAFCo Requested In Spinion from fhe tPUC 6n fhe Effect Sf SSJID's proposal fo provide fetail * 
electric Service Within RG&E's Service territory. The tPUC issued Resolution £ 4301 Sn December 17, 2009, * 
and the tPUC Opinion provides 0 finding that SSJID's proposed “Service tould faise fates for VG&E's * 
remaining fatepayers But the fnagnitude Of the Estimated Increase ts Small felative to TG&E's Current * 
system Average fates, Snd thus floes hot Substantially Impair PG&E's Ability fo provide Adequate Service * 
at Seasonable Sates. *

Local Snd fegional Energy Supplies E/ouId ftot Be flirectly Affected. PG&E Snd B/IID Currently Ensure Sde 
quate Electricity Supplies for Customers fo fhe SSJID territory. By Entering foto Setail Electric Service, SSJID * 
would Alleviate fhe fieed for PG&E fo Acquire power for fhe departing Customers; SSJID B/ould Assume * 
that Sesponsibility. SSJID E/ould fake Steps fo plan Snd Expand fhe Capacity 6f fhe distribution System As * 
needed fo fespond fo load growth, fhe Overall Availability Of focal And fegional Energy Supplies E/ould * 
not Change. The proposed fetail Electric Service plan E/ouId fiot Cause Inefficient, E/asteful, Br finneces 
sary Energy fise that Could Bave Adverse Effects Bn focal And fegional Energy Supplies 6r fequirements * 
for Additional Capacity. *

The Impacts Bf the possible future Expansion Bf SSJID's fetail Electric Service to Area *D" Br Area *E" * 
(Figure 2 2 fo Chapter 2, Project Description) E/ould Be Similar to these Impacts described for the giro 
posed project; however, fhere Are fto plans for this possible Expansion Currently finder Consideration. *

* *

* *

* *

Impact S.13 Srtause Sn Adverse Effect 6n peak And Base period demands for Electricity Snd * 
other forms Bf Energy Because Bf inefficient, Wasteful, Br finnecessary Energy Bse *

Peak toad periods fo fhe SSJID territory Coincide E/ith Bigh temperatures fo the San loaquin Valley Snd * 
subsequent Sir Conditioner fisage. The San loaquin Valley toad Substantially Contributes fo fhe Summer * 
peak demand for Electricity felative fo PG&E's System Average. This foeans fhat E/ith fhe proposed Elec 
trie plan, the fieed for PG&E to provide future generation Capacity for Summer peak toads E/ould Be * 
reduced fo Areas Served By facilities Acquired By SSJID. SSJID E/ould Assume this Sesponsibility for Serving * 
the peak demand fo its territory. *

The peak Snd Base period Energy demand Can Be Influenced By: fetail fate levels Snd design f/.e., fisage * 
demand And Energy Charges, Customer Connection Charges), “Inclusion Bf tow Income late Assistance, * 
energy Efficiency Snd demand fesponse program Implementation Snd participation, Snd Changes fo Socio 
economic patterns. SSJID Bas Experience fo helping Electric Customers fo the SSJID territory to feduce * 
their peak Electric fisage By Installing Controls fo iVlanteca fesidences through fhe Easy Green program. * 
This Rind Bf demand fesponse program Could Be fised By SSJID Along E/ith fate design fo Influence peak * 
period demand. However, demand E/ould femain primarily driven By fhe Climate And Customer Base. *

* *

* *

Demand Response Programs *

Demand fesponse Consists Sf An Electric Service provider's Capability fo feduce Energy fisage Sf Customers * 
to provide Electric toad felief fo fhe Event Sf Energy Shortages Br focal Sr fegional System Emergencies. * 
PG&E Bas A fong Bistory Bf providing demand fesponse programs designed fo Curtail Energy fise. PG&E * 
relies Bn Its tariffed fates to Encourage Commercial And Industrial Customers to participate In Inter 
ruptible Ibad programs. Examples Sf Existing demand fesponse Are fhe Schedule £ BIT - Base Interruptible * 
Program And fesidential Air Conditioner Cycling (see Appendix £ l^G&E's Demand Response Programs). *

Prior to Applying for Approval Bf the Bpdated fetail Electric plan, SSJID developed A demand fesponse * 
program E/ithin fhe Gity Bf B/lanteca Rnown As tasy Green. SSJID feports fhat this program Can feduce *

* *

*
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peak Electrical tisage tluring periods Ef Demand from Existing Easy “Green Eustomers Ey Es tnuch Es * 
2 MW Cp, 1 13= 6f SSJID, 2009a), Sr 1% Sf the Sxisting peak demand fo SSJID territory. *

The Sgriculture Snd Commercial Sectors Ere Slso Sreas Sf potential demand Cesponse program Improve 
ments. SSJID has Experience fo fmproving fts groundwater pumping Capabilities By fising Electronic Con 
trailers to Eperate the pumps En Energy Efficient Cycles fMSR Chapter 4, 2011), Snd SSJID Implements * 
water Conservation programs Chat promote physical Improvements for Customers, Water ftneasurement, * 
and irrigation ftianagement practices, 311 Sf Which Enhance the Control Snd Efficient fise Sf Surface Water * 
(SSJID, “2011). “SSJID proposes “to “focus “Specifically En local Eustomers “to Establish Egreements End * 
voluntary programs Sllowing SSJID fb Srder Electrical foad Curtailment Sf forger Sgricultural Er Commer 
cial Customers fSSJID, 2009a). SSJID's total fbad Curtailment Capability fo forecast Ey SSJID Co Ee 4 MW. * 
This Cepresents fhe Capability Sf deducing the peak (bad By Spproximately 2.5%. *

It it difficult fb Compare PG&E's demand Cesponse programs With fhose proposed By SSJID. Systemwide * 
averages for PG&E Sre ftot Sppropriate Sue fo fhe Wide diversity Sf Climate Snd Customer Characteristics * 
in PG&E's Service territory. To Sssume Sverages for PG&E Sre Cepresentative Sf fhe SSJID territory Would * 
be Speculative. Cor Example, fhe proportion Sf Cesidential Customers With Sir Conditioning Snd fhe Smount * 
of Egricultural foad End groundwater pumping differ dramatically fo the SSJID territory Cersus PG&E's * 
territory Covering Enost Sf Northern California. Certain data En fhe Effectiveness Sf PG&E's programs fe * 
public pCPUC dockets for Order Instituting Rulemaking 06 04“ 010 Snd Application 08 0?0?1), But public * 
data 1s ftot Evailable Et E Sufficiently detailed level to discern fhe Baseline Success Sf the programs for * 
customers fo fhe SSJID territory, fikewise, Sccurately forecasting fhe Effectiveness Sf SSJID's proposals fo * 
not possible due fo their preliminary ftature. Without foore Specifics Sbout fhe ftature Sf Snd participa 
tion fates fo PG&E's Interruptible Snd demand fesponse programs fo fhe SSJID territory, fto Conclusion * 
can Be drawn 3s fo Whether demand fesponse programs Sf fhe proposed fetail Electric Service plan Would * 
result fo Changes fo Energy Conservation Snd per Capita Energy Consumption. *

Due to the Complexity Sf the felationships between Etility programs End demand, the tack Sf detail * 
available Sbout Energy Efficiency Snd demand fesponse programs identified finder Impact S.13 l)*Snd * 
the fimited Effect the Etility fnay Save En demand, ft E/ould Ee Speculative to Conclude that the pro 
posed fetail Electric Service plan Would fesult fo higher peak Ibads Sr Changes fo fhe felationship Sf peak * 
to Ease period fisage. fo Sddition, fhe proposed Electric plan Would Include programs fo fnanage peak * 
and Base period demands So fhat SSJID's Customers Could Svoid foefficient, Wasteful, Sr finnecessary Con 
sumption Ef Energy. “Measures felated to feducing peak demand foclude Implementing, tf feasible, En * 
interruptible foad program for Sgricultural Customers Snd Improved fate design Snd Sutomated foeter 
ing fofrastructure. As 3 fesult, ftotable Changes fo fhe demand profile Would ftot Be likely. Therefore, fhe * 
proposed fetail Electric Service plan Would ftot ftave 3n Sdverse Effect Sn peak Snd Base period demands * 
because Sf foefficient, Wasteful, Sr finnecessary Consumption Sf Energy. *

The Impacts Ef the possible future Expansion Ef SSJID's fetail Electric Service to Area “"D" Er Area “"E" * 
(Figure 2 2 fo Chapter 2, Project Description) Would Ee Similar to these Impacts described for fhe pro 
posed project; however, fhere Sre fto plans for this possible Expansion Currently finder Consideration. *

* *
* *

* *

* *

* *

* *

* *

* *

Impact 3.13 4rl!)isrupt Compliance With Existing Energy Standards *

All Sspects Ef fhe proposed plan fo provide fetail Electric Service Would Ee fequired fo Comply With Ell * 
current Energy Standards. Although Eo Eew land Development fs proposed Eside from the lack Tone * 
Substation, SSJID Would design Snd Build Ell Eew Structures Er facilities fo ftneet Current Building Stand 
ards for Energy Conservation. Several Elements Ef the proposed Electric Distribution System fnodifica

* *
* *

*
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tions Would Replace Blder tines, Snd tome fnodifications Would Bccur to Standardize distribution f/olt 
ages, fo fmprove Reliability. No Aspect Bf fhe Retail Electric Service plan Would Conflict With Current Bnergy * 
standards. *

* *

As discussed Above, SSJID plans fo Comply With Snd Exceed Standards for Spending Bn Bnergy Rnanage 
ment programs funded through its public goods Charge. SSJID Would Slso Be Bound By fhe Statewide RPS * 
(SB Xl 2)*And DEC Requirements to Report the Renewable Resources tised fh the Rnix Bf power Supplies * 
(Power Source Disclosure program; SB 1305 Bf 1997). Therefore, fhe proposed Retail Blectric Service plan * 
would ftot disrupt Compliance With Existing Bnergy Standards. *

The Impacts Bf the possible future Expansion Bf SSJID's Retail Blectric Service to Area *D" Br Area *E" * 
(Figure 5 2 In Chapter 2, Project Description) Would Be Similar to these Impacts described Ror the pro 
posed project; Bowever, there Are Bo plans for this possible expansion Currently finder Consideration. *

* *

* *

Impact S.13 Srtause Sn adverse Effect 8n Energy Resources Because 8f inefficient, Wasteful, * 
or Bnnecessary Energy Bse *

Most Bf the electricity generated Br purchased By PG&E Comes from hydroelectric, Riuclear, Snd Batural * 
gas-fired power plants. SSJID Currently Bwns Br fs part Bwner Bf Bnly hydroelectric Br Solar generation * 
assets, because PG&E does dot fely dpon dotable toal Br Bil firfed Bnergy Resources, this discussion * 
focuses Sn Renewable Snd Batural gas Resources. *

SSJID proposes fo Bnter fnto hew agreements for Bnergy Resources fo Supply electricity fo its Retail Cus 
tomers.5 New power purchase agreements established By SSJID Would likely ihvolve Bew Short ’AficT Ibng 
term power purchase Contracts, Spot Rnarket purchases, transactions for Renewable Bnergy attributes, * 
and potentially purchased Customer Bv&ned generation. *

With fhe Change fh Retail electric Service provider, PG&E Would ho fbnger heed fo generate Br purchase * 
power for Areas Served By facilities acquired By SSJID. PG&E Rnust Rncrease Rts procurement Bf power * 
from Renewable Sources fo Comply With fhe PPS. SSJID Would also Bnake purchases from 3 finix Bf energy * 
resources that Complies 'With the PPS. “Consequently, there S/vould “be do Increase And potentially A * 
decrease id Reliance Sn Batural gas Resources 3s 3 Result Bf fhe SSJID Retail Blectric plan. *

* *
* *

PG&E And SSJID “Would doth de Subject to the Statewide PPS fSB Xl 2)*to Achieve A S3% Renewable * 
energy Resource delivery Rate, Compared fo fhe fotal Bnergy Resource finix. PG&E Served Sbout 18% Bf its * 
2010 fbad With RPS Blfgible Renewable Bnergy. The RPS Codified id 2011 With SB Xl 2 Bnsures fhat PG&E * 
and SSJID Would Be field fb fhe Same Standard fo Achieve the 33% target 3t fhe Same time (by December * 
31, 2020). SSJID Would Be Required fo Report its Resource finix fo fhe DEC Annually fPower Source Disclo 
sure program; SB 1305 &f 1997; PUC Sections 387 And 398.1 At $eq.]. Because PG&E And SSJID Would * 
both Be Subject tb fhe PPS, there Would Be fto Bverall Change id Reliance Bn Renewable Resources As 3 Result * 
of fhe Change id Retail Blectric Service provider. The proposed Retail Blectric Service plan Would fiot idvolve * 
inefficient, Wasteful, Sr finnecessary Bnergy fise that Could fiave 3n Adverse Bffect Sn Bnergy Resources. *

* *

5 * Whether SSJID purchases directly from fts Share 6f the Tri DSm Project Resources fir Sells that power Snd pur 
chases from Bther Resources ft financially ^distinguishable fo potential SSJID Customers So Ibng Ss Tri B#m Receives * 
the Same rbarket fiAsed prices 3s SSJID pays for purchased power. Udwever, preferential Sccess fo the Tri D3m * 
resource Shows SSJID fo tap fts financial Bxposure fo purchasing PPS Cdmpliant Resources id fhe future ft SSJID * 
chooses tb Contract With Tri B3m if Renewable Resource rbarket prices rise fo finattractive fevels. *

* *

*
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The Impacts bf the possible future Expansion t>f SSJID's fetail Electric Service to Area *D" br Area *E" * 
(Figure 2 2 fn Chapter 2, Project description) tvould tie Similar to these Impacts described for the pro 
posed project; however, there Sre ho plans for this possible Expansion (Currently finder Consideration. *

* *

Impact 3.13 Srftesult fri friefficient, Wasteful, 8r finnecessary transportation Energy fise *

No Sspect t)f the proposed project tvould ftotably Sffect transportation Energy tise. As tn the baseline * 
conditions tvith PG&E's bperation land fnaintenance, SSJID tvould Continue to tise transportation fuels * 
for fnobilizing trews Snd Equipment for bperations Snd fnaintenance. PG&E bperates fiompressed ftat 
ural pas fCNG) fueling facilities tn Stockton Snd iVlerced, Snd S portion t>f PG&E's Existing fiatural pas * 
vehicle fleet rhay Sccasionally Sperate rh SSJID's territory. The proposed tetail Blectric Service plan ti/ould * 
reduce the fleed for PG&E to Sperate its fleet ih the Srea But fiot Sntirely Because PG&E ti/ould Continue * 
to provide fiatural pas Service Ss ft does today. SSJID A/ould primarily tise fnotor pasoline Snd diesel * 
transportation fuel for providing fetail Slectric Services. No ftotable thange fn transportation fuel flemand * 
would Sccur tvith the project because PG&E's Existing fleet bf CNG fuhled Vehicles tvould Continue to * 
operate Scross the PG&E Service Sreas Between Stockton, R/lerced, Snd Beyond. *

The proposed fetail Slectric plan ti/ould fesult ih SSJID displacing the Existing Activity By PG&E fn Sperat 
ing Snd fhaintaining the Slectric distribution System, Snd ti/ould fesult fn S thange fn the particular fbca 
tion Sf the trews Snd Specific fleet Sf Equipment fieeded to provide fetail Slectric Service. However, it $/ould * 
not thange the Bverall fieed to fise transportation fuels ti/hile fontinuing to provide Service. Accordingly, * 
the fetail Electric Service plan h/ould hot Cause fnefficient, b/asteful, br dnnecessary Consumption bf * 
energy Because there $/ould Be fio fiotable Changes ih Bow transportation fuels Sre fised. *

The fmpacts bf the possible future expansion bf SSJID's fetail Clectric Service to Area *D" br Area *E" * 
(Figure 2 2 fn Chapter 2, Project Description) fvould be Similar to these Impacts described for the pro 
posed project; however, there Sre Bo plans for this possible Expansion Currently finder Consideration. *

* *

* *
* *

* *

3.13.3 Conclusion *
State few has Cversight provisions for Implementing fenewable fesource Snd Cnergy Conservation fnea 
sures that Spply to fill (Utilities fhcluding publicly Bwned Slectric (Utilities. With implementation Bf SSJID's * 
proposed Public Purpose Programs, potential fmpacts felated to Cnergy Conservation A/ould Be Svoided. * 
Therefore, Bo Significant Snd (Unavoidable fmpacts felated to Cnergy Conservation ti/ould Sccur Ss S fesult * 
of the proposed project. *

* *

3.13.4 Mitigation Monitoring Program *
A Bnitigation Bnonitoring, Compliance, Snd feporting program (Si/ould hot Be heeded for Energy Conserva 
tion Because Bo Significant fmpacts $/ould Sccur. *

* *
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