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South San Joaquin Irrigation District 
Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service, Sphere Plan, MSR, and 
Annexation 
State Clearinghouse No. 2005102018 
November 18, 2014 

The San Joaquin Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) has prepared a Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (Subsequent EIR) under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) to evaluate on four separate actions related to the South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District (SSJID).  

The four separate actions of the proposed project are: 

¾ Adoption of a Sphere Plan and Municipal Services Review to demonstrate that 
adequate services can be provided in the Sphere of Influence (SOI), including SSJID’s 
provision of irrigation water supply and associated drainage, drinking water consistent 
with the District’s contractual commitments, and the proposed retail electric service; 

¾ Adoption of SSJID’s expanded Sphere of Influence to include all of the City of Manteca city 
limits; 

¾ Approval of SSJID’s proposal to annex an approximately 80-acre island within the 
District’s existing boundary; and 

¾ Approval of SSJID’s proposal to expand its existing services to provide retail electric 
service. SSJID plans to acquire the electric distribution facilities currently owned, 
operated, and used by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) to provide retail 
electric service to end users within the SSJID territory. 

 
This Final Subsequent EIR includes revisions to the Draft Subsequent EIR made available 
on November 15, 2011 and responses to comments on the Draft Subsequent EIR and the 
Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR made available on July 3, 2012. The 
Subsequent EIR is this Final Subsequent EIR taken together with the Draft Subsequent EIR 
and the separate Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR that addresses the 
Community Choice Aggregation Alternative.  

At a Special Meeting Wednesday, December 10, 2014 at 9:00 a.m. in the Board of 
Supervisors Chambers, 44 North San Joaquin Street, 6th Floor, Stockton, California, 
LAFCo will consider whether to certify the Subsequent EIR as complete and adequate. 
LAFCo will consider the Subsequent EIR before making a recommendation on each 
action. 
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A. Introduction 
The San Joaquin Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) has prepared this Final Subsequent Envi-
ronmental Impact Report (Final Subsequent EIR) for four separate actions related to the South San Joa-
quin Irrigation District (SSJID) in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

Taken together with the Draft Subsequent EIR and the Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR, this 
Final Subsequent EIR evaluates the following four separate actions: 

¾ Adoption of a Sphere Plan and Municipal Services Review (MSR) to demonstrate that adequate ser-
vices can be provided in the Sphere of Influence (SOI), including SSJID’s provision of irrigation water 
supply and associated drainage, drinking water consistent with the District’s contractual commitments, 
and the proposed retail electric service; 

¾ Adoption of SSJID’s expanded Sphere of Influence to include all of the City of Manteca city limits; 

¾ Approval of SSJID’s proposal to annex an approximately 80-acre island within the District’s existing 
boundary; and 

¾ Approval of SSJID’s proposal to expand its existing services to provide retail electric service. SSJID 
plans to acquire the electric distribution facilities currently owned, operated, and used by Pacific Gas 
and Electric Company (PG&E) to provide retail electric service to end users within the SSJID territory. 

The Draft Subsequent EIR for the SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service, Sphere Plan, MSR, and 
Annexation was circulated for a 45-day public review period that began on November 15, 2011 and 
ended on January 17, 2012. 

Following the close of the comment period, in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21092.1 
and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5[c], LAFCo decided to undertake a partial recirculation of the Draft 
Subsequent EIR. The Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR provided new information regarding a 
potentially feasible project alternative (Community Choice Aggregation), and it was circulated for a pub-
lic review period that began on July 3, 2012 and ended on August 20, 2012. 

The Draft Subsequent EIR, the Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR, and the initial public review 
draft of the Sphere Plan and MSR were made available by mail and online to responsible and trustee 
agencies, interested parties, and the public, for review and comment. Hardcopies were available at 
LAFCo and local public libraries. 

Comments on the November 2011 public review draft of the Sphere Plan and MSR were received by 
LAFCo in early 2012, and on September 13, 2012, SSJID submitted to LAFCo a Second Supplement to its 
application to provide retail electric service. Addressing the comments on the Sphere Plan and MSR 
culminated in the release of a Preliminary Revised Draft Sphere of Influence Plan and MSR on March 5, 
2014. Following the close of a public comment period on April 21, 2014, the Second Preliminary Revised 
Draft Sphere of Influence Plan and MSR was released on September 9, 2014 and was the subject of a 
LAFCo Special Meeting on September 22, 2014. 

This Final Subsequent EIR includes revisions to the Draft Subsequent EIR and responses to comments on 
the EIR. This Final Subsequent EIR also incorporates revisions in light of public comments submitted by 
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PG&E in a letter to LAFCo dated May 11, 2012.1 PG&E’s letter focused on two technical reports originally 
used as references in the Draft Subsequent EIR Project Description and Mitigation Measure 3.9-4a, 
Border-Area Service Plan (the Siemens reports). (See Section A.3, Areas of Controversy: Comments on 
Retail Electric Service Project Design.) The revised text of the Draft Subsequent EIR is shown in this docu-
ment; unchanged text is included by reference as part of the Final Subsequent EIR. The Subsequent EIR 
for the proposed project is this document taken together with the Draft Subsequent EIR and the Partially 
Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR. 

A.1 LAFCo Role and Decision Process 
In a duly noticed public meeting LAFCo will determine whether to certify the Subsequent EIR as com-
plete and adequate. LAFCo will consider the Subsequent EIR before making a recommendation on each 
action. 

Before the lead agency may approve a project, it must certify that the EIR adequately discloses the envi-
ronmental effects of the proposed project, that the EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA, 
and that the decision-making body of the lead agency independently reviewed and considered the infor-
mation contained in the EIR. Certification of the EIR would indicate LAFCo’s determination that the EIR 
adequately evaluates the environmental impacts that could be associated with the proposed project. 

The State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15088) require evaluation of and response to any significant envi-
ronmental issues raised in comments received on the Draft EIR by the lead agency. LAFCo has evaluated 
the comments and prepared written responses to the comments addressing environmental concerns. 
Responses are provided in this Final Subsequent EIR for significant environmental issues raised in the 
review and consultation process (as required by CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088 and 15132). 

Section B (Revisions to the Draft Subsequent EIR) of this Final Subsequent EIR includes the revised portions 
of the Draft Subsequent EIR with changes marked as follows: inserted text is underlined and deleted text is 
shown in strikeout. Both types of changes are indicated with a vertical line in the margin. 

All comments on the Draft and Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR and responses to comments 
are provided in this Final Subsequent EIR Section C (Responses to Comments). 

LAFCo received nine comment letters on the Draft Subsequent EIR as well as three letters from agencies 
and letters on behalf of PG&E and SSJID on the Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR. 

A.2 New Information in the Final Subsequent EIR 
In evaluating comments on the Draft Subsequent EIR, LAFCo considered whether changes made in 
response to comments would warrant recirculation of the Draft Subsequent EIR. LAFCo decided to 
undertake a partial recirculation of the Draft Subsequent EIR by releasing the July 2012 Partially 
Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR to provide new information regarding the Community Choice Aggre-
gation Alternative and to replace the discussion of the environmentally superior alternative. The need 
for additional recirculation hinges on the extent of new information presented in the Final Subsequent 
EIR (CEQA Guidelines 15088.5). Because CEQA requires circulation of a Draft EIR for the purpose of pro-
viding the opportunity for public and agency comments, CEQA anticipates that this process will elicit 

                                                            
1 The document titled “PG&E’s May 11, 2012 Submission to LAFCo Concerning Two Siemens Reports” is included 

in this Final Subsequent EIR (Section C, Responses to Comments, Comment Set J). 
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information that will allow the agency to provide refined analysis and to make adjustments to the proj-
ect that reduce impacts in the Final EIR. Therefore, the evaluation of the need to recirculate a Draft EIR 
is based on: whether the new information resulting from comments results a change that deprives the 
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect (a new 
significant impact not discussed in the Draft EIR) or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect. 

Extent of New Information 

The new information that appears in this Final Subsequent EIR falls into the following categories: 

¾ Information appears in this Final Subsequent EIR to reflect SSJID’s Second Supplement to its 
application to provide retail electric service as received by LAFCo on September 13, 2012. The Second 
Supplement to the application provides additional information on SSJID’s objectives for the proposed 
retail electric service and on the financing and public benefit program requirements for electric 
service. The Second Supplement to the application also clarifies how SSJID would make payments in 
lieu of taxes to reimburse the cities and San Joaquin County. The information related to financing or 
public benefits does not change the EIR Project Description or the analysis of any environmental topic. 
Similarly, while SSJID’s objectives are clarified, the project objectives as stated in the EIR are not 
changed by this information.  

¾ SSJID’s Second Supplement to its application also identifies a minor change in the Retail Electric 
Service Project Design along South Victory Road, which is reflected in this Final Subsequent EIR as a 
revision to the Draft Subsequent EIR with no change in environmental impacts. 

¾ Information appears in this Final Subsequent EIR to reflect the Second Preliminary Revised Draft 
Sphere of Influence Plan and MSR that was released on September 9, 2014, where needed. The 
Sphere Plan and MSR provides expanded financial information, along with updated information on 
existing energy efficiency and existing conservation programs. Information on how SSJID proposes to 
provide the proposed retail electric service and implement the necessary physical changes has not 
changed, and, by extension, new information in the Sphere Plan and MSR does not change the EIR 
Project Description or the analysis of any environmental topic.  

¾ A new summary of the areas of controversy appears in this Final Subsequent EIR Section A.3, which 
notes differences in opinion on the adequacy of the proposed retail electric service project design. 

¾ The revised portions of the Draft Subsequent EIR appear with changes marked in this Final 
Subsequent EIR Section B. 

¾ The comments on the Draft and Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR and responses to 
comments appear in this Final Subsequent EIR Section C.  

¾ The mitigation monitoring program appears in this Final Subsequent EIR Section D as drawn from the 
environmental issue area analyses in Section 3 of the Draft Subsequent EIR with changes marked. 

Specifically, as required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, the new information, corrections or 
clarifications presented in this document do not disclose that: 

¾ A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation mea-
sure proposed to be implemented. 

¾ A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation mea-
sures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 
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¾ A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s 
proponents decline to adopt it. 

¾ The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

The information and analysis presented in this Final Subsequent EIR has not changed such that those 
situations exist. The Final Subsequent EIR does not disclose any new significant environmental impacts 
or increased severity of impacts. The new information and analysis presented in the Final Subsequent 
EIR simply clarifies and amplifies the information and analysis presented in the Draft Subsequent EIR and 
the Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR. Under these circumstances, CEQA does not support 
additional recirculation. 

A.3 Areas of Controversy 
A total of four comment letters were received from agencies and utilities during the scoping period fol-
lowing the release of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft Subsequent EIR on March 15, 2010. 
No comments were received from private citizens. The scoping comments are disclosed in Draft Subse-
quent EIR Section 1.8 (Areas of Controversy). The issues that were raised during the 2010 public scoping 
process included: 

¾ the protection of the Stanislaus River and special status species; 

¾ project consistency with applicable land use plans and agency requirements; 

¾ cost of power under the proposed plan; 

¾ greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions; 

¾ proposed generation portfolio for the project; 

¾ the need for clearly delineated mitigation measures; 

¾ potential impacts to electric service reliability; 

¾ detailed description of construction work associated with the project; 

¾ potential service agreements with MID; 

¾ impacts to and protection for biological resources; 

¾ reasonably foreseeable impacts should be described; and 

¾ need for a unified EIR describing the complete set of SSJID-related actions. 

The public comment period on the Draft Subsequent EIR began on November 15, 2011 and ended 
January 17, 2012. Nine comment letters were received. In addition to the issues raised during the public 
scoping process, comments on the Draft Subsequent EIR addressed: 

¾ process for participating in or opting out of the San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conserva-
tion & Open Space Plan; 

¾ standards for flood control subject to the Central Valley Flood Protection Board; 

¾ CEQA requirement for cumulative impact analysis; 
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¾ hydraulic impacts for channel and levee improvements; 

¾ the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board responsibility; 

¾ requirements of the Construction Storm Water General Permit; regulations contained in Phase I and II 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permits and Industrial Storm Water General Permit 
Order No. 97-03-DWQ; 

¾ requirements of Section 404 and Section 401 of the federal Clean Water Act; 

¾ requirements of a full Traffic Impact Study if a future headquarters goes forward; 

¾ effluent disposal guidelines; 

¾ need for additional visual resource analysis; 

¾ additional disclosure of the impacts of Border-Area Service Plan; 

¾ need for a revised, detailed project description; 

¾ need for additional analyses of electric service in Area D and Area E; 

¾ analyses of the potential future headquarters; 

¾ additional alternatives including a Bill Pay/Bill Credit alternative and a “reduced size alternative”; 

¾ comments on the paleontological and cultural resources mitigation measures; and 

¾ a request for recirculation. 

The public comment period on the Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR began on July 3, 2012, 
and ended August 20, 2012. Three agency letters were received along with comments from PG&E and 
SSJID. Comments on the Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR included: 

¾ assessments from SSJID and PG&E of whether project objectives would be better accomplished 
through a potentially feasible project alternative (Community Choice Aggregation) when compared 
with the proposed plan to provide retail electric service; 

¾ an opinion from PG&E that LAFCo should ignore SSJID’s assertion that Community Choice Aggregation 
is not an alternative to the project; 

¾ an opinion from PG&E that LAFCo should reject SSJID’s application because an environmentally-
superior alternative exists; and 

¾ an opinion from SSJID that legal uncertainties and restrictions preclude Community Choice Aggrega-
tion from serving as an alternative. 

This Final Subsequent EIR (Section C, Responses to Comments) includes copies of the EIR comment 
letters and the responses to comments. 

Comments on Retail Electric Service Project Design 

In early 2012, after the close of the public comment period on the Draft Subsequent EIR, LAFCo 
responded to a request made by PG&E to review technical reports of engineering analyses prepared by 
Siemens Power Technologies International (Siemens PTI) for SSJID. The Siemens reports from February 
2010 and July 2011 were used as references in the Draft Subsequent EIR Project Description and Mitiga-
tion Measure 3.9-4a Border-Area Service Plan. LAFCo provided PG&E an additional 45 days to comment 
on the information found in the documents and subsequently extended the comment period three 
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working weeks. PG&E provided comments on these two Siemens reports within the extended time 
allotted in a memo to LAFCo on May 11, 2012 (Section C of this Final Subsequent EIR, Responses to 
Comments, Comment Set J). 

PG&E’s comments on the project design assert that Siemens’ reports are flawed, and PG&E may 
disagree with the engineering analyses of the Siemens work. LAFCo requested that Siemens review its 
earlier design work in light of PG&E’s comments. The result of the request was a third Siemens report 
from June 2012 that details additional optional construction that is considered in this Final Subsequent 
EIR Section B.3, Revisions to the Draft Subsequent EIR.2 As described in this Final Subsequent EIR, Sec-
tion C, Responses I-14 and I-16 and in Response J-1, Siemens disagrees that two new PG&E substations 
would be needed. Detailed responses to environmental issues, where raised by PG&E in reviewing the 
Siemens reports, are provided in this Final Subsequent EIR Section C (Responses to Comment Set J). 

It would be beyond the scope of this EIR to attempt to resolve the differences in opinion between PG&E 
and Siemens or SSJID on the adequacy of the proposed retail electric service project design, or to 
conclude whether SSJID’s severance plan would negatively or positively affect the reliability of PG&E’s 
service to customers remaining with PG&E. Similarly, it would be beyond the scope of this EIR to 
attempt to resolve PG&E’s and SSJID’s differences on project costs or the economic viability of the plan 
to provide retail electric service. The State CEQA Guidelines provide that an EIR’s focus is on environ-
mental impacts (Sections 15088, 15122, and 15131), rather than the details of a project’s engineering or 
economic feasibility. 

Moreover, the EIR need not settle disagreements in areas of controversy. The State CEQA Guidelines 
(Section 15151) require the EIR to include a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with 
information which enables them to make a decision that takes account of environmental consequences. 
Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR must disclose for the 
decision makers the main points of disagreement among the experts. Such disclosure often comes, as it 
does here, in a Final EIR, as lead agencies often learn for the first time in comments on the Draft EIR that 
an expert may disagree with some of the conclusions set forth in the Draft EIR. 

A.4 Organization of the Final Subsequent EIR 
This Final Subsequent EIR contains clarifying information about the proposed project, supplemental 
environmental information, and responses to comments raised during the public review and comment 
periods on the Draft Subsequent EIR and the Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR.  

Following this introductory section, the document is organized as described below. 

¾ Section B, Revisions to the Draft Subsequent EIR, contains text changes and corrections to the Draft 
Subsequent EIR initiated by the lead agency or resulting from comments received on the Draft or 
Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR. 

¾ Section C, Responses to Comments, contains each of the comment letters received on the Draft and 
Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR and presents individual responses to the specific com-
ments raised in each letter. 

                                                            
2 Siemens PTI. 2012. Options for providing backup service to PG&E Feeders once SSJID acquires Manteca 

substation. Prepared for SSJID by Siemens Power Technologies International, Nelson J. Bacalao. June 2012. 
(Included as Attachment 1 of this Final Subsequent EIR.) 



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

A. INTRODUCTION 

 

 
November 2014 A-7 Final Subsequent EIR 

¾ Section D, Mitigation Monitoring Program, compiles the draft mitigation monitoring program for the 
proposed project provided in a series of tables, each at the end of the environmental issue area analy-
ses in Section 3 of the Draft Subsequent EIR. The entire mitigation monitoring program would be 
adopted concurrent with the adoption of the findings and prior to approval action on the separate 
components of the proposed project. 
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B. Revisions to the Draft Subsequent EIR 
The Draft Subsequent EIR was revised in response to comments received from local and state agencies and 
from PG&E. As anticipated by CEQA Guidelines, some comments on the Draft Subsequent EIR resulted in 
changes to the text of the EIR itself. These changes are indicated in the EIR text by underlining new text 
and striking out removed text. 

B.1 Introduction 
This part of the Final Subsequent EIR consists of revisions of the Draft Subsequent EIR as shown in this 
Final Subsequent EIR Section B.2 through Section B.4. Public comments on the Partially Recirculated 
Draft Subsequent EIR did not trigger any revisions to that document. Section B is organized as follows: 

¾ Revisions to the Executive Summary, including a revised summary of impacts and mitigation measures; 

¾ Revisions to the Draft Subsequent EIR triggered by comment letters; 

¾ Expanded impact analysis for the Border-Area Service Plan (EIR Mitigation Measure 3.9-4a). 

B.2 Revisions to the Executive Summary 
Table ES-2 of the Draft Subsequent EIR contains a summary of the impacts and mitigation measures pre-
sented by the EIR, including the revisions reflected in this Final Subsequent EIR. 

This summary table is based on the analyses in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 3, Environmental Impacts 
and Mitigation Measures. This section provides descriptions of the potential environmental impacts of 
the proposed project and programmatic impacts of potential future expansion of retail electric service 
to other parts of the current and expanded SOI, dependent on possible future annexations. Section 3 
also recommends mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 

Revised Table ES-2, presented as follows (pp. B-2 to B-12), includes a column that integrates the results 
of the impact analysis for all project components, including the Border-Area Service Plan that was 
identified as EIR Mitigation Measure 3.9-4a. Impacts related to implementation of the Border-Area 
Service Plan were reflected as part of the Updated Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service column in Table 
ES-2 in the Draft Subsequent EIR. The conclusions presented in the Draft Subsequent EIR have not 
changed. After implementation of the recommended mitigation measures previously identified in the 
Draft Subsequent EIR, all impacts related to the proposed project with the Border-Area Service Plan 
would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
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Revised Table ES-2. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 

Land Use, Agriculture, and Recreation 

Impacts 

Municipal 
Services  
Review 

Expanded 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Proposed  
80-acre 

Annexation 

Updated Plan  
to Provide  

Retail Electric 
Service 

All Project 
Components 
with Border 
Area Service 

Plan 
Mitigation Measures 

for Retail Electric Service Plan 
Impact 3.1-1: Physically disrupt, preclude, or 
disturb existing or permitted land uses 

No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.1-1a: Re-till agricultural lands following 
construction. 
3.1-1b: Consult with landowners. 
3.1-1c: Adjust location of lines for agricultural 
operations and flight patterns. 

Impact 3.1-2: Permanently convert Farmland to 
a non-agricultural use 

No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.1-2a: Preserve farmland to offset 
permanent losses. 

Impact 3.1-3: Conflict with Williamson Act 
contracts and/or zoning for agricultural use 

No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required. 

Impact 3.1-4: Result in the loss or 
degradation of federal, State, or local 
recreation facilities 

No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required. 

 

Air Quality 

Impacts 

Municipal 
Services  
Review 

Expanded 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Proposed  
80-acre 

Annexation 

Updated Plan  
to Provide  

Retail Electric 
Service 

All Project 
Components 
with Border 
Area Service 

Plan 
Mitigation Measures  

for Retail Electric Service Plan 
Impact 3.2-1: Conflict with or obstruct imple-
mentation of the applicable air quality plan 

No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No mitigation is required. 

Impact 3.2-2: Violate any air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation 

No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.2-2a: Implement dust control provisions. 
3.2-2b: Implement equipment exhaust 
control measures. 
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Air Quality 

Impacts 

Municipal 
Services  
Review 

Expanded 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Proposed  
80-acre 

Annexation 

Updated Plan  
to Provide  

Retail Electric 
Service 

All Project 
Components 
with Border 
Area Service 

Plan 
Mitigation Measures  

for Retail Electric Service Plan 
Impact 3.2-3: Result in a cumulatively consid-
erable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-attainment 
under an applicable federal or State ambient 
air quality standard 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.2-2a: Implement dust control provisions. 
3.2-2b: Implement equipment exhaust 
control measures. 

Impact 3.2-4: Expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations 

No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.2-2a: Implement dust control provisions. 
3.2-2b: Implement equipment exhaust 
control measures. 

Impact 3.2-5: Create objectionable odors 
affecting a substantial number of people 

No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No mitigation is required. 

 

Biological Resources 

Impacts 

Municipal 
Services  
Review 

Expanded 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Proposed  
80-acre 

Annexation 

Updated Plan  
to Provide  

Retail Electric 
Service 

All Project 
Components 
with Border 
Area Service 

Plan 
Mitigation Measures  

for Retail Electric Service Plan 
Impact 3.3-1: Result in direct loss of special-
status species or substantial adverse effect 
through habitat loss or degradation 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.3-1a: Minimize construction footprint. 
3.3-1b: Survey new electric utility corridors. 
3.3-1c: Avoid designated Sensitive Areas. 
3.3-1d: Survey prior to non-routine 
vegetation management. 
3.3-1e: Avoid, minimize, and compensate for 
impacts to special-status species. 

Impact 3.3-2: Have a substantial adverse 
effect on sensitive natural communities, 
including riparian, or wetlands, or other 
waters of the U.S. and/or State 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.3-2a: Avoid, minimize, and compensate for 
impacts to sensitive habitats. 

Impact 3.3-3: Interfere substantially with the 
movement of fish or wildlife species, including 
established migration corridors, or the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required. 
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Biological Resources 

Impacts 

Municipal 
Services  
Review 

Expanded 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Proposed  
80-acre 

Annexation 

Updated Plan  
to Provide  

Retail Electric 
Service 

All Project 
Components 
with Border 
Area Service 

Plan 
Mitigation Measures  

for Retail Electric Service Plan 
Impact 3.3-4: Have a substantial adverse 
effect on special-status plant species through 
the installation of overhead and underground 
lines throughout the project area and the 
proposed Jack Tone Substation 

Not Applicable Not Applicable Not Applicable Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.3-4a: Conduct seasonal surveys for 
special-status plants and implement 
appropriate impact 
avoidance/minimization/compensation 
strategies. 

Impact 3.3-5: Disturb over-wintering or 
nesting burrowing owls 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.3-5a: Conduct burrowing owl pre-
construction surveys and implement 
appropriate impact avoidance/minimization/
compensation strategies. 

Impact 3.3-6: Result in nest abandonment, 
nest failure, or premature fledging due to 
removal of buildings, trees or shrubs, grading, 
or construction activities in the vicinity of 
passerine and non-passerine land bird nests 
and raptor nests 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.3-6a: Avoid removal of nesting substrate 
during the breeding season and implement 
appropriate impact minimization strategies. 

Impact 3.3-7: Result in the loss of raptor 
foraging habitat due to construction of the 
proposed Jack Tone Substation and other 
project components 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.3-1a: Minimize construction footprint. 
3.3-1b: Survey new electric utility corridors. 
3.3-1c: Avoid designated Sensitive Areas. 
3.3-1d: Survey prior to non-routine 
vegetation management. 
3.3-1e: Avoid, minimize, and compensate for 
impacts to special-status species. 

Impact 3.3-8: Disturb breeding Swainson’s 
hawk or Swainson’s hawk nests as result of 
removal of mature trees and noisy 
construction activities 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.3-8a: Conduct Swainson’s hawk pre-
construction surveys and implement 
appropriate impact avoidance and 
minimization strategies. 

Impact 3.3-9: Result in the mortality of or loss 
of potential habitat for Valley elderberry 
longhorn beetle due to the removal of blue 
elderberry shrubs 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.3-9a: Conduct surveys for Valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle and implement 
appropriate impact 
avoidance/minimization/compensation 
strategies. 
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Biological Resources 

Impacts 

Municipal 
Services  
Review 

Expanded 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Proposed  
80-acre 

Annexation 

Updated Plan  
to Provide  

Retail Electric 
Service 

All Project 
Components 
with Border 
Area Service 

Plan 
Mitigation Measures  

for Retail Electric Service Plan 
Impact 3.3-10: Eliminate potential roosting 
habitat for and/or result in injury or mortality to 
special-status bat species by the removal of 
mature trees and structures 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.3-10a: If the electric distribution system 
construction would require removal of 
buildings, mature trees, or snags, conduct 
surveys for roosting bats and implement 
appropriate impact avoidance and 
minimization strategies. 

Impact 3.3-11: Result in disturbance to 
wildlife and/or wildlife mortality due to 
maintenance activities 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.3-1a: Minimize construction footprint. 
3.3-1b: Survey new electric utility corridors. 
3.3-1c: Avoid designated Sensitive Areas. 
3.3-1d: Survey prior to non-routine 
vegetation management. 

 

Cultural Resources 

Impacts 

Municipal 
Services  
Review 

Expanded 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Proposed  
80-acre 

Annexation 

Updated Plan  
to Provide  

Retail Electric 
Service 

All Project 
Components 
with Border 
Area Service 

Plan 
Mitigation Measures  

for Retail Electric Service Plan 
Impact 3.4-1: Cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of historical 
resources or unique archaeological 
resources, or disturb human remains  

No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.4-1a: Develop and Implement a Cultural 
Resources Treatment Plan (CRTP). 

 



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

B. REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT SUBSEQUENT EIR 
 

 
November 2014 B-6 Final Subsequent EIR 

Geology, Soils, and Paleontology 

Impacts 

Municipal 
Services  
Review 

Expanded 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Proposed  
80-acre 

Annexation 

Updated Plan  
to Provide  

Retail Electric 
Service 

All Project 
Components 
with Border 
Area Service 

Plan 
Mitigation Measures  

for Retail Electric Service Plan 
Impact 3.5-1: Expose people or structures to 
potential substantial adverse effects as a 
result of seismically induced groundshaking 
and/or ground failure 

No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.5-1a: Engineer electric facilities in 
accordance with standards and practices.  

Impact 3.5-2: Result in substantial soil 
erosion or the loss of topsoil 

No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.5-2a: Follow best management practices 
for soil erosion control.  

Impact 3.5-3: Damage project facilities as a 
result of expansive (shrink swell) soils 

No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required. 

Impact 3.5-4 Directly or indirectly destroy a 
unique paleontological resource 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.5-4a: Provide proper treatment of 
paleontological resources.  

 

Public Health and Safety 

Impacts 

Municipal 
Services  
Review 

Expanded 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Proposed  
80-acre 

Annexation 

Updated Plan  
to Provide  

Retail Electric 
Service 

All Project 
Components 
with Border 
Area Service 

Plan 
Mitigation Measures  

for Retail Electric Service Plan 
Impact 3.6-1: Create a significant hazard to 
the public or environment through routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials 

No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.6-1a: Establish environmental training and 
monitoring program for construction and 
operations in compliance with OSHA 
standards. 
3.6-1b: Prepare hazardous substance 
control and emergency response plan for 
construction in accordance with the 
California Health and Safety Code. 
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Public Health and Safety 

Impacts 

Municipal 
Services  
Review 

Expanded 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Proposed  
80-acre 

Annexation 

Updated Plan  
to Provide  

Retail Electric 
Service 

All Project 
Components 
with Border 
Area Service 

Plan 
Mitigation Measures  

for Retail Electric Service Plan 
Impact 3.6-2: Create a hazard to people or 
the environment as a result of being located 
on a site that is included on a list of 
hazardous material sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 or by 
otherwise mobilizing existing soil or 
groundwater contamination 

No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.6-2a: Conduct detailed hazardous 
materials record searches. 
3.6-2b: Observe exposed soil. 

Impact 3.6-3: Emit hazardous emissions or 
handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within one-
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.6-1a: Establish environmental training and 
monitoring program for construction and 
operations in compliance with OSHA 
standards. 

Impact 3.6-4: Interfere with adopted 
emergency response plans 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.10-4a: Ensure emergency response 
access. 

Impact 3.6-5: Create a significant hazard to 
the public or environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials 
into the environment 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required. 

Impact 3.6-6: Substantially increase the 
potential for electrocution and fire hazards 

No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required. 

Impact 3.6-7: Create an aeronautical or 
motor vehicle hazard or result in a significant 
aerial obstruction within two miles of an 
airport or airstrip 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.1-1c: Adjust location of lines for agricultural 
operations and flight patterns. 
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Hydrology and Water Quality 

Impacts 

Municipal 
Services  
Review 

Expanded 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Proposed  
80-acre 

Annexation 

Updated Plan  
to Provide  

Retail Electric 
Service 

All Project 
Components 
with Border 
Area Service 

Plan 
Mitigation Measures  

for Retail Electric Service Plan 
Impact 3.7-1: Result in surface water and 
groundwater contamination that could violate 
water quality standards 

No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.7-1a: Limit wet season construction. 

Impact 3.7-2: Deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere with groundwater recharge 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.7-2a: Install pervious and/or high-
roughness groundcover where applicable. 

Impact 3.7-3: Alter existing drainage patterns 
or result in increased runoff 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.7-2a: Install pervious and/or high-
roughness groundcover where applicable. 

Impact 3.7-4: Result in flooding, flood 
diversions, or erosion due to permanent 
aboveground structures in a floodplain 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.7-4a: Aboveground structures shall be 
protected against flood and erosion damage. 

Impact 3.7-5: Expose people or structures 
to risk as a result of dam or levee failure, or 
inundation by mudflow 

No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.7-4a: Aboveground structures shall be 
protected against flood and erosion damage. 

 

Noise and Vibration 

Impacts 

Municipal 
Services  
Review 

Expanded 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Proposed  
80-acre 

Annexation 

Updated Plan  
to Provide  

Retail Electric 
Service 

All Project 
Components 
with Border 
Area Service 

Plan 
Mitigation Measures  

for Retail Electric Service Plan 
Impact 3.8-1: Cause excessive temporary or 
periodic increase in noise 

No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.8-1a: Implement appropriate noise controls 
during construction. 
3.8-1b: Provide notice of construction noise 
and vibration. 

Impact 3.8-2: Cause excessive groundborne 
vibration 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required. 

Impact 3.8-3: Cause excessive permanent 
increase in noise 

No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.8-3a: Design substation modifications to 
avoid noise increases. 
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Socioeconomics, Public Services, and Utilities 

Impacts 

Municipal 
Services  
Review 

Expanded 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Proposed  
80-acre 

Annexation 

Updated Plan  
to Provide  

Retail Electric 
Service 

All Project 
Components 
with Border 
Area Service 

Plan 
Mitigation Measures  

for Retail Electric Service Plan 
Impact 3.9-1: Induce substantial growth or 
exceed local population projections 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required. 

Impact 3.9-2: Displace people or existing 
housing 

No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No mitigation is required. 

Impact 3.9-3: Cause substantial physical 
changes due to project-induced expansion of 
fire protection, police protection, school, or 
recreational facilities 

No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant  

Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required. 

Impact 3.9-4: Cause utility system (electricity 
and water distribution) disruptions 

No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant  

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant  

3.9-4a: Implement Border-Area Service Plan 
(No additional mitigation is required if 
implementing the Border-Area Service Plan.) 

Impact 3.9-5: Increase demand on water, 
wastewater, or solid waste facilities in excess 
of existing entitlements and facilities 

No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant  

Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required. 

 

Transportation and Traffic 

Impacts 

Municipal 
Services  
Review 

Expanded 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Proposed  
80-acre 

Annexation 

Updated Plan  
to Provide  

Retail Electric 
Service 

All Project 
Components 
with Border 
Area Service 

Plan 
Mitigation Measures  

for Retail Electric Service Plan 
Impact 3.10-1: Result in substantial 
congestion and cause a substantial increase 
in traffic due to closure of roads and/or 
reduction of travel lanes 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.10-1a: Develop and implement a Traffic 
Management Plan. 

Impact 3.10-2: Generate additional traffic on 
regional and local roadways or exceed a level 
of service standard on public roadways 

No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required. 
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Transportation and Traffic 

Impacts 

Municipal 
Services  
Review 

Expanded 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Proposed  
80-acre 

Annexation 

Updated Plan  
to Provide  

Retail Electric 
Service 

All Project 
Components 
with Border 
Area Service 

Plan 
Mitigation Measures  

for Retail Electric Service Plan 
Impact 3.10-3: Temporarily restrict vehicle 
access to some properties 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.10-3a: Provide continuous access to 
properties during trenching and underground 
cable installation. 
3.10-3b: Provide notice of access 
disruptions. 

Impact 3.10-4: Temporarily interfere with 
emergency response 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.10-4a: Ensure emergency response 
access. 

Impact 3.10-5: Temporarily disrupt bus 
routes 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.10-5a: Consult with SJRTD and Manteca, 
Ripon, and Escalon unified school districts. 

Impact 3.10-6: Disrupt rail operations due to 
activities within a railroad ROW 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.10-6a: Coordinate work with Union Pacific 
Railroad. 

Impact 3.10-7: Temporarily eliminate road 
shoulder parking spaces 

No impact No impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.10-3b: Provide notice of access 
disruptions. 

Impact 3.10-8: Inadvertently damage road 
ROWs 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.10-8a: Repair damaged road ROWs. 
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Visual Resources 

Impacts 

Municipal 
Services  
Review 

Expanded 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Proposed  
80-acre 

Annexation 

Updated Plan  
to Provide  

Retail Electric 
Service 

All Project 
Components 
with Border 
Area Service 

Plan 
Mitigation Measures  

for Retail Electric Service Plan 
Impact 3.11-1: Degrade a scenic vista, 
highway, or resource 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required. 

Impact 3.11-2: Degrade existing visual 
character with visible construction activity 

No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.11-2a: Reduce visibility of construction 
activities and equipment. 
3.11-2b: Restore disturbed areas upon 
completion of construction. 

Impact 3.11-3: Degrade existing visual 
character with permanent infrastructure 

No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant  

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.11-3a: Install landscaping and screening 
around substation. 
3.11-3b: Use non-reflective conductors and 
poles. 
3.11-3c: Locate trenches to protect 
landscape trees. 

Impact 3.11-4: Create substantial light or 
glare adversely affecting nighttime views in 
the area 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 

3.11-4a: Minimize substation lighting. 

 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Impacts 

Municipal 
Services  
Review 

Expanded 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Proposed  
80-acre 

Annexation 

Updated Plan  
to Provide  

Retail Electric 
Service 

All Project 
Components 
with Border 
Area Service 

Plan 
Mitigation Measures  

for Retail Electric Service Plan 
Impact 3.12-1: Generate greenhouse gas 
emissions, either directly or indirectly, that 
may have a significant impact on the 
environment 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required. 

Impact 3.12-2: Conflict with applicable plans, 
policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose 
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse 
gases 

No Impact No Impact No Impact Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required. 
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Energy Conservation 

Impacts 

Municipal 
Services  
Review 

Expanded 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Proposed  
80-acre 

Annexation 

Updated Plan  
to Provide  

Retail Electric 
Service 

All Project 
Components 
with Border 
Area Service 

Plan 
Mitigation Measures  

for Retail Electric Service Plan 
Impact 3.13-1: Cause an adverse change in 
energy requirements and energy use efficiencies 

No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No mitigation is required. 

Impact 3.13-2: Cause an adverse effect on 
local and regional energy supplies and 
requirements for additional capacity 

No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No mitigation is required. 

Impact 3.13-3: Cause an adverse effect on 
peak and base period demands for electricity 
and other forms of energy 

No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No mitigation is required. 

Impact 3.13-4: Cause an adverse effect on 
compliance with existing energy standards 

No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No mitigation is required. 

Impact 3.13-5: Cause an adverse effect on 
energy resources 

No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No mitigation is required. 

Impact 3.13-6: Cause an adverse effect on 
transportation energy use 

No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No mitigation is required. 
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B.3 Revisions to the Draft Subsequent EIR 
The Draft Subsequent EIR has been revised as follows. 

Revised Section ES.1. Summary of Project Description 

Project Components 

Sphere Plan and Municipal Services Review.  

[…]  

The MSR addresses five six areas of review for which LAFCo must render written 
determinations, as follows: 

¾ Growth and population projections for the affected area; 

¾ Present and planned capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services, 
including infrastructure needs or deficiencies; 

¾ Financial ability of agencies to provide services; 

¾ Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities; and 

¾ Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure 
and operational efficiencies; and. 

¾ Disadvantaged unincorporated communities. 

Revised Section ES.4. Alternatives Evaluated 

[Section 2.2, Summary of Alternatives Evaluated, in the Partially Recirculated Draft 
Subsequent EIR revised the original discussion of the environmentally superior 
alternative from the Draft Subsequent EIR.] 

Revised Section 1. Introduction and Purpose 

Section 1.3.2. Existing Electricity Distribution in SSJID 

Currently, the average annual demand for electricity in the SSJID territory is about 
571,900 537,900 MWh (2011), based on PG&E data submitted to the CPUC and 
shown in the MSR Public Review Draft (November 15, 2011). , and bBoth PG&E and 
MID generate and/or purchase the electricity for distribution to end-use customers. 
[…] 

Section 1.4.3. Baseline Practices Already in Effect 

Incremental Environmental Impacts. A substantial portion of the environmental 
effects of providing future municipal services will be in response to the existing com-
mitments of the providers. Adoption or approval of the MSR, expanded Sphere of 
Influence, annexation, and/or retail electricity plan would only lead to an incre-
mental change. To understand the potential environmental effects attributable to 
the project, this analysis identifies reasonably foreseeable actions for providing 
future municipal services in comparison with actions for the expected continuation 
of providing existing services. Activities that are previously approved and are opera-
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tional are part of the existing environmental setting and the baseline for environ-
mental analysis. 

Revised Section 2. Project Description 

Section 2.3.1. Sphere Plan and Municipal Services Review 

[…] 

The MSR addresses five six areas of review for which LAFCo must render written 
determinations, as follows: 

¾ Growth and population projections for the affected area; 

¾ Present and planned capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services, 
including infrastructure needs or deficiencies; 

¾ Financial ability of agencies to provide services; 

¾ Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities; and 

¾ Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure 
and operational efficiencies; and. 

¾ Disadvantaged unincorporated communities. 

[…] 

o  Note about Potential Future SSJID Headquarters: In addition to its inclusion in 
the cumulative impacts analysis as a foreseeable project, Section 4 of this EIR 
provides a programmatic level of environmental review for developing a 
potential future SSJID headquarters at the northeast corner of E. Louise 
Avenue and Austin Road, east of Manteca although no specific construction 
proposal is under consideration. The analysis is in a separate section because 
the proposed retail electric plan does not include construction of a head-
quarters, and the proposed LAFCo action to adopt the Sphere Plan and Munic-
ipal Services Review would not approve or disapprove construction of a 
future headquarters. Design details and additional CEQA documentation 
would need to be prepared by SSJID before development of a new head-
quarters could be approved at any location. Developing the headquarters at 
the E. Louise Avenue and Austin Road is site, which is zoned agricultural, 
would most likely require reclassification of zoning by San Joaquin County 
and a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) with a separate environmental review. 

Section 2.3.4. Updated Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

[…] 

SSJID also anticipates creating approximately 70 new electric utility employee 
positions, in addition to its current utility staff, and proposes to work with other 
publicly owned utilities and private contractors to assure cost-effective operations. 
SSJID expects to rent existing commercial property or rely on existing contractor 
yards as a base for electric utility staff and equipment storage. To enhance reliability 
and emergency response, SSJID expects to enter into Mutual Aid Agreements with 
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MID, the Turlock Irrigation District (TID), Trinity Public Utility District, and SMUD. 
SSJID has joined the California Utility Emergency Association (CUEA). 

Section 2.4.1. Project Characteristics 

[…] 

Table 2-3 identifies the construction needed to separate the facilities from the bal-
ance of PG&E’s system and to ensure that all affected customers, including those 
retained by PG&E near the SSJID territory border, experience no degradation in ser-
vice as a result of SSJID’s acquisition. SSJID expects to continue further engineering 
analysis in order to refine its plans and, as a result, minor changes in the construc-
tion proposal of Table 2-3 could occur until final engineering is completed. For 
example, continued engineering analysis may consider other construction options, 
such as undergrounding certain segments or constructing certain segments as a sep-
arate overhead distribution line. If required, additional facilities would be of a design 
similar to those described here. 

[…] 

Table 2-3. Summary of Retail Electric Service Project Design 

Component Description Proposed Project 

[…] 

East Escalon Area 
Severance 

To preserve service to PG&E customers served by 
Riverbank Substation outside of the SSJID territory, 
east of Escalon and south of Highway 120, a new 
under-build would be needed along Victory Rd.  

1.63 miles of new under-build along South Victory Rd 
between Highway 120 and River Rd to provide 
continuity to PG&E’s system while supplying 
customers inside the territorytake loads inside 
boundary. 

South of Avena 
Severance 

To preserve service to PG&E customers north of the 
SSJID territory, south of Avena Substation, this 
new under-build would be needed along 
segments of Lone Tree Rd. 
To standardize voltages and facilitate formation 
of feeders from Clough Substation. This is not 
strictly necessary for the separation, but it would 
improve efficiencies in maintenance and attend-
ing to load growth. 

(a) 0.75 miles of new under-build along Lone Tree Rd, 
between Carrolton and Van Allen Rds with 24 new 
60-ft poles, with 1,312 feet of new feeder along Van 
Allen, and 1.01 miles new under-build along Lone Tree 
between Sexton and Brennan Rds; 
(b) 839 feet of new feeder with 5 new 45-ft poles on 
Carrolton Rd with an upgrade from 4.16 kV to 17 kV; 
(c) about 1,000 feet of new feeder south of Lone Tree Rd 
and west of Sexton on roughly 4 new 45-ft poles; and 
(d) convert 14.2 miles of an existing 4.16 kV feeder in 
the vicinity of Wagner Rd and Yosemite to 17 kV by 
changing insulators and distribution transformers only. 

Options for Lathrop 
Area Backup 

If needed to preserve backup service to PG&E 
customers (on VA-1701) outside of the SSJID 
territory that receive backup from the Manteca 
Substation, one existing feeder (VA-1706) to the 
north from Vierra could be utilized or rehabilitated or 
a new underground segment could be installed to 
the north from Vierra. 
(Siemens PTI, June 2012.) 

(a) option to utilize feeder VA-1706, or if spare 
capacity is not available on this feeder refurbish, 
reconductor, or convert to 2.1 miles of new underbuild 
north from Vierra Substation to Lathrop Road; 
(b) option to install 1.2 miles of new underground 
cable from Vierra Substation on McKinley Avenue and 
north to Louise Ave. 
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Options for South of 
Vierra Backup 

If needed to preserve backup service to PG&E 
customers (on VA-1702) outside of the SSJID 
territory that receive backup from the Manteca 
Substation and Ripon Substation, a new 
underground segment could be installed to the south 
from Vierra.  
 
(Note: the Western Underbuild in the Border-Area 
Service Plan of Mitigation Measure 3.9-4a could 
alternatively avoid the need for this segment.) 
(Siemens PTI, June 2012.) 

If the Western Underbuild of the Border-Area Service 
Plan is not installed, then add 1.7 miles of new 
underground cable from Vierra along McKinley 
Avenue and south to Woodward Ave. 

Option for Avena 
Backup 

If needed to provide backup service to PG&E 
customers (on AV-1701) that may receive backup 
from the Manteca Substation or feeders from the 
north, an alternative supply from French Camp 
Substation could be used. 
(Siemens PTI, June 2012.) 

To use the French Camp Substation for backup, install 
a pad- or pole-mounted 4.5 MVA auto-transformer 
along French Camp Road near the intersection of 
Loduca Drive, and: 
(a) reconductor 300 feet of the end of the PG&E 
French Camp Road mainline; 
(b) reconductor sections of PG&E feeder from Avena 
(AV-1701) along French Camp Road for a combined 
length of 2,000 feet; and 
(c) install 0.54 miles of PG&E new overhead to 
connect the auto-transformer to the feeder from 
Avena, as underbuild to new section for SSJID. 

[…] 

RP 1702 Feeder Existing distribution segment to the southeast of 
Ripon Substation would need to be modified to 
transfer load to New 2 ES, New 5 JT, and New 
1 RP. 

(a) Reconductoring 100 ft and 0.16 miles of new cable 
overhead for RP 1702 to serve as a mainline; 
(b) 0.1 miles of new overhead is required along Clinton 
South Rd for separating RP 1702. 

 

Section 2.6.4. Operation of Retail Electric Service Facilities 

[…] 

Employment. SSJID currently has 86 full-time employees for routine operations and 
maintenance, construction, billing and collection for irrigation water and drainage 
services and wholesale power sales. The addition of retail electric service would 
result in SSJID initially hiring about 70 additional full time experienced electric utility 
staff to supplement its existing staff. SSJID expects to initially rent commercial prop-
erty zoned as light industrial (M-1) or business industrial park (BIP) or rely on con-
tractor yards as a base for electric utility staff and equipment storage. Potential 
rental opportunities that may meet the needs of SSJID exist at the Spreckels Park 
development located at the northwest corner of State Highways 99 and 120 in 
Manteca with a total of 236 acres zoned for light or heavy industrial uses and the 
Manteca Industrial Park and Southeast Manteca Area with a total of 103 acres pri-
marily zoned industrial park. Additional industrial areas are located at the west 
Manteca area off Yosemite Avenue and at the Pacific Business Park in the northwest 
Manteca areas; however, industrial sites along the western portion of Manteca are 
less preferred as they would be located further from SSJID potential customers. 

Additional contract personnel would be hired for start-up operations, as needed. 
SSJID may also contract with MID for specific support service during the initial start-
up period. For example, SSJID may initially have MID administer the Public Benefits 
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Program to ensure implementation of important efficiency and renewable invest-
ments. SSJID has become a member of the California Utilities Emergency Association 
(“CUEA”) whose members would provide mutual assistance to SSJID during periods 
of emergency. SSJID will also sign mutual aid agreements with individual electric 
utility providers. SSJID would adjust its organization based on its actual operational 
experience with the goal of optimizing economic and operational efficiencies, improv-
ing response time, reducing the number and duration of outages, and improving 
overall customer service satisfaction. Administrative functions for the provision of 
retail electric service (e.g., accounting, human relations) would be handled at rented 
facilities as needed and at SSJID’s existing Manteca office. 

Revised Section 2.7. References 

Siemens PTI. 2012. Options for providing backup service to PG&E Feeders once SSJID 
acquires Manteca substation. Prepared for SSJID by Siemens Power Technologies 
International, Nelson J. Bacalao. June 2012. 

Revised Section 3.0. Introduction to Environmental Analysis 

Potential Future SSJID Headquarters 

Section 4 of this Subsequent EIR is a programmatic level of environmental review for 
a potential future SSJID headquarters. This section provides information on the 
types of impacts that would occur and the measures that would mitigate the identi-
fied impacts. The analysis is in a separate section because the proposed retail elec-
tric plan does not include construction of a headquarters. The proposed LAFCo action 
to adopt the Sphere Plan and Municipal Services Review does not involve considera-
tion of a future headquarters. Design details and additional CEQA documentation 
would need to be prepared by SSJID before development of a new headquarters 
could be approved at any location. Developing the headquarters in unincorporated 
San Joaquin County, at a site which is zoned agricultural, would most likely require 
reclassification of zoning by San Joaquin County and a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 
with a separate environmental review. 

Revised Section 3.5. Geology, Soils, and Paleontology 

Section 3.5.5. References 

San Joaquin County. 2011. Public Works Department. Flood Management, Expansive 
and Subsidence Soil Areas. http://www.sjgov.org/pubworks/Docs/FLOOD%20INFO/
1-7-2011%20Expansive%20Soils.pdf. Accessed March 2012. 

_____. 2010. San Joaquin County District Viewer. http://www.sjmap.org/
DistrictViewer/Viewer.asp. Accessed August. 

_____. 1999. Expansive Soils 1999. http://www.sjmap.org/mapdocs/FrontCounter_
Expansive_Soils.pdf. Accessed August 2010. 
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Revised Section 3.9. Socioeconomics, Public Services, and Utilities 

Section 3.9.2.2. Impacts and Mitigation 

Updated Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact 3.9-5: Increase demand on water, wastewater, or solid waste facilities in 
excess of existing entitlements and facilities 

[…] 

During construction, portable toilets brought to staging areas for construction crews 
would be emptied into septic tanks or municipal sewage systems. Pumping and 
maintenance of the portable toilets would be completed in accordance with County 
Ordinance Code Section 9-1110.8 and all effluent pumped from the toilets would be 
disposed of at sites approved by the Director of the Environmental Health Depart-
ment. Any increased demand from this activity is considered temporary. As dis-
cussed in Section 3.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed project would not 
generate or increase wastewater or stormwater runoff. While the construction of 
the proposed Jack Tone Substation would incrementally increase non-permeable 
surfaces, there would be little change in the amount of runoff for the surrounding 
agricultural land. No new stormwater drainage facilities would be needed. Impacts 
due to demands on wastewater facilities would be minimal and less than significant. 

Attachment to Section 3.9: Border-Area Service Plan 

[See Section B.4 of this Final Subsequent EIR, for Expanded Analysis of Border-
Area Service Plan.] 

Revised Section 3.12. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Section 3.12.1.4. Baseline GHG Emissions 

Electric Power Generation, Transmission, and Distribution 

The baseline electricity demand (2011) in the SSJID territory is approximately 
571,900 MWh (based on PG&E data shown in the MSR Public Review Draft, Table 
4-5November 15, 2011).1 […] 

Revised Section 3.13. Energy Conservation 

Section 3.13.1.1. Scope of Analysis for Energy Conservation 

Baseline Energy Consumption 

Currently (2011) the average annual energy requirement in the SSJID territory is 
approximately 571,900 megawatt-hours (MWh) of electricity, based on PG&E data 
shown in the MSR Public Review Draft (November 15, 2011). PG&E and MID 
generate and/or purchase electricity to meet the demand in the SSJID territory. 
Future (2040) average annual energy demand across all customer classes within the 
SOI is projected to increase to about 1,006,000 MWh (MSR Table 4-5, 2011). […] 

                                                            
1  The baseline electricity demand in the SSJID territory cannot be determined with certainty because the data is 

maintained by PG&E. 
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Revised Section 4. Potential Future SSJID Headquarters 

Evaluation of Environmental Impacts 

[…] 

The analysis contained in this section is based on the preliminary site plan for this 
location that was designed for the purposes of this analysis. This represents the cur-
rent best effort to forecast what the impacts of any future proposed headquarters 
might be at the northeast corner of E. Louise Avenue and Austin Road. This analysis 
is offered for the purposes of full disclosure under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). The preliminary site design is for illustrative purposes only and 
the ultimate design would be determined in the future should SSJID pursue a head-
quarters on this site. Additional design details including additional CEQA documen-
tation would need to be prepared by SSJID before development of a new head-
quarters could be approved at any location. Examples of the details that SSJID would 
need to specify include: construction workforce, schedules, and phasing; site plans 
and site elevation drawings; landscaping plans; drainage plans; connections to util-
ities; site access plans; and traffic studies. SSJID may ultimately choose another site 
for construction of its new headquarters, and if so, the impacts of such a proposal 
would likely be similar to those described in this section. Nevertheless, it would be 
speculative to attempt a more detailed description of those impacts at this time; 
SSJID may decide not to pursue new headquarters at all. 

Revised Section 6.1.2. Alternatives Evaluated in this EIR 

[Section 2.3, Alternatives Evaluated in this EIR, in the Partially Recirculated Draft 
Subsequent EIR revised this section of the Draft Subsequent EIR to include envi-
ronmental analysis of the Community Choice Aggregation Alternative.] 

Revised Section 6.7. Alternatives Considered but Rejected 

[Section 2.4, Consideration of “No-Build” Alternatives, in the Partially Recirculated 
Draft Subsequent EIR revised this section of the Draft Subsequent EIR.] 

Revised Section 6.7.4. Community Choice Aggregation Alternative 

[Section 2.5, Description and Analysis of Community Choice Aggregation, in the 
Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR revised and replaced the original dis-
cussion of the Community Choice Aggregation Alternative.] 

Revised Section 6.7.5. Summary of Rejected “No-Build” Alternatives 

[Section 2.6, Summary of Rejected “No-Build” Alternatives, in the Partially Recirc-
ulated Draft Subsequent EIR revised and replaced this section of the Draft 
Subsequent EIR.] 
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Revised Section 6.8. Comparison of Alternatives and Environmentally Superior Alternative 

[Section 2.7, Comparison of Alternatives and Environmentally Superior Alterna-
tive, in the Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR revised this section of the 
Draft Subsequent EIR.] 
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B.4 Expanded Analysis of the Border-Area Service Plan 

Revisions to Draft Subsequent EIR Attachment to Section 3.9 

Public comments on the Draft Subsequent EIR requested clarification of impacts related to the Border-
Area Service Plan analyzed in the EIR Attachment to Section 3.9. In response, the discussion of environ-
mental impacts due to implementing EIR Mitigation Measure 3.9-4a (Border-Area Service Plan) is expanded 
and revised as follows. The analysis from the Draft Subsequent EIR is shown below with tracked changes. 
These changes are indicated in the EIR text by underlining new text and striking out removed text. 

Description of the Border-Area Service Plan 

The Border-Area Service Plan was developed as an approach to avoid potential retail electric service dis-
ruptions for customers along the southern boundary of the SSJID territory, to avoid a potentially signifi-
cant impact of the proposed project (Draft Subsequent EIR Impact 3.9-4). Currently, approximately 1,500 
PG&E customers in the SSJID “border-area” are outside of the SSJID boundary on circuits SSJID proposes 
to acquire but within the PG&E/MID competitive service area. The circuits that serve these customers 
extend from substations and distribution lines that SSJID proposes to acquire (to serve customers within 
its territory) to end-users outside the SSJID territory in PG&E’s remaining service territory. According to 
SSJID’s plan to provide retail electric service, there are two parts of the southern region that would use 
the proposed solution of MID commercializing the loads that are outside SSJID territory: 

¾ The Southwest Area is a large rural region of unincorporated San Joaquin County, generally south of 
West Ripon Road and Almondwood Road, west of South Manteca Road and limited by the San Joa-
quin River to the west and south (Draft Subsequent EIR Figure 3.9-1). From a separation plan point of 
view there are two main types of customers: 

— Customers that are currently part of fringes of feeders that spread out of the SSJID territory into an 
area where MID can provide the service; and 

— Customers that are connected to long mainlines that go out of the SSJID territory along Union 
Road and South Manteca Road and provide service to the bulk of Southwest Area. 

¾ The Southeast of River Road region generally extends from within the City of Ripon to the Riverbank 
Substation between the SSJID territory and San Joaquin River (Draft Subsequent EIR Figure 3.9-1) where 
customers in the City of Ripon and unincorporated San Joaquin County would be served either by 
PG&E or by MID. 

The Border-Area Service Plan is a plan to connect existing PG&E customers in these regions to two PG&E 
substations that SSJID does not propose to acquire, as an alternative to the SSJID proposal of MID taking 
over these loads that remain outside SSJID territory. The Border-Area Service Plan would only be imple-
mented if SSJID were unable to negotiate an alternative strategy with MID and PG&E for serving border 
areas. 

The Border-Area Service Plan would add up to 32.1 miles of construction as follows. To supply the loads 
to customers remaining with PG&E inside the two parts of the southern region and outside of the SSJID 
territory, the Border-Area Service Plan would require an additional 26.0 miles of new underbuild distri-
bution line on existing or taller poles across most of the southern boundary (Western and Eastern 
Underbuilds) and possibly 1.33 miles of additional new distribution line and underground cable (Ripon 
Connection) to establish a new feeder for PG&E to exit the Ripon Substation to the south (Draft Subse-
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quent EIR Figure 3.9-1). Additional shorter segments totaling 4.8 miles of new underbuild would be 
needed along the eastern and northern boundary if SSJID is unable to negotiate with MID to serve 
isolated loads with low voltage metering. Depending on the final design for border area service, the 
Ripon Substation would be modified with a physical separation to allow for the new feeder for PG&E, 
and up to four new capacitor banks would be installed on poles in the border area. For new joint-use 
poles where SSJID and PG&E would share space for the distribution system (i.e., new underbuild), the 
primary change would be installing taller (about 60-foot) poles. 

Compared with the proposed project that would add or replace about 420 poles, the Border-Area Ser-
vice Plan would add up to 805 poles to be replaced, generally by increasing pole height from 45 to 60 
feet. These additional facilities would add 32.1 miles of construction to the 34.5 miles of modifications 
for the proposed project. 

SSJID expects to continue engineering analysis of the Border-Area Service Plan in order to refine its plans 
and, as a result, minor changes in the construction proposal may be needed to serve all PG&E customers 
that would be affected. The Border-Area Service Plan is based on minimizing the lengths of the 
additional lines and using the existing utility easements to avoid new lines across open fields. If the plan 
becomes necessary, continued engineering analysis may consider other construction options, such as 
undergrounding certain segments or constructing certain segments as a separate overhead distribution 
line. If required, additional facilities would be of a design similar to those described here. 

The construction schedule for the Border-Area Service Plan would overlap with construction for the 
SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service. In addition to the eight contractor crews working simultane-
ously at different work spreads for the overall project, approximately two months of work by three addi-
tional four-man contract electric line crews would need to occur to build the facilities in the Border-Area 
Service Plan. 

Figure B-1 of this Final Subsequent EIR shows the locations of system modifications that would be 
necessary to implement the proposed project with the Border-Area Service Plan. The Border-Area Ser-
vice Plan would include all of the components of SSJID’s proposed retail electric service plan, but instead 
of MID taking over the service for customers in these border regions, the Border-Area Service Plan 
would use the additional new distribution-level improvements to allow PG&E to retain service for these 
customers without the need for low voltage metering. The extent of new distribution system modifica-
tions that would be added to the proposed project with the Border-Area Service Plan is summarized in 
Table 3.9-8 below. 

Tabl.e 3.9-8. Proposed Electric Distribution Circuit Modifications with Border-Area Service Plan 

Proposed Facilities 

New 
Overhead 

Lines 

Reconductor 
Overhead 

Lines 

New 
Underbuild  
of Overhead 

Lines 

New 
Underground 

Cables 

Total 
Modifications 

(miles) 
Proposed Project (miles; see Table 2-2) 3.62 10.36 12.77 7.77 34.52 
Added by Border-Area Service Plan (miles) 1.43 0 29.65 1.00 32.08 
Project with Border-Area Service Plan (miles) 5.05 10.36 42.42 8.77 66.60 
Source: Siemens PTI, February 2010; Siemens PTI, July 2011. 

Construction associated with all the Border-Area Service Plan components is detailed in Table 3.9-9 below. 
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Tabl.e 3.9-9. Detailed Description of Border-Area Service Plan 

Component Description Border-Area Service Plan 
Vierra 
Substation 
Shown on 
Figure 3.9-1 
& Figure B-1 

PG&E substation located outside SSJID territory 
serves part of the loads in western part of 
Manteca 

The Western Underbuild for border area service would 
connect to the west to the Vierra feeder identified as VA 
1702.  

Riverbank 
Substation 
Shown on 
Figure 3.9-1 
& Figure B-1 

PG&E substation located outside SSJID territory 
serves part of load in Escalon, rural area south of 
Escalon, Oakdale, and Riverbank 

The Eastern Underbuild for border area service would 
connect to the east to the Riverbank feeder identified as RB 
1716. 

Ripon 
Substation 
Shown on 
Figure 3.9-1 
& Figure B-1 

This existing substation is located within a one-
acre yard north of the City of Ripon, to the north 
and west of the intersection of Jack Tone Road and 
Highway 99. The substation is set back approxi-
mately 200 feet north of Highway 99. Commercial 
land uses, including a truck stop and equipment 
storage yards, surround the remainder of the site. 
The Ripon Substation currently includes only one 
transformer and two feeders. PG&E previously 
installed foundations at the site for new major 
electrical equipment. 

In addition to the facilities that would be added under the 
Proposed Project, a new 7 MVA transformer that is 
physically separate from the SSJID facilities may be 
required for the new PG&E feeder depending on the final 
design of the Border-Area Service Plan.  

Western 
Underbuild 
Shown on 
Figure 3.9-1 
& Figure B-1 

This new underbuild creates a new main line that 
allows supplying the load in the southwest region 
from Vierra Substation. The total load outside the 
SSJID territory that would be connected to this 
underbuild is 3.472 MW. The Western Underbuild 
also needs two additional shorter underbuilds: 
· West-1: This underbuild heads south from the 

intersection of W. Ripon Rd. and Austin Rd. to 
take the loads that are outside the SSJID terri-
tory along Austin Road. 

· West-2: This underbuild heads west along 
Melton Rd and branches to the west from 
West-1. This underbuild is proposed to provide 
a second path to the supply of the load in the 
Southwest region for reliability. 

(a) 0.46 miles of new underbuild from VA 1702 east along 
Woodward Ave. This would be connected with VA 1702 
using a new overhead three-phase switch. 
(b) 2.46 miles of new underbuild south on Airport Way 
(c) 6.03 miles of new underbuild east on W. Ripon Rd. 
(d) 0.82 miles of new underbuild north on Jack Tone Rd. 
(e) 0.33 miles of new overhead line southwest from Jack 
Tone Rd., connecting the underbuild to the refurbished 60 
kV to 17 kV line using a new overhead three phase switch. 
(f) 1.99 miles of new underbuild south along Austin Rd. 
from W. Ripon Rd. This would be connected with the 
underbuild on W. Ripon Rd. using a new overhead three 
phase switch. 
(g) 2.27 miles of new underbuild west along Hutchinson Rd. 
and Melton Rd. from Austin Rd. This would be connected 
with the underbuild on Austin Rd. using a new overhead 
three phase switch. 
(h) 4,200 ft of new underbuild north of Melton Rd. along S. 
Manteca Rd.; necessary if low voltage metering is infeasible.  
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Tabl.e 3.9-9. Detailed Description of Border-Area Service Plan 

Component Description Border-Area Service Plan 
Eastern 
Underbuild 
Shown on 
Figure 3.9-1 
& Figure B-1 

This new underbuild creates a new main line that 
allows supplying the loads south of River Rd. from 
Riverbank Substation. The underbuild connects 
to the east to the Riverbank feeder identified as 
RB 1716 and to the west to the existing idling 60 
kV line that is proposed to be refurbished to 17 kV. 
The refurbished line allows connecting the Eastern 
Underbuild to the load at Ripon (south of Milgeo 
Ave. east of Manley Rd.), to the Western Under-
build and to the part of the system supplied from 
Vierra to the west and to Ripon-PG&E. The total 
load outside the SSJID territory that would be 
connected to this underbuild is 2.765 MW. There 
are two smaller underbuilds that complement the 
Eastern Underbuild: 
· East-1: An underbuild would be connected to 

the Eastern Underbuild near the intersection of 
River Rd. and Sexton Rd. going south to take the 
loads that are outside the SSJID territory, and 

· East-2: An underbuild would be connected to 
the Riverbank feeder RB 1716 from the inter-
section of Hall Ave and McBride Ave, taking the 
loads along the south of McBride Ave that are 
outside the SSJID territory. 

(a) 0.20 miles of new underbuild from RB 1716 north along 
Henry Rd. from Hall Rd. This would be connected with RB 
1716 using a new overhead three phase switch. 
(b) 9.19 miles of new underbuild west on River Rd. 
(c) 1.0 miles of new underbuild south on S. Murphy Rd. 
(d) 0.5 miles of new underbuild west on Milgeo Ave. 
(e) On Manley Rd. the underbuild is connected to the 
refurbished 60 kV to 17 kV line using an overhead three 
phase switch. 
(f) 0.29 miles of new underbuild south near the intersection 
of River Rd. and Sexton Rd. 
(g) 0.67 miles of new underbuild south on McBride Rd. 
(h) 3,200 ft of new underbuild south of East River Rd. along 
Burwood Rd.; necessary if low voltage metering is 
infeasible. 

Eastern and 
Northern 
Boundary 
Shown on 
Figure B-1 

Additional investments necessary if MID is not 
part of the separation to connect isolated loads 
and low voltage (LV) metering is infeasible. 

(a) 2,000 ft of new underbuild along Kelly Rd. from Steinegul 
towards Seidner Rd. 
(b) Up to 1.1 miles of new underbuild along Campbell Ave. 
and Magnolia Ave. or the Kelly Rd. alignment, north of 
Mahon Rd. 
(c) 350 ft of new underbuild west of Sexton Rd. between 
Blackmore and the railway. 
(d) 2,200 ft of new underbuild along Carrolton Rd. south of 
Avena Rd. 
(e) 850 ft of new underbuild along Murphy Rd. between 
Louise Ave and Elsholz Rd. 
(f) 1,000 ft of new underbuild west of Murphy Rd. from 
French Camp Rd. 
(g) 2,700 ft of new underbuild along E. Louise Ave. east of 
Jack Tone Rd. 
(h) 2,900 ft of new underbuild along Jack Tone Rd. south of 
French Camp Rd. 

600 kVAR 
Capacitor 
Banks 
Shown on 
Figure 3.9-1 
& Figure B-1 

Up to four new 600 kVAR capacitor banks (pole-
mounted) are required to improve voltage profile 
for the contingency of outage of supply from VA 
1702 if the voltage falls below 90-95%. 

Depending on the final design for border area service, a new 
600 kVAR capacitor bank may be required at node N7536 
near the intersection of Ave. D and Division Rd or at the 
southern end of 2 Rivers Rd, and additional new 600 kVAR 
capacitor banks may be required at the intersections of 
Union Rd. at Perrin Rd. and Hutchinson Rd. at Austin Rd. 
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Tabl.e 3.9-9. Detailed Description of Border-Area Service Plan 

Component Description Border-Area Service Plan 
Ripon 
Connection 
Shown on 
Figure 3.9-1 
& Figure B-1 

In order to establish a supply point from the Ripon 
Substation, a new section of 1C350Al75 cable is 
required to connect the refurbished 60 kV to 17 
kV line to the Ripon Substation. This arrangement 
would establish an additional feeder out of Ripon 
Substation which would be connected to the under-
builds from Vierra and Riverbank substations. 

1.0 miles of new underground cable from the PG&E portion 
of the Ripon Substation to the refurbished 60 kV to 17 kV 
line along Highway 99, east of the Jack Tone Road 
interchange. 

Source: SSJID Distribution Inventory & Severance Study, Prepared for SSJID by Siemens PTI, July 2011 and June 2012. 

Impacts of the Border-Area Service Plan 

All of the potential impacts of the EIR Mitigation Measure 3.9-4a (Border-Area Service Plan) would be 
less than significant or less than significant with the implementation of recommended mitigation mea-
sures applicable to the overall retail electric service plan. As a mitigation measure applied to the pro-
posed retail electric service plan, the Border-Area Service Plan would add infrastructure in the effort to 
reduce impacts from potential utility system disruptions to a less than significant level. Impacts related 
to socioeconomics, public services, and energy conservation would remain essentially the same with the 
implementation of this measure. Because of the additional construction requirements, the Border-Area 
Service Plan would increase impacts related to land use, agriculture, recreation, air quality, biological 
resources, cultural resources, geology/soils/paleontology, public health/safety, hydrology/water quality, 
noise/vibration, transportation/traffic, visual resources, and greenhouse gas emissions as described 
below; these impacts would be mitigated as they would with measures applicable to the overall project. 

Land Use, Agriculture, and Recreation 

The Border-Area Service Plan would involve installation of 29.65 miles of new underbuild distribution 
line on existing or taller joint-use poles across most of the southern boundary and in short segments 
along the eastern and northern boundary with up to 2.43 miles additional new distribution line and 
underground cable primarily to establish a new feeder for PG&E to exit the Ripon Substation to the 
south. The new underbuild distribution line and new distribution line and underground cable would be 
built in addition to the proposed project, which would require an estimated 34.52 miles of modifica-
tions, for a total of 66.60 miles of modifications. The new electric distribution circuits would traverse 
from the City of Manteca in the west, through the City of Ripon, and east to McBride Road in unincorpo-
rated San Joaquin County. The existing setting for the Border-Area Service Plan is within that described 
for the proposed project (Draft Subsequent EIR Section 3.1.1). Much of the construction required for the 
Border-Area Service Plan would occur in the agricultural areas of San Joaquin County between Manteca, 
Ripon, and Escalon. Underbuilds on joint-use poles and new overhead lines would be constructed along 
roads and in existing utility rights-of-way, largely adjacent to agricultural lands. 

Impact 3.1-1: Physically disrupt, preclude, or disturb existing or permitted land uses 

SSJID would conduct construction for the underbuilds and new overhead lines entirely within the public 
ROW adjacent to the paved surface of the roadway. Some construction activities may temporarily dis-
turb agricultural fields, but in general, construction would involve limited land disturbance. Mitigation 
recommended for avoiding potential nuisances and disruptions caused by general construction activities 
of the project would apply to the Border-Area Service Plan. In accordance with project mitigation, the 
underbuilds and new overhead lines would be sited along roads or other existing utility rights-of-way to 
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minimize division of communities. The Border-Area Service Plan would require brief electric service dis-
ruptions while the existing distribution line is changed from the existing pole to the new joint-use pole. 
SSJID would minimize any service disruptions and provide advance notice of service disruptions, which 
would also serve to minimize this impact. The impacts of the proposed project and the Border-Area 
Service Plan on potential disruptions or disturbance of existing land uses would be less than significant 
with mitigation identified for the project. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.1-1 

3.1-1a Re-till agricultural lands following construction. 

3.1-1b Consult with landowners. 

3.1-1c Adjust location of lines for agricultural operations and flight patterns. 

Impact 3.1-2: Permanently convert Farmland to a non-agricultural use 

Modification of the existing distribution system to implement the Border-Area Service Plan would result 
in construction activities in agricultural areas. The temporary impacts to agricultural lands would occur 
as a result of activities related to the construction of modified distribution lines along agricultural roads 
and work at the severance points adjacent to agricultural fields.  SSJID would conduct construction for 
the underbuilds and new overhead lines entirely within the public ROW adjacent to the paved surface of 
the roadway. Some construction activities may temporarily disturb agricultural fields, but in general, 
construction would involve limited land disturbance. Placing electrical poles in the ground requires 
space to lay down the poles and operate the construction equipment. Because SSJID would take all 
practical steps to conduct construction activities entirely within the public ROW and adjacent to paved 
surface of roadways, the modifications related to the Border-Area Service Plan would not result in any 
additional permanent conversion of farmland. The impact to farmland as a result of the proposed 
project and the Border-Area Service Plan would be less than significant with mitigation identified for the 
project. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.1-2 

3.1-2a Preserve farmland to offset permanent losses. 

Impact 3.1-3: Conflict with Williamson Act contracts and/or zoning for agricultural use 

Utilities constructed under the Border-Area Service Plan would be compatible with any Williamson Act 
contracts (Government Code Section 51238). Implementing the recommended mitigation measures for 
protecting agricultural land would ensure that impacts to potential disruptions to agriculture would be 
less than significant. The impacts of the Border-Area Service Plan on existing land uses would be less 
than significant with mitigation identified for the project. Because Government Code Section 51238 
specifies that new electric facilities would be compatible with any agricultural preserve, including parcels 
covered under Williamson Act contracts, this impact would be less than significant for the proposed 
project and the Border-Area Service Plan. 

Impact 3.1-4: Result in the loss or degradation of federal, State, or local recreation facilities 

The underbuilds and new overhead lines for the Border-Area Service Plan would be sited along roads or 
other existing utility rights-of-way, minimizing effects on recreation facilities. As with the proposed proj-
ect, this plan would not result in loss or degradation of federal, State, or local recreation facilities. Poten-
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tial impacts on recreational resources as a result of the proposed project and the Border-Area Service 
Plan would be less than significant. 

Air Quality 

The Border-Area Service Plan would involve installation of an additional 32.1 miles of electric distribu-
tion facilities within and near the SSJID territory in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin. Therefore, the 
applicable air quality regulatory settings and thresholds would be the same as those identified in Draft 
Subsequent EIR Sections 3.2.1.4 and 3.2.2.1, respectively for the proposed project. Much of the con-
struction for this plan would occur in the agricultural areas of San Joaquin County between Manteca, 
Ripon, and Escalon. Underbuilds on joint-use poles and new overhead lines would be constructed along 
roads and in existing utility rights-of-way, largely adjacent to agricultural lands. 

Impact 3.2-1: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan 

Air quality impacts from construction of the Border-Area Service Plan would be short-term and localized. 
During operation of the Border-Area Service Plan, impacts would be limited to those from maintenance 
activities. Like the proposed retail electric service plan (discussed in Section 3.2.2.1), neither the 
proposed project nor the Border-Area Service Plan would conflict with the growth assumptions in 
SJVAPCD air quality plans or obstruct implementation of any of the proposed control measures contained 
in these plans, and therefore, would have no impact on applicable air quality plans. 

Impact 3.2-2: Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation 

Modification of the existing distribution system to implement the Border-Area Service Plan would require 
construction equipment and result in emissions of exhaust. The emissions would potentially contribute 
to the violation of air quality standards. However, with the implementation of recommended mitigation 
for the project, this impact would be less than significant, as described below. 

Heavy equipment operation would be the primary emission source associated with the 32.1 miles of 
construction activities required for the Border-Area Service Plan. Although the Border-Area Service Plan 
construction would nearly double the linear miles of construction associated with the Plan to Provide 
Retail Electric Service, construction activities at any individual location would be completed in a matter 
of days to weeks because of the linear nature of the Border-Area Service Plan infrastructure upgrades 
and facilities. Mitigation measures for the proposed project would require SSJID to reduce emissions 
associated with construction. This would prevent localized nuisances and ensure compliance with local 
air district rules and regulations regarding dust control. Implementation of project mitigation would 
reduce temporary and localized construction related emission impacts associated with Border-Area Ser-
vice Plan to a less than significant level. 

Once operational, emissions associated with the Border-Area Service Plan would be limited to mainte-
nance activities. The emissions from these maintenance activities would occur at levels that would be 
marginal in the context of the baseline emissions that occur as a result of currently providing electric 
service to the border areas. Sensitive receptors along the ROW of the additional lines would be residen-
tial farmhouses and other single-family homes. Emissions from routine temporary maintenance activi-
ties are not expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Routine 
emissions occurring with maintenance would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase for 
pollutants for which the region is nonattainment (ozone, PM10, or PM2.5). Mitigation measures recom-
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mended for preventing localized nuisances, ensuring appropriate dust control, and avoiding emissions 
from equipment would apply to this plan, ensuring that this impact would be less than significant. These 
practices ensure that the minor and occasional emissions for necessary maintenance of the utility sys-
tems would not interfere with implementation of the applicable air quality management plans, as dis-
cussed in Section 3.2.2.1. 

Table 3.9-10 shows the estimated construction-related emissions caused by the Border-Area Service Plan 
in conjunction with proposed construction activities for the overall project. Supporting calculations are 
shown in this Subsequent EIR Appendix B, Air Quality Attachment. Implementing the Border-Area Ser-
vice Plan and the simultaneous work would generate the estimated emissions, including 99.4 lb/day of 
NOx and 126.6 lbs/day of PM10, as a result of construction activities for project substations and devel-
opment or modification of 34.5 miles of distribution lines with the additional Border-Area Service Plan. 
This plan would add approximately two months of work by three additional four-man contract electric 
line crews to allow the concurrent construction of up to 32.1 miles of additional distribution system 
modifications. 

Tabl.e 3.9-10. Construction Emissions with Border-Area Service Plan 

Construction Activity/Phase 
NOx 

(lb/day) 
PM10 

(lb/day) 
CO 

(lb/day) 
VOC 

(lb/day) 
SOx 

(lb/day)  
NOx 
(ton) 

PM10 
(ton) 

CO 
(ton) 

VOC 
(ton) 

SOx 
(ton) 

Proposed Project (see Table 3.2-3) 89.76 106.14 117.95 18.64 0.20  8.46 4.96 12.94 1.93 0.02 
Added by Border-Area Service Plan 9.62 20.46 13.81 1.81 0.02  0.20 0.04 0.29 0.04 <0.01 
Total Construction Emissions 99.37 126.60 131.76 20.45 0.22  8.66 5.00 13.23 1.97 0.02 
Threshold for Significance None None None None None  10 15 None 10 None 
Source: Appendix B, Air Quality Attachment. Aspen Environmental Group, 2011. 
Note: Total construction emissions reported in tons, expected to occur over a twelve-month period. 

The daily and annual rates of emissions during construction of the Border-Area Service Plan would 
increase compared to those under the project. However, these impacts from construction of the pro-
posed project and the Border-Area Service Plan would be less than significant with mitigation identified 
for the project. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.2-2 

3.2-2a Implement dust control provisions. 

3.2-2b Implement equipment exhaust control measures. 

Impact 3.2-3: Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air 
quality standard 

Most of the emissions associated with the Border-Area Service Plan would occur during construction 
activities for distribution system modifications. Operational emissions would be limited to maintenance 
activities and would be minimal. Contribution of the proposed retail electric service to cumulative air 
quality impacts is discussed in Section 5 of the Draft Subsequent EIR. Table 3.9-10 shows that the emis-
sions from the Border-Area Service Plan would occur in quantities that would not cause a substantial 
contribution to existing nonattainment conditions, according to SJVAPCD guidelines (SJVAPCD, 2002). As 
with the proposed retail electric service, the contribution of the proposed project and the Border-Area 
Service Plan to cumulative air quality impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
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Mitigation for Impact 3.2-3 

3.2-2a Implement dust control provisions. 

3.2-2b Implement equipment exhaust control measures. 

Impact 3.2-4: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations 

Although an impact on sensitive receptors would be unavoidable, it would not be significant considering 
the temporary nature of the construction and relatively minor magnitude of construction and operating 
emissions. Implementation of measures such as Mitigation Measure 3.2-2a and Mitigation Measure 3.2-2b 
would further reduce emissions from construction of the proposed project and the Border-Area Service 
Plan to ensure less than significant impacts. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.2-4 

3.2-2a Implement dust control provisions. 

3.2-2b Implement equipment exhaust control measures. 

Impact 3.2-5: Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people 

There would be no odor sources expected with the construction or operation and maintenance of the 
proposed project and the Border-Area Service Plan. Therefore, there would be no odor impact. 

Biological Resources 

The Border-Area Service Plan would involve installation of additional infrastructure within and near the 
boundary of the SSJID territory. The existing setting is described in Section 3.3.1. Much of the construc-
tion activity would occur in the agricultural areas of San Joaquin County between Manteca, Ripon, and 
Escalon. Draft Subsequent EIR Section 3.3.1 describes the existing setting of the SSJID territory and 
proposed Sphere of Influence, which encompasses the Western and Eastern Underbuilds as well as the 
Ripon Connection. These Uunderbuilds and new overhead lines would be constructed along roads and in 
existing utility rights-of-way, largely adjacent to agricultural lands. Pole-mounted capacitor banks would 
be installed within the Southwest Area, which is outside of the SSJID territory and proposed Sphere of 
Influence. These components would be installed on existing poles at road intersections near agricultural 
lands. Habitat in the construction areas at these intersections is developed or highly disturbed and does 
not support special-status species or other sensitive biological resources. However, adjacent agricultural 
areas and ruderal habitats may support wildlife habituated to frequent disturbance. Sensitive aquatic 
habitat may occur within the construction work areas of the Border-Area Service Plan as isolated 
seasonally ponded areas in irrigated pasture or as roadside drainages. 

Impact 3.3-1: Result in direct loss of special-status species or substantial adverse effect 
through habitat loss or degradation 

Construction for the additional underbuilds on joint-use poles, new overhead line, and pole-mounted 
capacitor banks for the Border-Area Service Plan would add replacement of up to 805 poles generally 
increasing the pole height from 45 to 60 feet. This construction would occur in previously disturbed 
areas, adjacent to roads and in existing utility rights-of-way, with low potential to support special-status 
species or their habitat. Potential impacts to special-status wildlife, if present within areas where con-
struction would occur, include direct mortality from encounters with construction equipment, burrow/nest 
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destruction during equipment staging, entombing adults, eggs, or young, and disruption or harassment. 
These impacts would be the same as the proposed project, which included adding or replacing about 
420 poles, with a relatively lower potential for the Border-Area Service Plan construction areas and 
immediate vicinity to support special-status species. Mitigation Measure 3.3-1a through Mitigation Mea-
sure 3.3-1e would restrict work to within existing access roads, identify and avoid Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas, and require a pre-activity survey prior to certain vegetation management activities. 
Implementation of these mitigation measures identified for the project would avoid or reduce the 
combined effects of the proposed project and Border-Area Service Plan to less than significant. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.3-1 

3.3-1a Minimize construction footprint. 

3.3-1b Survey new electric utility corridors. 

3.3-1c Avoid designated Sensitive Areas. 

3.3-1d Survey prior to non-routine vegetation management. 

3.3-1e Avoid, minimize, and compensate for impacts to special-status species. 

Impact 3.3-2: Have a substantial adverse effect on sensitive natural communities, including 
riparian, or wetlands, or other waters of the U.S. and/or State 

CDFW-designated sensitive natural communities, including Great Valley mixed riparian forest, Great 
Valley valley oak riparian forest, and elderberry savannah along the Stanislaus River would not be 
affected by implementation of the Border-Area Service Plan; the nearest proposed construction 
(installation of a capacitor bank on an existing pole) is approximately 200 feet north of the river on the 
opposite side of two roads. Wetlands or other waters potentially under the jurisdiction of the U.S. 
and/or State may occur within the construction work areas of the Border-Area Service Plan as isolated 
seasonally ponded areas in irrigated pasture or as roadside drainages. If present, impacts to these sensi-
tive resources include contamination by equipment leakages, sedimentation, and degradation by off-
road construction equipment.  Fill of wetlands or removal of riparian vegetation would not occur as 
work would be within existing utility right-of-way involving existing or replacement poles. These impacts 
would be the same as with the near-term construction of the proposed project. Mitigation Measure 
3.3-2a would ensure avoidance of potentially significant impacts through identification of affected 
resources in pre-construction surveys/wetland delineations and siting construction and other ground 
disturbing activities to avoid occurrences of sensitive natural communities, wetlands, and other waters. 
Although unlikely, any unavoidable direct impacts from implementation of the Border-Area Service Plan 
would be reduced through compensation in compliance with applicable sections of California Fish and 
Game Code (Sections 1600 to 1607) and the Clean Water Act (Sections 401 and 404) as well as the per-
mitting requirements and mitigation identified herein. Potential impacts to sensitive natural commu-
nities, wetlands, and other waters from construction of the proposed project and Border-Area Service 
Plan would be less than significant with mitigation identified for the project. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.3-2 

3.3-2a Avoid, minimize, and compensate for impacts to sensitive habitats. 
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Impact 3.3-3: Interfere substantially with the movement of fish or wildlife species, including 
established migration corridors, or the use of native wildlife nursery sites 

The Border-Area Service Plan would be implemented in existing utility rights-of-way along roadways 
adjacent to agricultural lands. These land use types are similar to those within the proposed project area 
and none are conducive to wildlife movement or nursery sites. Therefore, as with the proposed project, 
any potential impediment to local movement of wildlife with implementation of the proposed project 
and Border-Area Service Plan would be less than significant. 

Impact 3.3-4: Have a substantial adverse effect on special-status plant species through the 
installation of overhead and underground lines 

The Border-Area Service Plan would be implemented in existing utility rights-of-way along roadways 
adjacent to agricultural lands. Habitat is developed or highly disturbed, and special-status plant species 
have low potential to occur within the areas of construction; however, focused botanical surveys have 
not been conducted. Although unlikely, if present within construction areas, direct mortality of special-
status plants could occur. Special-status plants adjacent to the construction area may be crushed or 
otherwise damaged by construction equipment and vehicle or foot traffic. Indirect effects from con-
struction would largely be temporary and include sedimentation and erosion from soil disturbance and 
disruption of photosynthesis and other metabolic processes from fugitive dust. These impacts would be 
the same as with the proposed project, with a relatively lower potential for the Border-Area Service Plan 
construction areas and immediate vicinity to support special-status plant species. Potential impacts to 
special-status plants from construction of the proposed project and Border-Area Service Plan would be 
less than significant with mitigation identified for the project. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.3-4 

3.3-4a Conduct seasonal surveys for special-status plants and implement appropriate impact 
avoidance/minimization/compensation strategies. 

Impact 3.3-5: Disturb over-wintering or nesting burrowing owls 

Marginally suitable habitat for burrowing owls occurs in ruderal areas adjacent to the road shoulders 
and utility rights-of-way in which the Border-Area Service Plan construction would occur. Potential for 
occurrence is low due to ongoing intense disturbance and human/vehicle activity. Direct impacts (i.e., 
mortality from encounters with construction equipment, and destruction of burrow/nest during 
clearing/grading) to burrowing owls are unlikely because of the marginal suitability of habitat within 
Border-Area Service Plan construction areas. It is more likely (low potential) that burrowing owls occur at 
the periphery of agricultural lands near construction activities. In this case, disruption or harassment of 
individuals and pairs could occur. As with the proposed project, it is anticipated that impacts to burrow-
ing owl would be unlikely. However, pre-construction surveys and habitat assessment pursuant to the 
CDFW and California Burrowing Owl Consortium guidelines (CDFG, 2012; CBOC, 1993) are required to 
substantiate this. Mitigation Measure 3.3-5a includes survey requirements, work timing restrictions, and 
buffer distances specific to protection of burrowing owls as recommended by CDFW and the California 
Burrowing Owl Consortium. Implementation of this mitigation measure identified for the project would 
avoid or reduce the combined effects of the proposed project and Border-Area Service Plan to less than 
significant. 
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Mitigation for Impact 3.3-5 

3.3-5a Conduct burrowing owl pre-construction surveys and implement appropriate impact 
avoidance/minimization/compensation strategies. 

Impact 3.3-6: Result in nest abandonment, nest failure, or premature fledging due to removal 
of buildings, trees or shrubs, grading, or construction activities in the vicinity of passerine and 
non-passerine land bird nests and raptor nests 

Birds may nest in existing vegetation, including trees, shrubs and ruderal habitats adjacent to Border-
Area Service Plan construction areas. Tree removal is not anticipated. Tree trimming, shrub removal or 
trimming, grading, or construction activities in the vicinity of active bird nests could result in nest aban-
donment, nest failure, or premature fledging. Destruction or disturbance of active nests would be in vio-
lation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the California Fish and Game Code. These impacts 
would be the same as with the proposed project. Potential impacts to nesting birds from construction of 
the proposed project and Border-Area Service Plan would be less than significant with mitigation iden-
tified for the project. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.3-6 

3.3-6a Avoid removal of nesting substrate during the breeding season and implement 
appropriate impact minimization strategies. 

Impact 3.3-7: Result in the loss of raptor foraging habitat due to construction 

The Border-Area Service Plan would be implemented in existing utility rights-of-way along roadways 
adjacent to agricultural lands. Development would include underbuilds or capacitor bank installation on 
existing poles or replacement poles as well as a short (1.3 mile) new distribution line with an under-
ground cable. These activities would not result in loss of raptor foraging habitat as a result of the 
Border-Area Service Plan. However, the proposed project would result in some loss of foraging habitat 
for raptors, including Swainson’s hawk, from development of substations and potential future ancillary 
facilities in pasture, grasslands, and other suitable foraging habitats. Implementation of mitigation iden-
tified for the project would also reduce these impacts of the proposed project and Border-Area Service 
Plan to less than significant. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.3-7 

3.3-1a Minimize construction footprint. 

3.3-1b Survey new electric utility corridors. 

3.3-1c Avoid designated Sensitive Areas. 

3.3-1d Survey prior to non-routine vegetation management. 

3.3-1e Avoid, minimize, and compensate for impacts to special-status species. 

Impact 3.3-8: Disturb breeding Swainson’s hawk or Swainson’s hawk nests as result of 
removal of mature trees and noisy construction activities 

Mature trees near the border area provide suitable nesting habitat for Swainson’s hawk and recent CNDDB 
records indicate a moderate to high probability that the species occurs near the Ripon Substation where 
the Ripon Connection would be constructed. Mature trees capable of supporting nesting Swainson’s hawk 
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would not be removed for Border-Area Service Plan construction. However, construction and its 
associated increases in noise and human presence near active Swainson’s hawk nests may cause nest 
abandonment. These indirect impacts of disruption and harassment would be the same as with the pro-
posed project. Mitigation Measure 3.3-8a includes survey requirements, work timing restrictions, and 
buffer distances that are specific to protection of Swainson’s hawk, as recommended by CDFW and the 
Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee (STAC, 2000). Implementation of this mitigation identified 
for the project would also reduce direct and indirect impacts of the proposed project and Border-Area 
Service Plan to less than significant. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.3-8 

3.3-8a Conduct Swainson’s hawk pre-construction surveys and implement appropriate 
impact avoidance and minimization strategies. 

Impact 3.3-9: Result in the mortality of or loss of potential habitat for Valley elderberry 
longhorn beetle due to the removal of blue elderberry shrubs 

Removal of elderberry shrubs could result in mortality to Valley elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB) if 
present, and would result in habitat loss for this species. Elderberry shrubs may occur along roadway 
shoulders adjacent to the construction areas for the Border-Area Service Plan. Removal of shrubs is not 
anticipated, but trimming may be needed near existing poles. These impacts would be the same as with 
the proposed project. Mitigation Measure 3.3-9a includes preconstruction surveys for elderberry shrubs 
and VELB, avoidance, and compensation for unavoidable impacts. Implementation of mitigation identi-
fied for the project would also reduce direct and indirect impacts of the proposed project and Border-
Area Service Plan to less than significant. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.3-9 

3.3-9a Conduct surveys for Valley elderberry longhorn beetle and implement appropriate 
impact avoidance/minimization/compensation strategies. 

Impact 3.3-10: Eliminate potential roosting habitat for and/or result in injury or mortality to 
special-status bat species by the removal of mature trees and structures 

Mature trees and snags located near the Border-Area Service Plan construction areas provide potential 
roosting habitat for several special-status bat species including pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus) and 
Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii), both California Species of Special Concern. Mature 
trees capable of supporting roosting special-status bats would not be removed for Border-Area Service 
Plan construction. However, construction and its associated increases in noise and human presence near 
roosting bats may cause temporary disruption. These impacts would be the same as with the proposed 
project. Implementation of mitigation identified for the project would also reduce direct and indirect 
impacts of the proposed project and Border-Area Service Plan to less than significant. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.3-10 

3.3-10a If the electric distribution system construction would require removal of buildings, 
mature trees, or snags, conduct surveys for roosting bats and implement appropriate 
impact avoidance and minimization strategies. 
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Impact 3.3-11: Result in disturbance to wildlife and/or wildlife mortality due to maintenance 
activities 

Maintenance activities would temporarily displace animals and disrupt their breeding and/or foraging 
activities and could also result in direct wildlife mortality (e.g., lizard crushed by truck tire). Vegetation 
management or clearing during the bird breeding season could result in disturbance or mortality to 
nesting birds, eggs, and/or young. These impacts would be the same with as the proposed project. 
Implementation of mitigation identified for the project would also reduce these impacts of the proposed 
project and Border-Area Service Plan. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.3-11 

3.3-1a Minimize construction footprint. 

3.3-1b Survey new electric utility corridors. 

3.3-1c Avoid designated Sensitive Areas. 

3.3-1d Survey prior to non-routine vegetation management. 

Cultural Resources 

The Border-Area Service Plan would involve installation of additional infrastructure within and near the 
SSJID territory for which the existing setting is as described for the proposed project (Draft Subsequent 
EIR Section 3.4.1). Much of the construction activity would occur in the agricultural areas of San Joaquin 
County between Manteca, Ripon, and Escalon. Underbuilds on joint-use poles and new overhead lines 
would be constructed along roads and in existing utility rights-of-way, largely adjacent to agricultural 
lands. 

Impact 3.4-1: Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of historical resources or 
unique archaeological resources, or disturb human remains 

As with the proposed project, there is some potential that the implementation of the Border-Area 
Service Plan would affect historical resources or unique archaeological resources or would disturb 
human remains. The areas affected by construction activities under the Border-Area Service Plan are 
currently being used for existing utility rights-of-way or agricultural operations, and thus are largely dis-
turbed and unlikely to yield cultural resources. The types of impacts on cultural resources would be the 
same as those presented in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 3.4 for the proposed project which included 
adding or replacing about 420 poles; however, because of the replacement of up to 805 additional poles 
with taller poles, more ground disturbance would occur. However, the The chance of encountering pre-
viously undetected cultural resources during ground disturbance for the Border-Area Service Plan would 
be low given the history of agriculture in the area (Impact 3.4-1). Given the previously disturbed setting 
of the construction sites, with the mitigation requirements in Mitigation Measure 3.4-1a for evaluating 
all project footprints for potential cultural resources, and implementing avoidance and minimization 
measures, impacts associated with the proposed project and Border-Area Service Plan would be less 
than significant with mitigation identified for the project. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.4-1 

3.4-1a Develop and Implement a Cultural Resources Treatment Plan (CRTP). 
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Geology, Soils, and Paleontology 

The existing setting for the Border-Area Service Plan is the same as for the proposed project (Draft Sub-
sequent EIR Section 3.5.1). Much of the construction for this plan would occur in the agricultural areas of 
San Joaquin County between Manteca, Ripon, and Escalon. Underbuilds and new overhead lines would 
be constructed along roads and in existing utility rights-of-way, largely adjacent to agricultural lands. 

Potential impacts related to geology, soils, and paleontology would be the same as those shown in Sec-
tion 3.5 for the proposed project. However, because up to 805 additional poles would be replaced with 
taller poles, greater amounts of ground disturbance and associated geology, soils, and paleontological 
impacts would be expected. Mitigation measures designed for the proposed project would be sufficient 
to reduce these impacts to less than significant. 

Impact 3.5-1: Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects as a result 
of seismically induced groundshaking and/or ground failure 

The Border-Area Service Plan would require 32.1 miles of additional distribution line construction, 
including up to 805 additional poles. The new underbuild distribution line, new distribution line, and 
underground cable would be built in addition to the proposed project which (34.52 miles of modifica-
tions) for a total of 66.60 miles of modifications. The construction required for theis plan Border-Area 
Service Plan would comply with the California and Uniform Building Code standards and standards and 
practices are defined in California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) General Order 95, which account 
for geologic hazards. Complying with these standards for construction of the proposed project and 
Border-Area Service Plan, as outlined in Mitigation Measure 3.5-1a for the proposed project, would reduce 
any impacts related to seismic hazards to a less-than-significant level. Operational impacts for this plan 
(ground shaking and expansive soils) would be the same as those for the proposed project. These impacts 
would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.5-1 

3.5-1a Engineer electric facilities in accordance with standards and practices. 

Impact 3.5-2: Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil 

Ground disturbance during construction for the Border-Area Service Plan would cause additional potential 
for soil erosion as a result of 32.1 miles of distribution line work. Ground disturbance and resulting soil 
erosion would be greater for the Border-Area Service Plan than for the proposed project without the 
plan, given the installation of additional linear infrastructure and up to 805 additional poles compared 
with the 420 poles that would be added or replaced for the proposed project to be replaced. 

Pursuant to NPDES permit requirements, SSJID would prepare and adhere to a SWPPP for the Border-
Area Service Plan in order to minimize erosion caused during construction. Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) to minimize soil erosion would be an important part of the SWPPP. BMPs in the SWPPP may 
include, but not be limited to, Mitigation Measure 3.5-2a, developed for the proposed project, which 
would schedule excavation and grading activities for the dry season when possible. If excavation were to 
occur during the rainy season, Mitigation Measure 3.5-2a would ensure that SSJID regulates storm run-
off through a storm water management/erosion control plan to cover stockpiles of loose material, divert 
runoff away from exposed soil materials, and remove any trapped sediment from the basin or trap and 
place it in a suitable location. SSJID would also be required to adhere to the County, Manteca’s, and 
Ripon’s Storm Drain Master Plan requirements, where applicable. With compliance with applicable 
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regulations and the best management practices for soil erosion control in Mitigation Measure 3.5-2a, soil 
erosion related to the proposed project and Border-Area Service Plan would be less than significant. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.5-2 

3.5-2a Follow best management practices for soil erosion control. 

Impact 3.5-3: Damage project facilities as a result of expansive (shrink swell) soils 

Some soils in the area where the Border-Area Service Plan would be implemented have higher potential 
to exhibit shrink swell characteristics than those in the proposed project area (San Joaquin County, 
2011). However, construction would occur within existing utility rights-of-way and SSJID would comply 
with the burial depths specified by the CPUC in General Order 95 (Overhead Electric Lines Construction). 
Poles would typically be buried 7.5 feet in soil and 5 feet in rock (as shown in Table 2-6 in Section 2, Project 
Description); for some soft soils, deeper settings or other methods (e.g., setting in concrete) may be used. 
Because construction would occur in existing utility rights-of-way and geotechnical constraints would be 
addressed through appropriate project engineering, potential impacts to the proposed project and 
Border-Area Service Plan facilities from expansive soils would be less than significant. 

Impact 3.5-4: Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource 

Construction for the Border-Area Service Plan would occur in previously disturbed road rights-of-way, on 
existing utility rights-of-way, or on previously disturbed agricultural land. None of these regions loca-
tions would be expected to contain fossils. Because of this, construction is not expected to result in 
impacts to paleontological resources. However, mitigation applicable to the project would apply to this 
plan construction for the Border-Area Service Plan and would ensure that a qualified vertebrate paleon-
tologist determines the paleontological sensitivity of the area and establishes a monitoring and treat-
ment plan to record and protect potential paleontological resources. As such, this impact would be 
potentially adverse, but With implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-4a, potential impacts to 
paleontological resources as a result of the proposed project and Border-Area Service Plan would be less 
than significant. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.5-4 

3.5-4a Provide proper treatment of paleontological resources. 

Public Health and Safety 

The existing setting for the Border-Area Service Plan is the same as for the proposed project (Draft 
Subsequent EIR Section 3.6.1). Table 3.6-1 lists the existing cleanup sites within the SSJID Sphere of Influ-
ence. Much of the construction for this plan would occur in the agricultural areas of San Joaquin County 
between Manteca, Ripon, and Escalon. Underbuilds on joint-use poles and new overhead lines would be 
constructed along roads and in existing utility rights-of-way, largely adjacent to agricultural lands. The 
types of impacts on public health and safety would be the same as those presented in Section 3.6 for the 
proposed project. 

Construction activity and resulting ground disturbance, which affect the likelihood of encountering envi-
ronmental contamination or having an accidental spill of a hazardous substance, would be increased 
with this plan as it would include all of the construction of the proposed project and an additional 29.65 
miles of new underbuilds, with 2.43 miles of new line for a total of 66.60 miles of modifications,  replace-
ment of up to 1,225 poles total (420 poles for the proposed project and 805 poles for the Border-Area Service 
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Plan), and four 600 kVAR capacitor banks. Implementation of recommended mitigation measures, includ-
ing establishing environmental training, preparing a hazardous substance control and emergency response 
plan, conducting detailed hazardous materials research searches, and observing exposed soil, would 
ensure that impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact 3.6-1: Create a significant hazard to the public or environment through routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials 

The Border-Area Service Plan would involve additional construction of 32.1 miles of distribution line 
work and replacement of up to 805 poles. This additional construction would increase the transporta-
tion, use, and required disposal of hazardous materials, particularly fuels, oils, and fluids required for 
equipment maintenance. The required hazardous materials would be the same as those described for 
the proposed project in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 3.6, Impact 3.6-1 for the Updated Plan to Provide 
Retail Electric Service. Mitigation Measure 3.6-1a for the proposed project would establish an environ-
mental training and monitoring program for construction and operations in compliance with OSHA 
standards. Mitigation Measure 3.6-1b for the proposed project requires preparation of a hazardous sub-
stance control and emergency response plan for construction in accordance with California Health and 
Safety Code. With the implementation of these measures for the proposed project and Border-Area Ser-
vice Plan, impacts related to transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials would be less than 
significant. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.6-1 

3.6-1a Establish environmental training and monitoring program for construction and opera-
tions in compliance with OSHA standards. 

3.6-1b Prepare hazardous substance control and emergency response plan for construction in 
accordance with the California Health and Safety Code. 

Impact 3.6-2: Create a hazard to people or the environment as a result of being located on a 
site that is included on a list of hazardous material sites compiled pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5 or by otherwise mobilizing existing soil or groundwater contamination 

According to records searches conducted for the area, several documented hazardous materials release 
sites exist in agricultural lands adjacent to Highway 99 between Ripon and Manteca, including sites that 
have not yet been remediated and have been compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5; 
see Draft Subsequent EIR Table 3.6-1 for a review of State records in 2010 for the entire SSJID territory, 
SOI, and proposed expanded SOI. Construction activities for the Border-Area Service Plan could 
accidentally disturb documented unremediated environmental contamination, potentially mobilizing soil 
and/or groundwater contamination. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.6-1a, 3.6-1b, 3.6-2a, and 
3.6-2b developed for the proposed project would ensure that personnel are properly trained, that emer-
gency protocols are established and followed, that any contaminated soil unearthed during construction 
is properly treated in accordance with all hazardous waste laws, and that personnel are not unneces-
sarily exposed to known contamination during construction. These measures would safeguard personnel 
and environmental safety, and impacts related to mobilization of existing contamination from the pro-
posed project and Border-Area Service Plan would be less than significant. 
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Mitigation for Impact 3.6-2 

3.6-2a Conduct detailed hazardous materials record searches. 

3.6-2b Observe exposed soil. 

Impact 3.6-3: Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school 

The Border-Area Service Plan would not cause a new or existing source of hazardous emissions to be 
located within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. Because of additional construction 
requirements, the Border-Area Service Plan would require more potential transportation and use of hazard-
ous materials within one-quarter mile of schools along and near Hwy 99 in Ripon and near East River Road. 
However, hazardous materials would not be handled or emitted within one-quarter mile of a school, except 
possibly during short-term construction activities or routine utility system maintenance. Small quantities of 
hazardous materials and wastes would be transported on routes that may pass within one-quarter mile of an 
existing or proposed school. To avoid potential impacts, Mitigation Measure 3.6-1a for the proposed proj-
ect ensures training of personnel on proper handling of hazardous materials and wastes. With the imple-
mentation of this measure, the proposed project and Border-Area Service Plan would not result in a sig-
nificant risk of exposure to hazardous materials within one-quarter mile of a school. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.6-3 

3.6-1a Establish environmental training and monitoring program for construction and opera-
tions in compliance with OSHA standards. 

Impact 3.6-4: Interfere with adopted emergency response plans 

Construction or operational activities for the Border-Area Service Plan could potentially interfere with 
emergency response services provided by ambulance, fire, paramedic, and police vehicles. The 
temporary road closures that would be required during some distribution line work, including pole 
removal and replacement, could lengthen the response time required for emergency vehicles passing 
through the construction zone. Mitigation Measure 3.10-4a (please see Draft Subsequent EIR Section 3.10, 
Transportation and Traffic) for the proposed project would require coordination with emergency services. 
With the implementation of this measure for the proposed project and Border-Area Service Plan, impacts 
related to emergency response plans would be less than significant. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.6-4 

3.10-4a Ensure emergency response access. 

Impact 3.6-5: Create a significant hazard to the public or environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into 
the environment 

Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Border-Area Service Plan would require the 
use of small quantities of hazardous materials, primarily fuels, oils, and fluids for equipment mainte-
nance. SSJID would notify the applicable agencies, including the County Hazardous Materials Team and 
County Environmental Health Department, and perform the required remediation if there is a release of 
reportable quantities of petroleum products or other hazardous substances. Performing required reme-
diation, if a release of hazardous substances occurs, would ensure that the potential impact of 
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accidental hazardous material releases for the proposed project and Border-Area Service Plan is less 
than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Impact 3.6-6: Substantially increase the potential for electrocution and fire hazards 

Construction and operation for the Border-Area Service Plan, including distribution lines, would involve 
increased potential for public or personnel exposure to accidental electrocution hazards and fire hazards, in 
connection with pole or line damage or storm events. Please see Draft Subsequent EIR Section 3.9.2.2 
(Socioeconomics, Public Services, and Utilities) for a discussion regarding capacity constraints to fire pro-
tection service providers. SSJID would follow industry-standard reliability and emergency response prac-
tices, and in the case of an accident during distribution line work, SSJID would dispatch trouble-shooter 
staff to the area to prevent public exposure to electrocution hazards. Required underbuild and new distri-
bution line would be located in existing PUE or rights-of-way. Vegetation surrounding poles would be man-
aged consistent with prudent utility practices, pursuant to CCR Title 14 Section 1254. Additionally, none of 
the distribution system modifications required by the Border-Area Service Plan would be located in areas 
prone to wildfire outbreaks (San Joaquin County, 2004). Consequently, these practices would ensure that 
new electrocution or fire hazards would be less than significant for the proposed project and Border-
Area Service Plan. 

Impact 3.6-7: Create an aeronautical or motor vehicle hazard or result in a significant aerial 
obstruction within two miles of an airport or airstrip 

The runways of the New Jerusalem Airport, near Tracy, the closest landing strip to the Border-Area Ser-
vice Plan would be located over 5 miles from the nearest new or modified poles required for the plan. 
The poles would not penetrate the imaginary surface extending outward and upward from the airport 
runways at a ratio of 100 to 1 feet, and no private airstrips have been identified within the Border-Area 
Service Plan area. Consequently, the Border-Area Service Plan would not result in new hazards to air-
craft safety. To ensure no potentially significant impact occurs to crop dusting in the area, Mitigation 
Measure 3.1-1c (please see Section 3.1, Land Use) would reduce any aeronautic hazard impacts from the 
proposed project and Border-Area Service Plan to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.6-7 

3.1-1c Adjust location of lines for agricultural operations and flight patterns. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

The existing setting for the Border-Area Service Plan is the same as for the proposed project (Draft Sub-
sequent EIR Section 3.7.1). Much of the construction for this plan would occur in the agricultural areas of 
San Joaquin County between Manteca, Ripon, and Escalon. Underbuilds on joint-use poles and new over-
head lines would be constructed along roads and in existing utility rights-of-way, largely adjacent to agri-
cultural lands. 

Impact 3.7-1: Result in surface water and groundwater contamination that could violate water 
quality standards 

The types of impacts on hydrologic resources would be the same as those presented in Section 3.7 for 
the proposed project. However, ground disturbance, soil erosion, and resulting surface water and 
groundwater contamination from construction activities (Impact 3.7-1) would be greater with the plan 
as it would require replacement of up to 805 additional poles with taller poles. Pole replacement of up 
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to 1,225 poles total (420 poles for the proposed project and 805 poles for the Border-Area Service Plan) 
would require excavation and soil disturbance which could accelerate erosion.  SSJID would follow 
applicable laws and regulations including the implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) for coverage under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction 
General Permit. As required by the Construction General Permit, the SWPPP must be approved by the 
RWQCB prior to the onset of earth-disturbing activities, and must include BMPs to control soil erosion 
and construction wastes. Construction discharge within the City of Manteca would require a Storm Water 
Management Plan (SWMP) in accordance with the City’s Small MS4 General Permit. The SWMP must be 
consistent with the California Storm Water Quality Association’s Storm Water BMP Handbook for Construc-
tion Activity. To ensure no potentially significant impact occurs to surface water and groundwater, Miti-
gation Measure 3.7-1a would reduce any surface water and groundwater impacts from construction of 
the proposed project and Border-Area Service Plan to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.7-1 

3.7-1a Limit wet season construction. 

Impact 3.7-2: Deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge 

Construction and modification of new overhead and underground distribution lines would require excava-
tion associated with the footings of up to 1,225 poles total (420 poles for the proposed project and 805 
poles for the Border-Area Service Plan). This construction would remain superficial (less than 10 feet) and 
is not anticipated to interfere with underlying groundwater resources. Construction activities of either 
the proposed project or Border-Area Service Plan would not require the use of groundwater. Because 
construction would be superficial and would not require use of groundwater, the modifications related 
to the Border-Area Service Plan would not result in impacts to groundwater. The impact to groundwater 
as a result of the proposed project and the Border-Area Service Plan would be less than significant with 
mitigation identified for the project. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.7-3 

3.7-2a Install pervious and/or high-roughness groundcover where applicable. 

Impact 3.7-3: Alter existing drainage patterns or result in increased runoff 

The Border-Area Service Plan would involve above ground electricity distribution work that would result in 
negligible amounts of new impervious surfaces at the taller joint-use poles and new distribution line pole 
sites. The underground electricity distribution cables associated with the Border-Area Service Plan would 
be installed in roads (existing impermeable surfaces) or existing rights-of-way. Because of the minimal 
amount of new impervious surface, the modifications related to the Border-Area Service Plan would not 
result in alterations to drainage patterns or increased runoff. The impact to drainage patterns or increased 
runoff as a result of the proposed project and the Border-Area Service Plan would be less than signifi-
cant with mitigation identified for the project. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.7-3 

3.7-2a Install pervious and/or high-roughness groundcover where applicable. 
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Impact 3.7-4: Result in flooding, flood diversions, or erosion due to permanent aboveground 
structures in a floodplain 

There would be no difference between the extent of operational impacts between the proposed project 
and the Border-Area Service Plan. Replacement poles that encroach into an existing floodplain or desig-
nated Flood Hazard Area could result in hazards such as flooding of or erosion damage to the encroaching 
structure, diversion of flows, increased flood risk for adjacent property, or increased erosion on adjacent 
property. As described in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 3.7.1.2, FEMA-designated Flood Hazard Areas are 
located in the southwest portion of the SSJID territory including near Airport Way where the Western 
Underbuild would be located. Although the replacement poles would not be in a main watercourse, to 
ensure no potentially significant impact occurs due to flooding, Mitigation Measure 3.7-4a would reduce 
any impacts as a result of the proposed project and the Border-Area Service Plan to a less than signifi-
cant level.Replacement poles for the Western and Eastern Underbuilds, poles for new overhead lines, 
and the pole-mounted capacitor banks would not be located within flood zones. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.7-4 

3.7-4a Aboveground structures shall be protected against flood and erosion damage. 

Impact 3.7-5: Expose people or structures to risk as a result of dam or levee failure, or 
inundation by mudflow 

Due to the low potential of dam failure and the oversight of DSOD, project damage as a result of dam 
failure is considered to be a less than significant impact. As with the proposed project, the Border-Area 
Service Plan would not include any commercial or residential development; project implementation 
would not expose people to risk associated with mudflow. Potential impacts would be less than 
significant. 

As with the proposed project, all hydrology and water quality impacts would be less than significant for 
the proposed project and the Border-Area Service Plan with the implementation of mitigation identified 
for the proposed project. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.7-5 

3.7-4a Aboveground structures shall be protected against flood and erosion damage. 

Noise and Vibration 

The Border-Area Service Plan would involve installation of new electric distribution circuits that traverse 
from the City of Manteca in the west, through the City of Ripon, and east to McBride Road in unincorpo-
rated San Joaquin County, within and near the boundary of the SSJID territory. The existing setting for 
noise and applicable regulatory setting would be the same as that identified in Draft Subsequent EIR 
Section 3.8.1 for the proposed project. Much of the construction for this plan would occur in the agricul-
tural areas of San Joaquin County between Manteca, Ripon, and Escalon. Underbuilds on joint-use poles 
and new overhead lines would be constructed along roads and in existing utility rights-of-way, largely 
adjacent to agricultural lands. As discussed in Section 3.8.1.4, construction noise and vibration are 
exempt from San Joaquin County Development Title noise performance standards. 
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Impact 3.8-1: Cause excessive temporary or periodic increase in noise 

Heavy equipment operation would be the primary noise source associated with construction activities of 
the Border-Area Service Plan. Sensitive receptors located directly adjacent to construction sites would 
experience temporary potentially significant noise impacts from construction activities. The majority of 
the Border-Area Service Plan work sites would not overlap with work locations for the construction for 
the proposed project. As the Border-Area Service Plan consists of linear infrastructure upgrades and new 
facilities, construction activities at any individual location would be completed within days or weeks. 
Therefore, construction activities would subject any adjacent receptors to a short-term increase in 
ambient noise levels along the line route. Furthermore, construction related traffic would result in tem-
porary intermittent noise impacts along vehicle routes. These locations also define the limited scope of 
potential construction related groundborne vibration impacts. Mitigation Mmeasures 3.8-1a and 3.8-1b 
developed for the project applicable to the project to reduce noise and groundborne vibration impacts 
associated with construction would also apply to this plan. Implementation of these measures would 
reduce temporary construction noise and groundborne vibration impacts associated with the proposed 
project and Border-Area Service Plan to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.8-1 

3.8-1a Implement appropriate noise controls during construction. 

3.8-1b Provide notice of construction noise and vibration. 

Impact 3.8-2: Cause excessive groundborne vibration 

Groundborne vibration levels from construction equipment and activities might be perceptible to recep-
tors in the immediate vicinity of the border area distribution line work. The activity that would be most 
likely to cause groundborne vibration would be the passing of heavy trucks on uneven surfaces. The 
impact from construction-related groundborne vibration would be short-term and confined to only the 
immediate area around activity (within about 25 feet). As with the project, because replacement pole 
locations would be more than 25 feet from residences, no homes would be exposed to excessive 
groundborne vibration, and construction groundborne vibration impacts associated with the proposed 
project and Border-Area Service Plan would be less than significant. 

Once operational, noise and groundborne vibration associated with the Border-Area Service Plan would 
be created by maintenance activities. Trucks and equipment making periodic maintenance trips to 
SSJID’s utility systems would represent the primary noise and groundborne vibration sources. However, 
these types of activities would be consistent with existing truck trips that are currently made along adja-
cent roadways, as well as those made to the existing infrastructure within the proposed ROW. Routine 
maintenance vehicles would not substantially increase noise or groundborne vibration above existing 
levels. Thus, noise and groundborne vibration impacts resulting from long-term proposed project and 
Border-Area Service Plan system operation would be less than significant.  and in compliance with 
applicable noise and vibration ordinances and performance standards of each affected jurisdiction, as 
discussed in Section 3.8.1.4. 

Impact 3.8-3: Cause excessive permanent increase in noise 

The potential for audible noise from corona discharge during wet weather conditions for new segments 
of the 17 kV distribution system would be low, and levels would be barely audible to noise receptors 
(Impact 3.8-3). The new overhead lines would be sited along roads or other existing utility rights-of-way. 
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Corona noise associated with new underbuild that replaces existing active line on taller poles and new 
overhead line is anticipated to be less than or equal to ambient noise conditions along the ROW. Because 
capacitor banks associated with the Border-Area Service Plan would be located at roadway intersec-
tions, it is unlikely that any operational noise from these capacitor banks would exceed the ambient 
noise conditions of the area, which includes noise from existing traffic. Routine maintenance vehicles 
would cause noise comparable to existing levels, as described above. Therefore, any potential noise 
impacts associated with operation of Border-Area Service Plan infrastructure would be less than significant 
and in compliance with applicable noise and vibration ordinances and performance standards for the City 
of Manteca, the City of Ripon, and unincorporated San Joaquin County, as discussed in Section 3.8.1.4. 
The impact of a permanent increase in noise as a result of the proposed project and the Border-Area 
Service Plan would be less than significant with mitigation identified for the project. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.8-3 

3.8-3a Design substation modifications to avoid noise increases. 

Socioeconomics, Public Services, and Utilities 

The existing setting for the Border-Area Service Plan is the same as for the proposed project (Draft Sub-
sequent EIR Section 3.9.1). Much of the construction would occur in the agricultural areas of San Joaquin 
County between Manteca, Ripon, and Escalon. Underbuilds on joint-use poles and new overhead lines 
would be constructed along roads and in existing utility rights-of-way, largely adjacent to agricultural 
lands. 

Impact 3.9-1: Induce substantial growth or exceed local population projections 

As with the proposed project, contract utility crews would be used for the majority of the required con-
struction work associated with the Border-Area Service Plan. Additional construction required for the 
project with the Border-Area Service Plan would develop a total of 66.60 miles of modifications; this 
includes the proposed project that would add or replace about 420 poles plus the 29.65 miles of new 
underbuilds, with 2.43 miles of new line for the Border-Area Service Plan. Three additional four-man 
contract crews to complete the incremental work for , replacement of up to 805 poles, and four 600 kVAR 
capacitor banks would cause a minimal change to the overall labor requirements of the project because 
the construction of the Border-Area Service Plan would occur simultaneously during construction for the 
proposed project. Any direct population in-migration resulting from construction activities for the 
Border-Area Service Plan would be included within and comprise a small percentage of the total popula-
tion growth projection for the area (shown in Table 3.9-2). Therefore, construction related to the pro-
posed project and Border-Area Service Plan would result in a less than significant impact related to 
induced population growth. 

Impact 3.9-2: Displace people or existing housing 

With approximately two months of work by three additional four-man crews, few, if any, construction 
workers are expected to permanently relocate to the area, and based on the vacancy rates for the area no 
new need for housing is expected to occur. Tthe additional labor requirements would not result in public 
service or housing displacement impacts for the proposed project and Border-Area Service Plan. 
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Impact 3.9-3: Cause substantial physical changes due to project-induced expansion of fire 
protection, police protection, school, or recreational facilities 

With approximately two months of work by three additional four-man crews, few, if any, construction 
workers are expected to permanently relocate to the area, and the additional labor requirements would 
not result in a need for an expansion of fire protection, police protection, schools, or recreational facil-
ities. Therefore, these impacts related to socioeconomics and public services would be less than signifi-
cant for the proposed project and Border-Area Service Plan. 

Impact 3.9-4: Cause utility system (electricity and water distribution) disruptions 

The additional construction activity would require additional water for dust suppression activities at 
construction sites. It is not anticipated that this additional requirement would create significant impacts 
on increased demand on utilities. No mitigation would be required, and impacts from demand on water 
facilities would be less than significant. 

The installation of the proposed project and 32.1 miles of additional modified circuits for the Border-
Area Service Plan for a total of 66.60 miles of modifications, including up to 1,225 poles total (420 poles 
for the proposed project and 805 poles for the Border-Area Service Plan), would occur with the existing 
electric distribution system in service. Electrical systems are designed with redundant means to provide 
service. If it is necessary to take a particular circuit out of service SSJID would first assure that a 
redundant feed is available. Individual consumers would see very limited interruptions of service gene-
rally for a few seconds to a couple of minutes at the most. Construction activities would likely occur in 
close proximity to existing underground (water and wastewater distribution) and overhead water and 
electrical utility infrastructure and could involve relocation of certain facilities (e.g., telecommunications 
cables on existing poles). Any service disruptions would be temporary and short-term in nature. 

Without the Border-Area Service Plan, the proposed project could adversely impact customers in the 
border areas outside SSJID’s territory (as identified in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 3.9, under Impact 
3.9-4, for causing a utility system disruption). This Implementing this Border-Area Service Plan with the 
proposed project would avoid these potential retail electric service disruptions, which and would 
reduces thethis impact to a less than significant level. 

Impact 3.9-5: Increase demand on water, wastewater, or solid waste facilities in excess of 
existing entitlements and facilities 

The additional construction activity would require additional water for dust suppression at construction 
sites in the border area. This additional requirement would not substantially increase demand for water 
supply or on utilities. Construction waste would include spent poles, cross-arms, conductor, insulators, 
and distribution transformers, which would be minimized by SSJID in the effort to conserve and protect 
existing distribution facilities. Equipment that is not reusable or recyclable would be disposed at a 
nearby Class II landfill (Forward Inc.), as noted for the project. No mitigation would be required, and 
impacts from demand on water and solid waste facilities would be less than significant for the proposed 
project and Border-Area Service Plan. 

Transportation and Traffic 

The Border-Area Service Plan would involve installation of new electric distribution circuits that traverse 
from the City of Manteca in the west, through the City of Ripon, and east to McBride Road in unincorpo-
rated San Joaquin County, within and near the boundary of the SSJID territory. The existing setting for 



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

B. REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT SUBSEQUENT EIR 

 

 
November 2014 B-45 Final Subsequent EIR 

transportation and traffic is the same as described in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 3.10.1 for the pro-
posed project. Much of the construction for this plan would occur in the agricultural areas of San Joa-
quin County between Manteca, Ripon, and Escalon. Underbuilds on joint-use poles and new overhead 
lines would be constructed along roads and in existing utility rights-of-way, largely adjacent to agricul-
tural lands. 

The Border-Area Service Plan work areas would all be accessible from existing public and private roads. 
Construction equipment and materials hauled to work sites as well as construction worker trips would 
occur. In addition, debris (e.g., demolished pavement, old poles and conductor, excavated soils, etc.) 
would need to be hauled offsite. 

Impact 3.10-1: Result in substantial congestion and cause a substantial increase in traffic due 
to closure of roads and/or reduction of travel lanes 

Temporary road closures during line stringing could substantially disrupt traffic flow and substantially 
increase traffic congestion along up to 32.1 miles of new underbuilds or new line. The new underbuild 
distribution line and new distribution line and underground cable would be built in addition to the pro-
posed project which would require an estimated 34.52 miles of modifications for a total of 66.60 miles 
of modifications. These temporary lane closures could also disrupt access and flow of emergency vehi-
cles, public transportation, rail, parking, and adjacent uses. However, all work within a public road ROW 
would require pre-construction input and approval from the responsible public agencies. To ensure that 
impacts related to construction traffic of the proposed project and Border-Area Service Plan would be 
less than significant, mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would apply to this plan. 

Furthermore, the use of heavy construction equipment and vehicles could create a potential for 
unexpected roadway damage to occur. This impact would be reduced to less than significant levels with 
implementation of project mitigation, which ensures that SSJID would repair roads to a similar or better 
condition and coordinate the repairs with the appropriate public agency. The implementation of these 
measures would reduce temporary construction related transportation and traffic impacts associated 
with the Border-Area Service Plan to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.10-1 

3.10-1a Develop and implement a Traffic Management Plan. 

Impact 3.10-2: Generate additional traffic on regional and local roadways or exceed a level of 
service standard on public roadways 

Construction worker commute trips, project equipment deliveries, and hauling materials such poles, 
conductor, concrete, excavation spoils, and debris to and from the work areas would increase existing 
traffic volumes in the border area. Workers commuting to construction sites would increase traffic in 
the project area. It is estimated that the daily project workforce would consist of up to three additional 
four-man contract electric line crews. The exact truck and equipment routes and scheduling of truck 
trips are not yet defined, but designated truck routes would be followed and conflicts minimized where 
possible. The crews would likely park personal vehicles at existing SSJID facilities or contractor yards and 
commute in project vehicles to work areas resulting in minimal additional daily trips. 

Once operational, vehicle trips associated with the Border-Area Service Plan would be limited to mainte-
nance activities. Trucks and equipment making periodic maintenance trips to inspect the utility systems 
would represent the only vehicle trips expected. The minimal number of daily trips associated with 



SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service, 
Sphere Plan, MSR, and Annexation 
B. REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT SUBSEQUENT EIR 

 

 
Final Subsequent EIR B-46 November 2014 

maintenance would not represent traffic flows capable of exceeding any LOS performance standard 
established for the City of Manteca, City of Ripon, or San Joaquin County. Therefore, the impact of con-
struction and operational traffic generated by the proposed project and Border-Area Service Plan would 
be minimal and less than significant. 

Impact 3.10-3: Temporarily restrict vehicle access to some properties 

The Border-Area Service Plan would require installing new underground cables which would require 
excavation of up to about a 27-inch wide open trench that would obstruct ground travel. Maintenance 
or emergency repairs would similarly require access to open trenches. For construction in the outer lane 
and/or shoulders of roads, access to driveways would temporarily be blocked by the construction zone, 
thereby affecting access and parking for the adjacent uses. Steel plates would be used to cover open 
trenches and reasonable pedestrian access would be available at all times to all businesses and resi-
dences. However, there would be isolated locations along the underground cable route where construc-
tion crews would not be able to avoid blocking driveways to private property and off-street parking used 
by homes or businesses. In each of these instances, such disruption would be short-term in nature, 
normally less than a few hours. To ensure that impacts related to restricted vehicular access as a result 
of the proposed project and Border-Area Service Plan would be less than significant, Mitigation Measure 
3.10-3a and 3.10-3b are recommended. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.10-3 

3.10-3a Provide continuous access to properties during trenching and underground cable 
installation. 

3.10-3b Provide notice of access disruptions. 

Impact 3.10-4: Temporarily interfere with emergency response 

Construction of the Border-Area Service Plan could potentially interfere with emergency response. Tem-
porary road closures that would be required during underground cable installation, pole removal and 
installation, and conductor stringing activities could lengthen the response time required for emergency 
vehicles passing through the construction zone. Implementing Mitigation Measure 3.10-4a would ensure 
the impacts of the proposed project and Border-Area Service Plan would be less than significant. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.10-4 

3.10-4a Ensure emergency response access. 

Impact 3.10-5: Temporarily disrupt bus routes 

Installation of infrastructure for the Border-Area Service Plan potentially requires short-term road 
closures and could disrupt at one San Joaquin Regional Transit District (SJRTD) bus routes (Route 91 in 
Ripon) and local school bus routes. Maintenance or emergency repairs would similarly also occur along the 
bus routes. Potential impacts would be related to scheduling delays and temporary rerouting of buses or 
relocation of stops. Implementing Mitigation Measure 3.10-5a for the proposed project and Border-Area 
Service Plan would reduce impacts to less than significant levels. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.10-5 

3.10-5a Consult with SJRTD and Manteca, Ripon, and Escalon unified school districts. 
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Impact 3.10-6: Disrupt rail operations due to activities within a railroad ROW 

The Western Underbuild and the Ripon Connection would be installed in or adjacent to the UPRR ROW 
in Ripon. Construction or maintenance activities within the UPRR ROW could potentially disrupt the 
operations of the railroad. Mitigation Measure 3.10-6a would reduce the impact to a less than signifi-
cant level for the proposed project and Border-Area Service Plan. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.10-6 

3.10-6a Coordinate work with Union Pacific Railroad. 

Impact 3.10-7: Temporarily eliminate road shoulder parking spaces 

Installation and maintenance of underground distribution cables in the border area would involve creat-
ing a trench that would result in short-term elimination of a limited amount of parking spaces immedi-
ately adjacent to the construction ROW. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.10-3b the impact 
to parking availability as a result of the proposed project and Border-Area Service Plan would be less 
than significant. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.10-7 

3.10-3b  Provide notice of access disruptions. 

Impact 3.10-8: Inadvertently damage road ROWs 

The use of heavy construction equipment and vehicles could create a potential for unexpected roadway 
damage to occur in the border area. This impact would be reduced to less than significant levels with 
implementation of project mitigation, which ensures that SSJID would repair roads to a similar or better 
condition and coordinate the repairs with the appropriate public agency. The implementation of Mitiga-
tion Measure 3.10-3b would reduce temporary construction related transportation and traffic impacts 
associated with the proposed project and Border-Area Service Plan to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.10-8 

3.10-8a Repair damaged road ROWs. 

The addition of new infrastructure improvements along public roads would not have the potential to 
increase traffic hazards in the area. New and underbuild distribution system poles, capacitor banks, and 
distribution line infrastructure would be located primarily in areas where existing utilities are already 
present. Adhering to the requirements of the public works and transportation agencies would require 
infrastructure improvements to be located outside of the traveled roadway in order to minimize traffic 
hazards. Overall, the proposed project and the Border-Area Service Plan would result in less than signifi-
cant transportation and traffic operational impacts with the implementation of recommended mitiga-
tion identified for the project. 

Visual Resources 

The Border-Area Service Plan would involve installation of up to 32.1 miles of additional electric distribu-
tion circuits involving replacement of up to 805 poles, in addition to the proposed project that would 
add or replace about 420 poles. The new underbuild distribution line and new distribution line and 
underground cable would be built in addition to the proposed project which would require an estimated 
34.52 miles of modifications for a total of 66.60 miles of modifications. The primary changes would be 
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additional under-built circuits on taller poles along primarily rural roads that traverse from the City of 
Manteca in the west, through the City of Ripon, south of Escalon, and east to McBride Road in unincor-
porated San Joaquin County, and shorter segments would occur along rural roads on the eastern and 
northern boundary. The applicable regulatory setting for visual resources would be the same as that for 
the proposed project identified in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 3.11.1.2. However, the visual setting 
would be slightly different given the more undeveloped nature of the southern SSJID boundary near the 
San Joaquin River. Much of the construction for this plan would occur in the agricultural areas of San 
Joaquin County between Manteca, Ripon, and Escalon. Underbuilds on joint-use poles and new over-
head lines would be constructed along roads and in existing utility rights-of-way, largely adjacent to agri-
cultural lands. 

Baseline visual conditions and public views as seen from representative public viewpoints in the border 
area are shown in Figures B-2a, B-3a, and B-4a of this Final Subsequent EIR. The three viewpoints of the 
border area represent views seen by a high number of affected viewers or views from potentially 
sensitive residential locations. The visual changes caused by implementing the Border-Area Service Plan 
for these three viewpoints are shown with computer-generated visual simulations of the additional 
distribution circuits in Figures B-2b, B-3b, and B-4b. The baseline views and the visual simulations 
illustrate “before and after” visual conditions of the proposed project with the Border-Area Service Plan. 
Examples Other examples of existing joint-use poles (including underbuilds) can be seen in Draft 
Subsequent EIR Figure 3.11-1 (bottom figure shows two 17 kV distribution underbuilds). 

Impact 3.11-1: Degrade a scenic vista, highway, or resource 

There are no designated scenic vistas or other designated scenic resources that would be affected. As 
described in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 3.11.2.3, under Impact 3.11-1, Interstate 5 from the Stanis-
laus County line to Interstate 580 and I-580 from this intersection to Alameda County are the nearest 
two State-designated Scenic Highways (Caltrans, 2010). The closest points of the Border-Area Service 
Plan to these scenic routes would be near Vierra Substation, which is approximately 2.5 miles east of I-5 
and is not visible to any State-designated scenic portion of the highway. Construction activities associ-
ated with the plan would occur within existing rights-of-way or on already disturbed lands, and mitiga-
tion identified for the proposed project would apply to this plan. Based on this setting and the foresee-
able activity, the potential for the proposed project and Border-Area Service Plan to degrade any scenic 
vista, highway, or resource would be less than significant. 

Impact 3.11-2: Degrade existing visual character with visible construction activity 

Construction to replace existing poles with additional underbuilds on joint-use poles, add new overhead 
lines, and install pole-mounted 600 kVAR capacitor banks would affect the visual character due to the 
occasional presence of the necessary construction equipment, materials, and work force, resulting in 
temporary visual intrusion. SSJID would manage the visibility of construction activities through project 
mitigation measures that would require SSJID to keep construction areas clean and inconspicuous, and 
restore disturbed areas upon completion of construction activities. Mitigation Measures 3.11-2a and 
3.11-2b developed for applicable to the proposed project would ensure that the visual character of the 
construction areas are not unnecessarily impacted during or following implementation of the proposed 
project and Border-Area Service Plan, and the impacts of visible activity would be less than significant. 
Operational activity would be limited to maintenance of the infrastructure and would affect the visual 
character only for short durations. Because of the short duration and the limited locations of mainte-
nance, the impacts of visible operational activity would be adverse, but less than significant. 
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Mitigation for Impact 3.11-2 

3.11-2a Reduce visibility of construction activities and equipment. 

3.11-2b Restore disturbed areas upon completion of construction. 

Impact 3.11-3: Degrade existing visual character with permanent infrastructure 

The Border-Area Service Plan would affect the existing visual character by introducing additional over-
head distribution facilities on taller replacement poles along primarily rural roads, as described above 
for locations shown Draft Subsequent EIR Figure 3.9-1. Most views on the routes of the circuits in the 
Border-Area Service Plan occur on flat terrain and are a mixture of agriculture land and rural residential 
with some landscape vegetation and the Stanislaus River in the background. The natural landscape has 
been modified by built environments, agriculture, and existing infrastructure including the existing dis-
tribution poles that would be replaced. As such, the visual quality of the region is already disturbed. Res-
idents and travelers along the agricultural and rural roadways would have low viewer concern and low 
visual sensitivity. New distribution-level circuits and underbuilds on joint-use poles would require 
replacing existing active line (typically on 45-foot poles) with taller poles (60-foot) that would increase 
the infrastructure in views of the area. 

Simulations of the additional overhead distribution facilities in Figures B-2b, B-3b, and B-4b show the 
potential permanent project-related views for residents and travelers along the roadways. Removal and 
replacement of up to 805 existing wood poles along the Western and Eastern Underbuilds, installation 
of the new overhead lines for the Ripon Connection, and adding shorter segments along the eastern and 
northern boundary would be noticeable to the viewer. The extent that the taller poles of the Border-
Area Service Plan are noticeable would be limited to the upper portions that appear against the sky. The 
simulations show that overhead electric distribution facilities would be consistent with the existing char-
acter of the area; overhead high-voltage transmission lines (over 60 kV) with distribution lines under-built 
and overhead joint-use poles where two utilities own distribution lines are common, as demonstrated in 
Draft Subsequent EIR Figures 3.11-1 to 3.11-3. Inside the City of Ripon, SSJID would coordinate with the 
Public Works Department to determine locations to place underground certain segments, in areas 
where recent development has occurred. Comparing the existing views and simulations demonstrates 
that the additional circuits would result in an incremental visual change that would not substantially 
alter views or the character of the setting. However, given the existing views and that the replacement 
poles would be potentially noticeable to residents and travelers, with the additional facilities located 
along existing utility rights of way, visual change would be expected to be moderate. 

The impact of the change in visual character would be incrementally greater than with the proposed 
project because it would occur at additional locations shown in Draft Subsequent EIR Figure 3.9-1. Miti-
gation Measures 3.11-3a, 3.11-3b, and 3.11-3c identified developed for the project would be and applic-
able to theis proposed project and the Border-Area Service  pPlan. These measures would require SSJID 
to use non-reflective conductors and polesto avoid disrupting the existing visual character of the area 
with infrastructure for all new overhead facilities to ensure the change in visual character introduced by 
the electric infrastructure would be less than significant. 
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Mitigation for Impact 3.11-3 

3.11-3a Install landscaping and screening around substation. 

3.11-3b Use non-reflective conductors and poles. 

3.11-3c Locate trenches to protect landscape trees. 

Impact 3.11-4: Create substantial light or glare adversely affecting nighttime views in the area 

No new sources of light or glare would be constructed under the Border-Area Service Plan, and as such, 
no increased light or glare would occur. The impact caused by light or glare as a result of the proposed 
project and the Border-Area Service Plan would be less than significant with mitigation identified for the 
project. 

Mitigation for Impact 3.11-4 

3.11-4a Minimize substation lighting. 

Overall, impacts to visual resources from this the Border-Area Service Planplan would be increased, 
when compared with the project without the plan, because of additional infrastructure required, but 
these impacts would be less than significant with mitigation identified for the project. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The existing setting for GHG emissions for the Border-Area Service Plan is the same as described in Draft 
Subsequent EIR Section 3.12.1 for the proposed project. Construction associated with installation of up 
to 32.1 miles of additional new underbuilds or new line and capacitor banks would involve the same 
types of GHG impacts as the proposed project. 

Impact 3.12-1: Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have 
a significant impact on the environment 

Mobilizing equipment and personnel would cause short-term, unavoidable increases in GHG emissions 
from the fossil-fueled vehicles and equipment during construction. Higher GHG emissions would occur 
as a result of installing the additional infrastructure and the additional distances that would need to be 
traveled by crews operating and maintaining the distribution system. Construction emissions would be 
intermittent and sporadic, and some GHG emissions would be reduced by any steps taken to maximize 
fuel efficiency of the construction equipment. Construction-related GHG emissions for theis proposed 
project and Border-Area Service pPlan would be less than significant, but would be higher than those of 
the proposed project. 

Impact 3.12-2: Conflict with applicable plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose 
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases 

Generally, GHG emissions resulting from operation and maintenance of the Border-Area Service Plan 
would be similar to those caused by PG&E for operation and maintenance of the existing electrical sys-
tem, and would not be likely to conflict with the AB 32 Scoping Plan or any other policies or regulations 
for GHG management, which are based on a presumption of adequate retail electric service being 
readily available to customers in California. Therefore, direct impacts from GHG emissions resulting from 
construction, operation, and maintenance of theis proposed project and Border-Area Service pPlan 
would be less than significant. 
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As described in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 3.12, the proposed project would have a less than signifi-
cant indirect impact on the GHG intensity of the power supply associated with SSJID entering retail elec-
tric service. The Border-Area Service Plan would not affect this indirect impact. 

Energy Conservation 

The existing setting for the Border-Area Service Plan is the same as described in Draft Subsequent EIR 
Section 3.13.1 for the proposed project. Much of the construction would occur in the agricultural areas 
of San Joaquin County between Manteca, Ripon, and Escalon. Underbuilds and new overhead lines would 
be constructed along roads and in existing utility rights-of-way, largely adjacent to agricultural lands. 

Impact 3.13-1: Result in substantial new energy requirements or energy use inefficiencies 

Construction of the Western and Eastern Underbuilds and shorter segments along the eastern and 
northern boundary (29.65 miles of new underbuilds on joint-use poles), and installing 1.43 miles of addi-
tional overhead line, 1.0 miles of underground cable, and four 600 kVAR capacitor banks, would result in 
the use of fossil-fueled vehicles and equipment used through the duration of construction activities. The 
new underbuild distribution line and new distribution line and underground cable would be built in 
addition to the proposed project which would require an estimated 34.52 miles of modifications for a 
total of 66.60 miles of modifications and associated use of fossil-fueled vehicles and equipment.  Steps 
would be taken to maximize fuel efficiency of the construction equipment. The Border-Area Service Plan 
would utilize existing energy resources for operation of the system. It is not anticipated that either con-
struction or operation of the proposed project with the Border-Area Service pPlan would increase per-
capita energy use for retail electricity customers or result in less energy conservation. 

Impact 3.13-2: Cause an adverse effect on local and regional energy supplies and requirements 
for additional capacity because of inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary energy use 

As PG&E would remain as the electrical service provider in the border areas under this plan, electric ser-
vice in the border areas would continue to be provided at PG&E’s rates. Under the operational imple-
mentation of the Border-Area Service Plan, there would be no change to local and regional energy 
supplies., energy resources, transportation energy use, peak or base period demands for electricity, or 
compliance with all current energy standards. Theis proposed project with the Border-Area Service 
pPlan would not cause inefficient or wasteful use of energy. 

Impact 3.13-3: Cause an adverse effect on peak and base period demands for electricity and 
other forms of energy because of inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary energy use 

As PG&E would remain as the electrical service provider in the border areas under this plan, electric 
service in the border areas would continue to be provided at PG&E’s rates. The Border-Area Service Plan 
would cause no change in peak or base period demands for electricity, and the proposed project with 
the Border-Area Service Plan would not cause inefficient or wasteful use of energy. 

Impact 3.13-4: Disrupt compliance with existing energy standards 

PG&E would remain as the electrical service provider in the border areas under the proposed project 
and Border-Area Service Plan and would continue to be required to comply with all current energy 
standards. 
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Impact 3.13-5: Cause an adverse effect on energy resources because of inefficient, wasteful, 
or unnecessary energy use 

As PG&E would remain as the electrical service provider in the border areas under this plan, electric 
service and energy use would continue to occur as in the setting. The proposed project with the Border-
Area Service Plan would not cause inefficient or wasteful use of energy. 

Impact 3.13-6: Result in inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary transportation energy use 

As PG&E would remain as the electrical service provider in the border areas under this plan, there would 
be no change in transportation energy use, and the proposed project with the Border-Area Service Plan 
would not cause inefficient or wasteful use of transportation energy. 
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Figure B-1

Overview of Proposed Project with
Border-Area Service Plan Mitigation Measure
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Existing View, 
Austin Road looking north at Melton

Figure B-2a
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Visual Simulation of Border-Area Service Plan,  
Austin Road looking north at Melton

Figure B-2b
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Existing View, 
Milgeo Avenue looking west at Ripon Road

Figure B-3a
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Visual Simulation of Border-Area Service Plan, 
Milgeo Avenue looking west at Ripon Road

Figure B-3b
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Existing View, 
River Road looking west at Carrollton

Figure B-4a
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Visual Simulation of Border-Area Service Plan,
River Road looking west at Carrollton

Figure B-4b
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C. Responses to Comments 

C.1 Introduction 
Comments on the Draft and Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR were received from multiple 
local and state agencies as well as from attorneys representing PG&E and SSJID. In accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15132(d), this Final Subsequent EIR presents the responses to significant environ-
mental concerns raised during the public comment periods. No other comments were submitted by 
individuals or other organizations during the public review periods for the Draft and Partially Recirculated 
Draft Subsequent EIR.   

A list of parties that submitted comments on the Subsequent EIR is presented in Table C-1. 

Table C-1. Comments Received on the Draft and Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR 

Comment 
Letter  Commenter and Affiliation Date of Letter 

 Comments from Public Agencies  

A SJCOG, Inc. San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation & Open 
Space Plan (SJMSCP) 

November 21, 2011 

B Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, OPR State Clearinghouse December 1, 2011 
C Central Valley Flood Protection Board, California Natural Resources Agency December 7, 2011 

September 6, 2012 
D Stanislaus County Environmental Review Committee December 13, 2011 
E California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region December 2, 2011 

December 23, 2011 
F California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) January 13, 2012 

G San Joaquin County Environmental Health Department January 19, 2012 
August 16, 2012 

H Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, OPR State Clearinghouse (2) January 19, 2012 
August 21, 2012 

 Comments from PG&E  
I Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP on behalf of PG&E  January 17, 2012 
J PG&E’s May 11, 2012 Submission to LAFCo Concerning Two Siemens Reports May 11, 2012 

K PG&E’s Comments on the Partially-Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR  August 20, 2012 
 Comments from SSJID  
L South San Joaquin Irrigation District August 20, 2012 
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C.2 Comments from Public Agencies 
The remainder of Section C of the Final Subsequent EIR is organized as follows:  

¾ Comments from Public Agencies and Responses  

¾ Comments from PG&E and Responses 

¾ Comments from SSJID and Responses 
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Comment Set A  
SJCOG, Inc. San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation & Open 
Space Plan 

 

A-1 
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Comment Set A, cont.  
SJCOG, Inc. San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation & Open 
Space Plan 

 

A-2 
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Comment Set A, cont.  
SJCOG, Inc. San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation & Open 
Space Plan 

 

A-3 



SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service, 
Sphere Plan, MSR, and Annexation 
C. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 
Final Subsequent EIR C-6 November 2014 

Comment Set A, cont.  
SJCOG, Inc. San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation & Open 
Space Plan 

 

A-3 cont. 
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Comment Set A, cont.  
SJCOG, Inc. San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation & Open 
Space Plan 

 

A-3 cont. 
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Comment Set A, cont.  
SJCOG, Inc. San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation & Open 
Space Plan 

 

A-4 
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Comment Set A, cont.  
SJCOG, Inc. San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation & Open 
Space Plan 

 

A-4 cont. 
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Comment Set A, cont.  
SJCOG, Inc. San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation & Open 
Space Plan 

 

A-4 cont. 
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Comment Set B  
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, OPR State Clearinghouse  

 

B-1 
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Comment Set B, cont.  
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, OPR State Clearinghouse 
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Comment Set C  
Central Valley Flood Protection Board, California Natural Resources Agency 

 

C-1 
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Comment Set C, cont.  
Central Valley Flood Protection Board, California Natural Resources Agency 

 

C-2 

C-3 

C-4 
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Comment Set C, cont.  
Central Valley Flood Protection Board, California Natural Resources Agency 

 

C-5 
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Comment Set C, cont.  
Central Valley Flood Protection Board, California Natural Resources Agency 

 

C-5 cont. 
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Comment Set D  
Stanislaus County Environmental Review Committee 

 

D-1 
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Comment Set E  
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region 

 

E-1 
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Comment Set E, cont.  
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region 

 

E-2 

E-3 

E-4 

E-5 
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Comment Set E, cont.  
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region 

 

E-6 
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Comment Set F  
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

 

F-1 

F-2 
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Comment Set F, cont.  
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

 
  

F-2 cont. 

F-3 

F-4 
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Comment Set G 
San Joaquin County Environmental Health Department 

 

G-1 

G-2 
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Comment Set G, cont.  
San Joaquin County Environmental Health Department 

 
  

G-3 
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Comment Set H  
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, OPR State Clearinghouse (2) 

 
  

H-1 
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Comment Set H, cont.  
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, OPR State Clearinghouse (2) 
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Comment Set H, cont.  
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, OPR State Clearinghouse (2) 
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Comment Set H, cont.  
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, OPR State Clearinghouse (2) 

 

H-2 
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Comment Set H, cont.  
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, OPR State Clearinghouse (2) 

 

H-2 cont. 
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C.3 Responses to Comments from Public Agencies 

Responses to Comment Set A – SJCOG, Inc. San Joaquin County Multi-Species 
Habitat Conservation & Open Space Plan (SJMSCP) 

A-1 The comment states that San Joaquin County is a signatory to the SJMSCP and describes that 
participation in the SJMSCP would satisfy requirements of the California and federal endangered 
species acts and ensure impacts, presumably to state and federally listed species and their habi-
tats, are mitigated below the level of significance according to the CEQA. The local jurisdiction 
retains responsibility for ensuring that the appropriate measures are implemented and mon-
itored. The comment notes that participation is voluntary and that project proponents opting 
against participation would need to provide alternate mitigation equivalent to that in the 
SJMSCP. 

Because LAFCo is the public agency with principal responsibility for approving the project (Draft 
Subsequent EIR p. 1-2), the environmental analysis in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 3.3 identifies 
the mitigation that SSJID would need to implement as a project proponent that chooses against 
participating in the SJMSCP. 

The comment also notes that compliance with Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act are 
not satisfied by participation in the SJMSCP and because potentially jurisdictional waters may be 
present in the project area, permits would be required from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). These are identified in Draft Sub-
sequent EIR Table 1-1. 

As noted on Draft Subsequent EIR p. 3.3-19, SSJID has not formally adopted the SJMSCP. SSJID 
has made no commitment to participate in the SJMSCP. Pursuant to Mitigation Measures 3.3-1e 
and 3.3-2a, SSJID would be required to conduct pre-construction surveys, implement 
compensatory mitigation for impacts, and acquire appropriate permits from USFWS, CDFW, 
USACE, and RWQCB. As appropriate, project impacts would be mitigated in consultation with 
resource agencies outside of the SJMSCP. Species-specific mitigation (e.g., Mitigation Measures 
3.3-4a [special-status plants], 3.3-5a [burrowing owl], 3.3-8a [Swainson’s hawk], 3.3-9a [valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle], 3.3-10a [bats]) were developed based on a review of Section 5.2 of 
the SJMSCP, but SSJID would still need permits from the above agencies. 

A-2 The comment describes the process for participating in or opting out of the SJMSCP. SSJID plans 
to opt out according to the SJCOG notification process. 

A-3 The comment consists of the Application and SJMSCP Review Form (SRF) required for participa-
tion in the SJMSCP. For the proposed project, the analysis in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 3.3 
identifies the mitigation that SSJID would need to implement by declining coverage and opting 
out. Please refer to Response A-1. 

A-4 The comment states that SSJID is a signatory to the SJMSCP, but is otherwise the same as Com-
ment A-1.  For the proposed project, SSJID would be opting out of participation in the SJMSCP. 
Please refer to Response A-1. 
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Responses to Comment Set B – Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, OPR 
State Clearinghouse 

B-1 Comment noted.  The Draft Subsequent EIR public comment period closed on January 17, 2012 
following an initial notification made on November 15, 2011 and a revised notification of 
agencies sent by the clearinghouse on December 1, 2011. 

Responses to Comment Set C – Central Valley Flood Protection Board, California 
Natural Resources Agency 

C-1 The comment states that the proposed project is located within the jurisdiction of the Central 
Valley Flood Protection Board and is subject to the Flood Protection Board’s standards for flood 
control plans. The comment describes types of actions that would require a Board permit if they 
occur within the Board’s district. 

Section 3.7.1.4 (Rules and Regulations) of the Draft Subsequent EIR provides detailed discussion 
of all laws and regulations applicable to the proposed project, with respect to hydrology and 
water quality. The Draft Subsequent EIR (p. 3.7-7) addresses Assembly Bills 162 and 156, which 
include requirements of the Central Valley Flood Protection Board. As described on page 3.7-7, 
existing SSJID facilities provide drainage for stormwater and flood protection for local agencies 
that are subject to the requirements of Assembly Bill 162, although the SSJID itself is not subject. 
Also as described on this page, SSJID is not an owner of any flood control project or facility sub-
ject to the reporting requirements of Assembly Bill 156. The proposed project would occur in full 
compliance with all applicable laws and regulations. 

C-2 The comment describes the CEQA requirements for cumulative impact analyses, and states con-
cern that the accumulation and establishment of woody vegetation could negatively affect 
channel capacity and could be difficult to manage if it becomes habitat for wildlife and is subse-
quently subject to federal and state requirements. 

Cumulative impacts are addressed in the Draft Subsequent EIR, Section 5. Cumulative effects 
associated with biological resources, including as related to wildlife habitat and vegetation man-
agement, are addressed in Section 5.3.3.  SSJID presently manages the irrigation system as 
noted in Section 2.6.1, p. 2-46 of the Draft Subsequent EIR, the District plans for the annual 
maintenance and capital improvement of its irrigation system, and open ditches are cleared of 
sand and weeds and relined as necessary.  The District conducts routine maintenance of storm-
water conveyance facilities, including: inspections; clearing trash, debris, and other obstructions; 
plastering pipelines; patching canals and access roads; and controlling weeds. SSJID would ade-
quately provide service by operating and maintaining its facilities, as it must do now. 

Similarly, SSJID would provide maintenance for the retail electric service facilities as described in 
Section 2.6.4 (p. 2-50); vegetation management would be necessary to protect the electric dis-
tribution system from overgrowth. SSJID proposes to develop and implement right-of-way mainte-
nance plans that would manage vegetation around SSJID facilities. These practices would be sim-
ilar to those implemented by PG&E currently and they would be consistent with prudent utility 
practices. The proposed vegetation management would not occur at a level that would be cumula-
tively considerable (Draft Subsequent EIR Section 5.3.3); nor would the activity be likely to 
interfere with the integrity of flood control plans or flood fight procedures. 
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Additionally, the potential for wildlife habitat to develop in accumulated vegetation is analyzed 
in Section 3.3 (Biological Resources), and procedures associated with clearing accumulated veg-
etation that has become wildlife habitat are addressed in Mitigation Measure 3.3-1d (Survey 
prior to non-routine vegetation management, p. 3.3-27 of the Draft Subsequent EIR. As stated 
on p. 3.3-39, “Per Mitigation Measure 3.3-1a through Mitigation Measure 3.3-1d, SSJID would 
restrict work to within existing access roads; avoid Environmentally Sensitive Areas; and conduct 
a pre-activity survey for active nests, burrows, and dens prior to vegetation management 
around distribution system facilities (if it has been one year or longer since the last clearing).” 
The proposed project would occur in compliance with all applicable laws and regulations. 

C-3 The comment describes that encroachments could result in flooding impacts and suggests that 
the EIR identify mitigation measures to address adverse hydraulic impacts for channel and levee 
improvements.  The comment also states that off-site mitigation (outside of the “State Plan of 
Flood Control”) should be used when mitigating for vegetation removed within the project 
location. 

No channel and levee improvements are proposed as part of the project. Annual maintenance is 
already required for the SSJID irrigation system. As noted in Response C-2, SSJID clears open 
ditches of sand and weeds and conducts routine maintenance of stormwater conveyance facili-
ties, including: inspections; clearing trash, debris, and other obstructions; plastering pipelines; 
patching canals and access roads; and controlling weeds. Additionally, Draft Subsequent EIR Sec-
tion 3.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) identifies mitigation to address flooding-related impacts, 
including Mitigation Measures 3.7-2a (Install pervious and/or high-roughness groundcover 
where applicable) and 3.7-4a (Aboveground structures shall be protected against flood and 
erosion damage), which are designed to minimize or avoid potential hydraulic impacts. Regard-
ing the identification of mitigation measures for vegetation clearing, Section 3.3 (Biological 
Resources) of the Subsequent EIR identifies a suite of mitigation measures applicable to vegeta-
tion clearing activities, including the following: 3.3-1a (Minimize construction footprint), 3.3-1b 
(Survey new electric utility corridors), 3.3-1c (Avoid designated Sensitive Areas), 3.3-1d (Survey 
prior to non-routine vegetation management), and 3.3-1e (Avoid, minimize, and compensate for 
impacts to special-status species). These mitigation measures would ensure that vegetation-
clearing activities associated with the proposed project would not result in significant adverse 
effects. 

C-4 Comment noted. The comment provides the website address for the Central Valley Flood Pro-
tection Board for the retrieval of applicable permit applications, and suggests that local, federal, 
and state agencies should be contacted regarding the applicability of other permitting require-
ments. The proposed project would be implemented in compliance with all applicable laws and 
regulations. The regulatory environment for hydrology and water quality is presented in Draft 
Subsequent EIR Section 3.7.1.4 (Rules and Regulations), while the regulatory environment for 
biological resources is presented in Section 3.3.1.4. All appropriate agencies will be consulted to 
ensure regulatory compliance. 

C-5 This letter from the Flood Protection Board (dated September 6, 2012) repeats the concerns 
raised in the December 7, 2011 letter. The comment notes that the project would occur in the 
area of the Stanislaus River, which makes the southern boundary of the SSJID territory (as noted 
in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 1.3). The issues of permits that could be required, managing 
channel capacity, and potential hydraulic impacts are addressed in Responses C-1 to C-4. 
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Responses to Comment Set D – Stanislaus County Environmental Review 
Committee 

D-1 Comment noted.  No substantive comment made. 

Responses to Comment Set E – California Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
Central Valley Region 

E-1 The comment describes the responsibility of the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (“Central Valley RWQCB” or “Central Valley Water Board”) to protect the quality of sur-
face water and groundwater within its region, and describes requirements of the Construction 
Storm Water General Permit as related to construction activities such as those included under 
the proposed project. 

The Draft Subsequent EIR Section 1.10, Agency Use of this EIR, Table 1-1 (p. 1-15) lists permits 
that may be required by SSJID to implement the proposed project including the National Pollut-
ant Discharge Elimination System – General Construction Stormwater Permit. Additionally, Draft 
Subsequent EIR Section 3.7.1.4 (Rules and Regulations) provides a discussion of the authority of 
the Central Valley RWQCB and the federal Clean Water Act, including as relevant to the Con-
struction General Permit. The Draft Subsequent EIR discussion of Impact 3.7-1 (p. 3.7-15) indi-
cates that SSJID would implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for cover-
age under Construction General Permit and that the SWPPP must be approved by the RWQCB 
prior to the onset of earth-disturbing activities; this include practices to control soil erosion and 
construction wastes, in order to prevent pollutants from contacting stormwater and stormwater 
runoff. 

E-2 The comment describes regulations contained in Phase I and II Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 
System (MS4) Permits, which require MS4 Permittees to reduce pollutants and runoff flows 
from new development and redevelopment using best management practices (BMPs) to the 
maximum extent practicable (MEP). 

For Manteca, MS4 General Permit requirements are described in the Draft Subsequent EIR 
(p. 3.7-8), under “Waste Discharge Identification Number 5B39NP00023.” The MS4 General 
Permit requirements are also discussed under Impact 3.7-1 (Result in surface water and ground-
water contamination that could violate water quality standards) in the Draft Subsequent EIR 
(pp. 3.7-15 and 3.7-16). This discussion notes that SSJID activities in Manteca would include 
implementing Manteca’s Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) and activities elsewhere 
would implement a SWPPP that must be approved by the RWQCB, as discussed in Response E-1. 

E-3 The comment describes regulations contained in the Industrial Storm Water General Permit 
Order No. 97-03-DWQ, which applies to storm water discharges associated with industrial sites. 

Page 3.7-8 of the Draft Subsequent EIR identifies that SSJID is presently a “Level I Priority Indus-
trial Users” and that all such entities are required to submit a SWPPP to the County. The discus-
sion shows how the SWPPP must outline the user’s spill prevention and response procedures, 
describe the nature and location of any chemicals stored on the user’s premises, and contain 
procedures for immediately notifying the County and preventing adverse impacts of any 
discharge of regulated chemicals, substances, or materials. 
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E-4 The comment describes requirements of Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act, noting that 
the Central Valley Water Board will review the project’s Section 404 permit application to the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), if it is determined that such a permit is required, and 
suggests that the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), previously the Department 
of Fish and Game, should be contacted regarding Streambed Alteration Permit authorization, if 
it is determined that the project would include surface water drainage realignment. 

The Draft Subsequent EIR (Table 1-1) lists permits that may be required by SSJID to implement 
the proposed project, including a Nationwide or Individual Permit (Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act). As noted in Response E-1, Draft Subsequent EIR Section 3.7.1.4 includes discussion 
of the federal Clean Water Act, and the Draft Subsequent EIR (p. 3.7-5) clearly states that if a 
Section 404 permit from the USACE is required for the proposed project, a Water Quality Certifi-
cation (or waiver thereof) from the Central Valley RWQCB would also be required. 

The analysis of Draft Subsequent EIR Impact 3.3-2 (regarding sensitive natural communities, 
including riparian, or wetlands, or other waters of the U.S. and/or State) shows that none of the 
near-term proposed construction and electric distribution system work, including the Jack Tone 
Substation, would affect riparian areas or wetlands. Although no part of the near-term construc-
tion would involve a discharge of material to navigable waters or surface water drainage realign-
ment, the analysis considers these for the programmatic-level assessment of foreseeable conse-
quences of the retail electric service plan over the long-term, as electricity demand grows or to 
serve future annexations. 

Regarding potential surface water drainage, the Draft Subsequent EIR (p. 3.7-7) describes that, 
in accordance with Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code, a Streambed Alteration 
Agreement from the CDFW would be required if the CDFW determines that the proposed 
project could do any of the following: divert, obstruct, or change the natural flow of a river, 
stream, or lake; change the bed, channel, or bank of a river, stream, or lake; or use material 
from a streambed (see Section 3.3, p. 3.3-18); the agreement would include measures to protect 
fish and wildlife resources while conducting the action. Draft Subsequent EIR Mitigation 
Measure 3.3-2a (p. 3.3-30) requires SSJID to acquire permits to demonstrate compliance with 
applicable laws and regulations pertinent to wetlands and waters of the U.S. and/or State 
including a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFW under California Fish and 
Game Code Section 1600 and 1602, et seq if applicable. 

E-5 The comment notes that if the proposed project would disturb waters of the U.S., issuance of 
Water Quality Certification(s) from the Central Valley Water Board would be required per Sec-
tion 401 of the Clean Water Act, and notes that there are no waivers for Section 401 Water 
Quality Certifications. 

The Draft Subsequent EIR (Table 1-1) lists permits that may be required by SSJID to implement 
the proposed project, including a Section 401 Water Act Quality Certification from the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board. The Draft Subsequent EIR Section 3.7.1.4 also includes discussion 
of the federal Clean Water Act, and the Draft Subsequent EIR (p. 3.7-4) describes that a Section 
401 Water Quality Certification from the Central Valley RWQCB would be required for any 
action that also requires a Section 404 permit from the USACE, for actions affecting jurisdictional 
waters of the U.S. 
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E-6 The comment notes that if the USACE determines that non-jurisdictional (non-federal) waters of 
the State are present in the project area, a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit would 
need to be issued by the Central Valley Water Board, per the California Porter-Cologne Water 
Quality Control Act. 

The Draft Subsequent EIR in Section 3.7.1.4, Rules and Regulations, describes the State Require-
ments for the proposed project. The Draft Subsequent EIR (pp. 3.7-5 and 3.7-6) also describes 
the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and potentially applicable California Water Code 
requirements (p. 3.7-7). Section 13260 of the Water Code requires that any proposed discharge 
that could affect the quality of the waters of the State, other than into a community sewer sys-
tem, must submit a report of waste discharge to the RWQCB. As determined in the impact 
analyses under the first significance criterion (“Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements, create any substantial new sources of polluted runoff, or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface water or groundwater quality”), the proposed project would con-
duct all activities related to construction and operation of the electric distribution system in 
compliance with all laws and regulations, including implementing all appropriate permit require-
ments, and would not violate permit requirements. 

Responses to Comment Set F – California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) 

F-1 The comment notes that the Draft Subsequent EIR in Section 4, Potential Future SSJID Head-
quarters, addresses a potential future headquarters, and Caltrans requests a full Traffic Impact 
Study (TIS) if SSJID should decide to move forward with the future headquarters. 

The Draft Subsequent EIR in Section 4 provides a programmatic analysis of potential impacts 
should SSJID choose to develop a headquarters, but the Draft Subsequent EIR did not treat the 
potential future headquarters as part of the proposed project.  Because SSJID has no present 
plan to construct a headquarters or any tentative design beyond the conceptual description set 
forth in the Draft Subsequent EIR, the Project Description (Section 2) does not include any new 
construction for a headquarters. The Draft Subsequent EIR in Section 2.6.4 and Section 4 
describes how the proposed project includes renting property or relying on contractor yards as a 
base for electric utility staff. 

The analysis of traffic impacts for the headquarters in the Draft Subsequent EIR is “necessarily 
programmatic”, and Section 4 shows how SSJID would “need to undertake project-level environ-
mental review of that action” [. . .] “if and when SSJID decides to pursue new headquarters” 
(p. 4-1). Under such a scenario, an updated traffic study would have to be prepared.  Because 
implementation of the retail electric service plan would increase the likelihood that someday 
SSJID might choose to build such a facility, the Draft Subsequent EIR conservatively treats the 
headquarters as a reasonably foreseeable consequence of SSJID expanding its existing services 
to provide retail electric service. Because there are no plans for such a facility at this time, the 
analysis in the EIR for the future headquarters necessarily involves a certain degree of 
forecasting and the analysis is necessarily programmatic. Additional discussion of the headquar-
ters analysis is provided in Response I-12. 

To address the Caltrans request for a full TIS that determines impacts to State facilities, this Final 
Subsequent EIR includes the revisions to clarify steps that SSJID would need to undertake as part 
of determining the feasibility of any chosen location (Draft Subsequent EIR p. 4-2). See Section 
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B.3 of this Final Subsequent EIR, Revisions to the Draft Subsequent EIR, for the revision as 
follows. 

Revised Section 4. Potential Future SSJID Headquarters 

Evaluation of Environmental Impacts 

[…] 

The analysis contained in this section is based on the preliminary site plan for this location 
that was designed for the purposes of this analysis. This represents the current best effort to 
forecast what the impacts of any future proposed headquarters might be at the northeast 
corner of E. Louise Avenue and Austin Road. This analysis is offered for the purposes of full 
disclosure under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The preliminary site 
design is for illustrative purposes only and the ultimate design would be determined in the 
future should SSJID pursue a headquarters on this site. Additional design details including 
additional CEQA documentation would need to be prepared by SSJID before development of 
a new headquarters could be approved at any location. Examples of the details that SSJID 
would need to specify include: construction workforce, schedules, and phasing; site plans 
and site elevation drawings; landscaping plans; drainage plans; connections to utilities; site 
access plans; and traffic studies. SSJID may ultimately choose another site for construction 
of its new headquarters, and if so, the impacts of such a proposal would likely be similar to 
those described in this section. Nevertheless, it would be speculative to attempt a more 
detailed description of those impacts at this time; SSJID may decide not to pursue new 
headquarters at all. 

F-2 The commenter requests that certain traffic data and estimations of trip generation rates be 
updated, revised, or corrected when the full Traffic Impact Study is prepared for any future 
SSJID headquarters. See Response F-1. 

F-3 The comment notes that the applicant would require an Encroachment Permit prior to any work 
within the State’s right-of-way (ROW) and any access (driveway) point onto the State Highway 
System. The Encroachment Permit must include appropriate studies and a copy of the environ-
mental document adopted by the Lead Agency. All work performed within/adjacent to the 
State’s ROW would be subject to Caltrans Highway Design Manual and Standards and 
Specifications. 

The Draft Subsequent EIR (Table 1-1) lists permits that may be required by SSJID to implement 
the proposed project including Encroachment Permits from Caltrans for construction in or 
across a ROW of State highways and roadways. Mitigation Measure 3.10-1a notes that the mea-
sures included in the Traffic Control Plan would be consistent with any applicable guidelines out-
lined in the Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction, the U.S. Department of Trans-
portation’s Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, and the Work Area Traffic Control 
Handbook. A specific reference to the Caltrans Highway Design Manual has been included in the 
mitigation measure; see Section D of this Final Subsequent EIR, Mitigation Monitoring Program. 

F-4 The comment notes that utility work of any kind must be coordinated with Caltrans. The discus-
sion of Draft Subsequent EIR Impact 3.10-1 (regarding closure of roads and/or reduction of 
travel lanes) states that work along SR 99 would require close coordination with Caltrans, that all 
work within a public road ROW would require pre-construction input and approval from the 
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responsible public agencies, and that prior to conducting work within a road ROW, SSJID is 
required to obtain encroachment permits from the applicable transportation agencies. 

Responses to Comment Set G – San Joaquin County Environmental Health 
Department 

G-1 The comment notes that the pumping of chemical toilets, referenced in Section 3.9, must be 
done with the use of pumper trucks that comply with San Joaquin County Ordinance Code Sec-
tion 9-1110.8 (Septic Tank Pumping) and the effluent must be disposed of at disposal sites 
approved by the Director of the Environmental Health Department. All project activities would 
comply with these requirements. To make this obligation clear, this Final Subsequent EIR revises 
Section 3.9.2.2 to include a reference to the ordinance; see Section B.3 of this Final Subsequent 
EIR, Revisions to the Draft Subsequent EIR. 

G-2 The comment notes that any future proposed facilities with site wastewater disposal systems 
would need to analyze potential impacts to groundwater. Headquarters (or other future pro-
posed facilities) would need to comply and would need to be analyzed. Subsequent analysis 
would occur if a site is selected and proposed. The potential future headquarters is not part of 
the Project Description, but implementation of the retail electric service plan would increase the 
likelihood that someday SSJID might choose to build such a facility. The Draft Subsequent EIR in 
Section 2.6.4 and Section 4 describes how the proposed project includes renting property or 
relying on contractor yards as a base for electric utility staff. As noted in Section 4, Potential 
Future SSJID Headquarters, if and when SSJID decides to pursue new headquarters, it would 
need to undertake project-level environmental review of that action. 

G-3 This letter (dated August 16, 2012) notes support of the project with no comments in addition to 
Comments G-1 and G-2. 

Responses to Comment Set H – Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, OPR 
State Clearinghouse (2) 

H-1 This letter (dated January 19, 2012) is a transmittal from OPR that contained copies of the 
letters in Comment Set C, E, and F. No substantive comment made. 

H-2 This letter (dated August 21, 2012) indicates no additional comments on the Partially Recircu-
lated Draft Subsequent EIR. 
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C.4 Comments from PG&E 
Comment Set I, Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP on behalf of PG&E 
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Comment Set I, cont.  
Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP on behalf of PG&E 
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Comment Set I, cont.  
Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP on behalf of PG&E 
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Comment Set I, cont.  
Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP on behalf of PG&E 
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Comment Set I, cont.  
Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP on behalf of PG&E 
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Comment Set I, cont.  
Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP on behalf of PG&E 
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Comment Set I, cont.  
Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP on behalf of PG&E 
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Comment Set I, cont.  
Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP on behalf of PG&E 
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Comment Set I, cont.  
Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP on behalf of PG&E 
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Comment Set I, cont.  
Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP on behalf of PG&E 
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Comment Set I, cont.  
Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP on behalf of PG&E 
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Comment Set I, cont.  
Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP on behalf of PG&E 
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Comment Set I, cont.  
Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP on behalf of PG&E 
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Comment Set J, PG&E’s May 11, 2012 Submission  
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C.5 Responses to Comments from PG&E 

Responses to Comment Set I – Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP on behalf of PG&E 

I-1 The comment claims that the Draft Subsequent EIR has an unstable and incomplete project 
description that results in an inadequate disclosure of the environmental impacts. 

Responses to specific concerns of the stability and completeness of the Project Description 
(Draft Subsequent EIR, Section 2), and the adequacy of disclosure, are provided in Response I-6 
to Response I-12. 

I-2 The comment claims that the Draft Subsequent EIR has a piecemealed project description that 
results in improper analysis of the additive impacts. 

This Final Subsequent EIR includes an updated Executive Summary table that shows the total 
effect with the combined impacts of the four actions, including the Border Area Service Plan 
(see Section B.2 of this Final Subsequent EIR, Revised Table ES-2, Summary of Impacts and Miti-
gation Measures). 

Responses to the concerns of a piecemealed project and analyzing the additive impacts of the 
project are provided in Response I-13 to Response I-15. 

Additional information to clarify the additive impacts of the Border-Area Service Plan (Mitigation 
Measure 3.9-4a) is provided in Response I-9 and Response I-23. 

I-3 The comment claims that enforceable mitigation measures should be provided for impacts 
related to the potential future SSJID headquarters and impacts related to providing retail elec-
tric service inside the Sphere of Influence, but outside SSJID’s existing territory, in Area D and 
Area E. 

Responses to specific concerns surrounding a headquarters facility are provided in Response 
I-12, Response I-21, and Response I-22, and full responses to the concern of providing electric 
service in Area D and Area E are provided in Response I-17 to Response I-20. 

I-4 The comment claims that the analysis of impacts associated with Area D and Area E is overly 
conclusory. 

Responses to specific concerns of the analysis associated with Area D and Area E are provided in 
Response I-17 to Response I-20. 

I-5 The comment claims that the “Draft EIR does not contain a reasonable range of alternatives,” 
and that the Draft Subsequent EIR includes “a legally incorrect conclusion that SSJID does not 
have legal authority to provide electric service as a Community Choice Aggregator.” 

A Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR was published in July 2012 and provides new infor-
mation regarding a potentially feasible project alternative (Community Choice Aggregation). Sec-
tion 2 of the Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR replaces the original discussion of the 
environmentally superior alternative in Draft Subsequent EIR Section ES.4, Alternatives Evalu-
ated, and the environmental analysis of alternatives provided in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 
6.7.4, Community Choice Aggregation Alternative and Section 6.8, Comparison of Alternatives 
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and Environmentally Superior Alternative. Responses to the particular points are provided in 
Response I-24 to Response I-35. 

I-6 The comment reflects dissatisfaction with the scope of the Project Description (Section 2 of the 
Draft Subsequent EIR), and this concern recurs throughout the comments. Additional clarifying 
information on the scope of SSJID’s proposal can be found in Response I-9, Response I-12, and 
Response I-17. 

The comment quotes passages from a leading early CEQA court case on the subject of the need 
for an “accurate, stable and finite project description” (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles 
[1977] 71 Cal.App.3d 185). However, the Project Description in the Draft Subsequent EIR regard-
ing SSJID’s proposal does not suffer from the same flaws the court found in the EIR at issue in 
the County of Inyo case. In County of Inyo, an EIR drafted by the City of Los Angeles referred to 
the project in question differently in different parts of the document. The project that the city 
was supposed to be analyzing, pursuant to a prior court order, was a proposal to increase the 
city’s extraction of groundwater from the Owens Valley for export to Los Angeles. The document 
that resulted, however, did not focus its analysis on that proposal. Rather, the city’s EIR first 
incorrectly defined the project to include only the extraction of groundwater for use on city-
owned lands located in Inyo and Mono Counties. In other parts of the document, though, the 
city defined the project far more broadly. At one point, it was defined, in the court’s words, as 
“one part of the larger operation of the Los Angeles Aqueduct System.” (Emphasis added.) Later, 
the project was treated as the whole of the Los Angeles Aqueduct System. The primary harm 
caused by “the incessant shifts among different project descriptions” was that the inconsistency 
confused the public and commenting agencies, thus vitiating the usefulness of the process “as a 
vehicle for intelligent public participation.” (Id. at p. 197.) The court added that “[a] curtailed, 
enigmatic or unstable project description draws a red herring across the path of public input.” 
(Id. at pp. 197–198.) 

In the Draft Subsequent EIR for the SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service, Sphere Plan, 
MSR, and Annexation, the “project” at issue — though consisting of multiple elements — is 
described consistently throughout the Draft Subsequent EIR. The EIR addresses the following 
discrete actions, which, taken together, constitute the CEQA “project” being addressed in the 
Draft Subsequent EIR: 

¾ Adoption of a Sphere Plan and Municipal Services Review, 

¾ Adoption of SSJID’s expanded Sphere of Influence, 

¾ Approval of SSJID’s proposal to annex an approximately 80-acre island within the District’s 
existing boundary, and 

¾ Approval of SSJID’s proposal to expand its existing services to provide retail electric service. 

Nowhere does the Draft Subsequent EIR describe the proposed project as consisting of anything 
other than these four actions to be undertaken by SSJID and LAFCo. By focusing on these four 
actions, the EIR avoids reader confusion of the kind that resulted from the flaws in the EIR at 
issue in the County of Inyo litigation. Because this comment provides no concrete examples of 
how, allegedly, the Project Description is flawed, the following responses address specific allega-
tions of inadequacy below (as in Response I-9, Response I-12, Response I-17, and elsewhere). 
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I-7 The comment claims that a minimum of 300 severance locations would require modification, 
according to a PG&E estimate of SSJID separation from 2009 (prepared by Black & Veatch). The 
comment misrepresents the analysis, which states “Every point where the electric distribution 
system crosses the boundary (at some 300 locations) requires a plan to sever the facilities 
between the SSJID and PG&E and to reintegrate facilities severed.” Section 2.4 of the Draft Sub-
sequent EIR Project Description discloses the solutions that SSJID designed for the exact purpose 
of separating and reintegrating the systems, especially along the boundary. Section 2.4.1 of the 
Draft Subsequent EIR (Project Characteristics) classifies the various modifications as either those 
needed to address boundary issues or those internal to the SSJID territory (see Table 2-2, Table 
2-3, and Table 2-4), and the modifications for the boundary issues were designed for the pur-
pose of addressing all the points where the system crosses the boundary. 

The solutions to address the severance appear in the Draft Subsequent EIR Project Description 
(Section 2.4), which is the design provided by SSJID. The Siemens (February 2010) study that is 
the basis for the SSJID retail electric service project design identifies over 30,000 individual ser-
vices, and a small fraction of these would occur along the territory boundary where approxi-
mately 16 miles of total modifications would be necessary (as shown in Draft Subsequent EIR 
Table 2-2). For service on the territory boundary as few as one single customer or as many as 
dozens of customers can be separated with each modification shown in the Draft Subsequent 
EIR Project Description (Table 2-3). In portions of the PG&E/MID competitive service area, SSJID 
proposes to avoid the need to construct severance-related modifications by entering into ser-
vice agreements (Section 2.4.3), although such agreements are not yet in place (as disclosed by 
Impact 3.9-4 with Mitigation Measure 3.9-4a, Border-Area Service Plan). 

The 2009 PG&E analysis of SSJID separation (prepared by Black & Veatch) is a separate and inde-
pendent assessment of how the system would need to be modified, and although some design 
differences would be inevitable, the SSJID design is the basis of EIR study. The new underbuilds 
and new sections of the electric distributions facilities that are shown in the Draft Subsequent 
EIR Table 2-2, Table 2-3, and Table 2-4 (with locations in Draft Subsequent EIR Figure 2-2) and 
analyzed throughout the EIR. The SSJID design represents the foundation for the physical and 
operational separation, and creating the severance generally involves a disconnection and 
reconnection of the circuits with sometimes multiple service points. By including over 30,000 
individual services as part of its design, the EIR Project Description does not “minimize the scope 
of work involved in separation” as asserted by the comment. 

I-8 The comment suggests that severance locations should be specifically identified for impact 
analysis, especially for visual resources. The Draft Subsequent EIR in Figure 2-2 shows the loca-
tions of all modifications, including new underbuilds and new overhead sections, and Figures 2-3 
to 2-6 detail the modifications. These figures give the reader an overview of the amount of work 
proposed for the SSJID territory and surroundings. Specific modifications are described narra-
tively in Draft Subsequent EIR Table 2-3. The example provided in the comment, underbuild 
along French Camp Road, is both shown on Draft Subsequent EIR Figure 2-2 and described in 
detail in Table 2-3, including the length of work, about 5.27 miles total of new under-build along 
French Camp Rd and Dudley Rd, and the type of work, replacement of 154 poles with new 60 ft. 
poles and 6 new 45 ft. poles, including replacement of an overhead crossing of Highway 99 
(SR 99), to take loads inside boundary. The severance locations are therefore fully described. 
Aside from the new underbuilds and new sections described throughout the Draft Subsequent 
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EIR, creating each severance involves a rewiring of the circuits on the poles, which would not 
affect visual resources at any specific location. 

The comment also suggests that the SSJID territory may contain “more sensitive” visual 
resources, without suggesting any particular location or type of location that should be treated 
as “more sensitive”. Sensitive visual resources are defined as aesthetically pleasing or 
interesting features (trees, mountains, rock outcroppings, historic structures), as well as scenic 
vistas or specially designated scenic areas (scenic byway, scenic corridor, etc.). Sensitive visual 
resources that occur in the project area (see Draft Subsequent EIR Section 3.11) are along High-
way 99 north of South Austin Road, and near the Stanislaus River area and Caswell Memorial 
State Park, outside the SSJID territory. Impacts to unique or sensitive visual resources by the 
plan to provide retail electric service are addressed in Impact 3.11-1 of the Draft Subsequent EIR 
(Degrade a scenic vista, highway, or resource). 

The methodology described in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 3.11.2.1 ensures objectivity in the 
conclusions on aesthetic impacts. Following recognized professional practice, and as noted in 
Section 3.11.2.1, the degree of impact and significance is generally arrived at as a function of 
two considerations: overall visual sensitivity of the landscape; and the severity of the visual 
change. The sensitivity is a function of the existing visual quality of the project landscape setting, 
and impacts to landscapes of high visual quality are more likely than impacts to settings of poor 
quality. The response of viewers to visual change depends on the anticipated level of visual 
contrast and dominance, as well as potential for blockage of scenic views. Visibility of a project 
feature per se is not typically identified as a significant impact. Rather, a substantial level of 
visual change, experienced by a landscape with a high level of sensitivity to visual change, is 
normally recognized as a prerequisite to significant visual impact, except under unusual circum-
stances. The Draft Subsequent EIR addresses the combined considerations of both visual sensi-
tivity and visual change in Impact 3.11-3 (Degrade existing visual character with permanent 
infrastructure) in finding the impact less than significant with mitigation. 

See also Response I-10 for information on how this Final Subsequent EIR (in Section B.4) 
includes additional information to clearly delineate how visual resources would be affected by 
implementing the project with the Border-Area Service Plan, including photo-simulations of the 
additional overhead distribution facilities in Final Subsequent EIR Figures B-2b, B-3b, and B-4b. 

I-9 The comment claims that substantial additional impacts would occur with the Border-Area Ser-
vice Plan, and that these impacts would be the true extent of the project if SSJID cannot avoid 
the need to build the Border-Area Service Plan. The comment asserts that the impact analysis 
should be based on the Project Description including construction of the Border-Area Service 
Plan that would occur with Mitigation Measure 3.9-4a. 

This comment raises concerns on the scope of SSJID’s proposal for the border areas (Project 
Description, Draft Subsequent EIR Section 2.4.3). The proposal that LAFCo must consider identi-
fies approximately 1,500 customers outside SSJID’s service territory where SSJID would use the 
PG&E/MID competition zone to have MID provide electric service, pending service agreements 
that have not yet been established. The Draft Subsequent EIR (Impact 3.9-4) discloses that SSJID 
may be able to implement agreements with PG&E or MID to serve these customers outside the 
territory, but “if SSJID cannot implement a service agreement with either PG&E or MID, then 
these customers would be in jeopardy of having no retail electric service provider” (Draft Subse-
quent EIR, p. 3.9-16). As a result, the Draft Subsequent EIR does not hide “the true extent of the 
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foreseeable impacts of the project by drawing a figurative line between the scope of the project 
if certain speculative agreements are reached with PG&E and/or MID and the scope of the proj-
ect if such speculative agreements are not executed.” 

The EIR identifies and recommends implementation of the Border-Area Service Plan (through 
Mitigation Measure 3.9-4a) if SSJID is unable to implement a service agreement with either 
PG&E or MID to serve these customers. Although SSJID proposes to implement service agree-
ments as part of the Project Description (Section 2.4.3), these agreements are not yet in place. 
Accordingly the Draft Subsequent EIR concludes the potential loss of service would be a signifi-
cant impact and recommends implementing the Border Area Service Plan as mitigation if service 
agreements are not obtained. 

The Draft Subsequent EIR discloses and analyzes the environmental impacts related to the 
Border-Area Service Plan in the EIR Attachment to Section 3.9. In response to this comment that 
requests clarification of impacts, the discussion of environmental impacts due to implementing 
the Border-Area Service Plan is expanded and revised in this Final Subsequent EIR (Section B.4). 

The expanded discussion of impacts related to the Border-Area Service Plan in Section B.4 of this 
Final Subsequent EIR clearly delineates how each specific impact statement would be affected 
by implementing the project with the Border-Area Service Plan, and this information is summa-
rized in an updated Executive Summary table (Section B.2 of this Final Subsequent EIR). 

Because SSJID expects to rely on service agreements that do not exist at this time, the EIR 
appropriately separates its analysis of the applicant’s proposed project from the impacts of a 
different scenario that SSJID is not proposing (i.e., constructing system modifications under the 
Border-Area Service Plan). Given a project applicant’s discretion in fashioning the project it 
wants to propose, this approach to EIR analysis is proper even though the different scenario is 
one that might occur, if decision-makers, choose to approve the applicant’s project as proposed 
or with modifications like those in Mitigation Measure 3.9-4a. 

The Draft Subsequent EIR analyzes impacts of the proposed project throughout Section 3.1 
through 3.13, Section 5, and Section 7 and 8, and analysis of a possible “Border-Area Service 
Plan” is included in an Attachment to Section 3.9 (pp. 3.9-21 to 3.9-35). This latter analysis is not 
“hidden.” The impact analysis for the Border-Area Service Plan is separated from the remaining 
analyses of the proposed project because SSJID proposes to avoid constructing electric facilities 
under the Border-Area Service Plan by entering into future wholesale distribution and metering 
agreements with either PG&E or MID (Impact 3.9-4). The Border-Area Service Plan would be 
required if and only if the LAFCo decision-makers, in taking action on the proposed electric ser-
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vice plan, choose to impose Mitigation Measure 3.9-4a to reduce the potentially significant yet 
avoidable impact of leaving no clear electric service provider for approximately 1,500 customers.1 

CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subdivision (a)(1)(D), provides that: 

If a mitigation measure would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that 
would be caused by the project as proposed, the effects of the mitigation measure shall be 
discussed but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed. (Stevens v. 
City of Glendale (1981) 125 Cal.App.3d 986.) 

The Draft Subsequent EIR, in the Attachment to Section 3.9, discloses impacts in compliance 
with this requirement, which on its face implies that the analysis of proposed mitigation mea-
sures should be separate from the remaining analysis in an EIR. The same language expressly 
states, moreover, that the analysis at issue may appropriately be “in less detail than the signifi-
cant effects of the project as proposed.” The discussion of the impacts of implementing Mitiga-
tion Measure 3.9-4a includes Draft Subsequent EIR Figure 3.9-1 and addresses all of the follow-
ing subjects: Land Use, Agriculture, and Recreation; Air Quality; Biological Resources; Cultural 
Resources; Geology, Soils, and Paleontology; Public Health and Safety; Hydrology and Water 
Quality; Noise and Vibration; Socioeconomics, Public Services, and Utilities; Transportation and 
Traffic; Visual Resources; Greenhouse Gas Emissions; and Energy Conservation. Each of these 
topics is addressed in considerable detail – sufficient to support approval of Mitigation Measure 
3.9-4a if the LAFCo decision-makers determine that the measure is feasible and necessary in 
light of the Project Purpose and Objectives (in Section 2.2, Draft Subsequent EIR, pp. 2-1 to 2-2) 
and other relevant factors. 

Although the comment reflects dissatisfaction with the scope of the Project Description, the 
impact analysis discloses what could occur by implementing the Border-Area Service Plan . 
Because the application filed by SSJID proposes to rely on agreements with PG&E or MID that do 
not yet exist, the EIR process identified the potential need for the Border-Area Service Plan after 
SSJID filed its application. While it is not SSJID’s proposal to build the Border-Area Service Plan, it 
could become SSJID’s last resort. The environmental review identified this possibility, and the 
EIR properly describes the environmental effects of implementing the Border-Area Service Plan 
as mitigation to the proposed project (CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(1)(D)). 

                                                            
1  Notably, the inclusion of mitigation measures within an EIR does not, by itself, bind lead agency decision-

makers to later adopt and carry out such measures. In Native Sun/Lyon Communities v. City of Escondido (1993) 
15 Cal.App.4th 892, the court noted that mitigation measures: 

[A]re suggestions which may or may not be adopted by the decision-makers. There is no requirement in 
CEQA that mitigation measures be adopted. The adoption of mitigation depends, among other matters, 
upon economic and technological feasibility and practicality. 

(Id. at p. 908 (emphasis added) (quoting No Slo Transit, Inc. v. City of Long Beach (1987) 197 Cal.App.3d 241, 
256).)  “Not until project approval does the agency determine whether to impose any mitigation measures on 
the project.”  (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 
401.)  As with project alternatives, proposed mitigation measures, as set forth in an EIR prepared by agency 
staff and consultants, should be “potentially feasible.” Agency decision-makers (here the LAFCo Commis-
sioners) will determine whether such proposals are “actually feasible.”  (California Native Plant Society v. City 
of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 999.) 
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The comment claims that SSJID is proposing to rely upon “speculative agreements,” but the 
comment does not claim this part of SSJID’s proposal to be infeasible. SSJID expects to establish 
the agreements with either PG&E or MID. Because no agreements currently exist, the scope of 
the Project Description, the environmental review and the impact analysis of the Border-Area 
Service Plan focus on what could occur if SSJID fails to successfully establish its proposed 
agreements. 

This Final Subsequent EIR (Section B.4) includes an expanded analysis to reiterate for ease of the 
reader that the potential impacts of the Border-Area Service Plan would be in addition to those 
of the proposed project. The potential impacts of the Mitigation Measure 3.9-4a (Border-Area 
Service Plan) are originally disclosed in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 3.9, Socioeconomics, Public 
Services, and Utilities. Table 3.9-8, Proposed Electric Distribution Circuit Modifications with 
Border-Area Service Plan (Draft Subsequent EIR p. 3.9-22) clearly notes the total scope of the 
project with the Border-Area Service Plan. The expanded analysis in this Final Subsequent EIR 
includes Figure B-1, which is a map of the proposed project with the Border-Area Service Plan 
mitigation measure. No other change to the EIR is necessary. 

I-10 The comment claims that the analysis of the Border-Area Service Plan is cursory and disinte-
grated to hide impacts from the public such as the visual impacts. The comment requests a 
photo-simulation of the visual impacts of having two circuit systems on separate poles in an 
agricultural visual environment to provide an example of the impact from duplicate circuits. The 
comment claims that a revised analysis would reveal significant and unavoidable visual impacts. 

As noted in Response I-9, the application filed by SSJID and the Draft Subsequent EIR Project 
Description (Section 2.4.3) describe SSJID’s proposal to use agreements with PG&E or MID to 
avoid installing duplicate distribution lines, which would avoid the need to build the Border-Area 
Service Plan. Because the agreements are not currently in place, the Draft Subsequent EIR rec-
ommends implementing the Border-Area Service Plan (as Mitigation Measure 3.9-4a), and 
discloses the impacts of enacting the mitigation. The impact analysis is not “cursory and disinte-
grated” because it immediately follows introduction of the mitigation. Nor was the level of 
detail provided legally insufficient. Notably, the comment cites no legal authority for the propo-
sition that an adequate analysis must have included “photo-simulations of the visual impacts of 
having two circuit systems, on separate poles, in an agricultural visual environment where visual 
receptors do no[t] have the expectation of the type of industrialized view that is created by 
constructing duplicative power lines.” Nothing in CEQA requires photo-simulations, even for 
analyses of impacts of proposed projects, much less for analyses of impacts of mitigation mea-
sures. CEQA states that if the effects of a mitigation measure would cause effects in addition to 
those that would be caused by the project, the effects of the mitigation measure shall be dis-
cussed but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed (CEQA Guidelines 
§15126.4(a)(1)(D)). 

The narrative discussion of visual impacts of Mitigation Measure 3.9-4a in Draft Subsequent EIR 
Attachment to Section 3.9 is complete and straightforward. Nevertheless, this Final Subsequent 
EIR (in Section B.4) includes additional information to clearly delineate how visual resources 
would be affected by implementing the project with the Border-Area Service Plan. The expanded 
analysis includes Final Subsequent EIR Figure B-1, which shows an overview of the proposed 
project with the Border-Area Service Plan mitigation measure. The expanded analysis also 
includes photo-simulations of the additional overhead distribution facilities in Final Subsequent 
EIR Figures B-2b, B-3b, and B-4b. The analysis notes that the affected areas are not on scenic 
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highways and do not include recognized scenic vistas. The simulations show the potential per-
manent project-related views for residents and travelers along the roadways. As disclosed in the 
Draft Subsequent EIR, although replacement poles and additional overhead lines would lead to 
some additional level of visual degradation compared with the current setting, this additional 
information does not change the conclusion that that such degradation would not be 
substantial. 

Additional information regarding the photo-simulations requested by this comment is provided 
in Response I-8, which elaborates on the approach to determining degradation of visual charac-
ter, and how this impact remains less than significant including the Border-Area Service Plan as 
mitigation. 

I-11 The comment requests that the impact analysis be revised so that it does not rely on SSJID 
entering into agreements with PG&E or MID. As noted in Response I-9, the application filed by 
SSJID and the Draft Subsequent EIR (Section 2.4.3) describes SSJID’s proposal to use such agree-
ments to avoid installing duplicate distribution lines, and because the agreements are not yet in 
place, the EIR recommends mitigation if SSJID is unable to implement the agreements. 

The comment contends that because implementing the Border-Area Service Plan is not part of 
the Project Description, but instead is treated as a potential outcome of a mitigation measure, 
the Project Description is therefore “curtailed, enigmatic or unstable,” and “draws a red herring 
across the path of public input.” The reasons are set forth at length in Response I-9 and 
Response I-10. 

I-12 The comment claims that the EIR improperly excludes the potential future headquarters from 
the whole of the action and that instead it is addressed as a foreseeable project for purposes of 
the cumulative impact analysis. 

This comment is part of the concern that the project description is unstable. The comment 
claims that the EIR uses an artificial segmentation of the project that minimizes the project’s 
contribution to cumulative impacts and avoids proposing enforceable mitigation measures for 
the headquarters. Similar to the concern addressed in Response I-6, the comment reflects 
dissatisfaction with the scope of the Project Description on the subject of a potential headquar-
ters facility. 

The comment takes the view that, as a matter of law, the EIR must treat SSJID’s possible new 
future headquarters as part of the proposed project. The comment asserts that, by analyzing the 
impacts of such a possible future project in a chapter separate from those analyzing the impacts 
of the proposed project, the EIR falls short of meeting its analytical obligations under CEQA. 

As lead agency, LAFCo cannot control what SSJID, the project applicant, chooses to propose. 
Although the Draft Subsequent EIR does not treat a potential future SSJID headquarters as part 
of the proposed project, the EIR nevertheless includes a lengthy analysis of the potential 
impacts of such a possible future project should SSJID pursue a headquarters. The Draft Subse-
quent EIR (Section 4) comprehensively and adequately addresses the possible types of impacts 
and likely mitigation. 

The Draft Subsequent EIR explains as part of the scope of the Project Description (p. 2-49) and 
this Final Subsequent EIR (Section B.3) clarifies that SSJID would rent existing property or rely on 
existing contractor yards as a base for electric utility staff and equipment storage. Additionally, 
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“[a]dministrative functions for the provision of retail electric service (e.g., accounting, human 
resources) would be handled at rented facilities as needed and at the existing SSJID headquar-
ters in Manteca.” (Draft Subsequent EIR, p. 4-1.) Should SSJID rent or lease space at an “existing 
commercial property” or an “existing contractor yard,” there would be no environmental 
impacts associated with new construction as SSJID would merely become a tenant in an 
approved and previously-developed commercial or industrial area. Its occupancy of space 
already approved and available in the real estate market would be no different than that of a 
private business that similarly might rent space from a private landlord in a commercial or indus-
trial complex. 

The comment claims that the need for the headquarters is driven by the additional 70 em-
ployees that would be hired to provide retail electric service and the need for space for service 
vehicles and equipment and therefore must be analyzed as part of the whole of the action. The 
comment is concerned that renting existing facilities is not included in the Project Description 
and that no potential rental facilities are identified. 

The Draft Subsequent EIR Project Description (Proposed Activities for Operation, Section 2.6.4) 
identifies the need for an additional 70 full time experience electric utility staff and the need to 
rent property or rely on contractor yards as a base for electric utility staff and equipment stor-
age (under the heading, Employment, p. 2-49). As such, the Draft Subsequent EIR Project 
Description identifies rented facilities as part of the whole of the action. 

Eligible rental properties that potentially meet the needs of SSJID are available at Spreckels Park 
(236 acres) and Manteca Industrial Park (103 acres). Section B.3 of this Final Subsequent EIR, 
revises Section 2.6.4 of the Draft Subsequent EIR to include potential light industrial rental facili-
ties that would be available for SSJID to rent. Additional detail on the viability of SSJID’s proposal 
to rent or lease existing facilities is provided in Response I-21, and additional detail on how the 
Draft Subsequent EIR identifies the impacts or mitigation for the potential future headquarters 
appears in Response I-22. 

Despite the availability of such rental and lease opportunities in the local real estate market, 
SSJID has been candid in acknowledging the possibility that its elected officials – including some 
perhaps not yet on its Board of Directors – might someday prefer to have SSJID build its own 
headquarters complex. Recognizing this possibility, which may or may not come to pass, Section 
4 of the Draft Subsequent EIR examines the impacts of such a headquarters at a programmatic 
level (emphasis added to quoted text): 

SSJID has for some time been contemplating, as an alternative arrangement, the possible 
need for expanding or relocating its headquarters. A new headquarters for SSJID is not part 
of the proposed project addressed in this EIR, and SSJID has not committed to building any 
new headquarters. However, it is possible that the approval and implementation of the 
retail electric service plan would increase the likelihood that someday SSJID might choose to 
build such a facility as one strategy for handling the additional employees SSJID will take on 
over the long term in providing electrical service pursuant to the proposed project, as well 
as providing its existing services. 

For this reason, this EIR conservatively treats the headquarters as a reasonably foreseeable 
consequence of SSJID expanding its existing services to provide retail electric service. 
Because there are no plans for such a facility at this time, however, the analysis in this sec-
tion necessarily involves a certain degree of forecasting and the analysis is necessarily pro-
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grammatic. If and when SSJID decides to pursue new headquarters, it would need to under-
take project-level environmental review of that action. At that time, formal mitigation mea-
sures would be developed. 

Two of the points made in the quotation set forth above are worth emphasizing. The first is that 
the potential headquarters concept addressed in the Draft Subsequent EIR was necessarily gen-
eralized, as “there are no plans for such a facility at this time.” The second point is that, if and 
when SSJID does propose and pursue such a facility, SSJID itself will have to “undertake project-
level review.” This means that interested members of the public would have another oppor-
tunity to offer their input prior to SSJID making any final decisions about the location and char-
acter of a new headquarters complex. The particular site-specific environmental effects of such 
a proposal can be fully analyzed at the time, and carefully tailored mitigation measures can be 
developed. 

In conservatively choosing to include a detailed analysis of a future project that might never 
happen, the Draft Subsequent EIR reflects the principles set forth by the California Supreme 
Court in Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 
376, 396. In that case, the court announced a two-part legal test for when an EIR for a proposed 
project must include analysis of either a “future expansion” of the proposed project or some 
“other action” that might be a consequence of the proposed project. According to the court, 

an EIR must include an analysis of the environmental effects of future expansion or other 
action if: (1) it is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the initial project; and (2) the 
future expansion or action will be significant in that it will likely change the scope or nature 
of the initial project or its environmental effects. 

As this formulation makes clear, there are at least two potential categories of actions that might 
be reasonably foreseeable consequences of a proposed project. The first is a “future expansion” 
of the project itself; and the second is an “other action” of some kind. Unlike a “future expan-
sion,” which presumably should be folded into the definition of a “proposed project,” such 
“other action” need not be considered a part of the project at issue, as long the effects of the 
“other action” are addressed in the EIR, as is the case here. The key to the court’s formulation is 
the concept of causation. It is entirely possible for a future action of some kind to be “a reason-
ably foreseeable consequence” of a proposed project without such future action being a part of 
the initial proposed project. Importantly, moreover, something can be “reasonably foreseeable” 
without being certain to occur. 

The comment insists that a future new SSJID headquarters is so certain to occur that, as a 
matter of law, it must be treated as part of the proposed project that is the subject of the Draft 
Subsequent EIR. Instead, the analysis recognizes that “[i]f and when SSJID decides to pursue new 
headquarters, it would need to undertake project-level environmental review of that action. At 
that time, formal mitigation measures would be developed.” (Draft Subsequent EIR, p. 4-1.) 
Regardless of the likelihood of SSJID developing a headquarters, the Draft Subsequent EIR 
conservatively includes a lengthy environmental analysis to disclose impacts, where knowable, 
and likely feasible mitigation. 

In summary, the potential future headquarters is not part of SSJID’s proposal. Although the com-
ment debates the likelihood that someday SSJID might choose to build such a facility, the Draft 
Subsequent EIR conservatively treats the headquarters as a reasonably foreseeable conse-
quence of SSJID expanding its existing services to provide retail electric service. Because there 
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are no plans for such a facility at this time, however, the analysis in the EIR for the future head-
quarters necessarily involves a certain degree of forecasting and the analysis is necessarily 
programmatic. 

The comment finally claims that projects associated with the Sphere Plan and MSR are not 
treated as part of the whole of the action. As noted in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 2.3.1 Sphere 
Plan and Municipal Services Review, the MSR is not a plan that commits LAFCo or SSJID to any 
particular course of action; rather, it is a review of existing and planned services provided within 
a particular area. The projects identified in the comment, the Division 9 Project and Phase II of 
the South County Water Supply Program, were considered in the MSR but as activities that had 
already undergone CEQA, were previously approved, but not yet operational. Because they had 
not been built at the time of publication of the Notice of Preparation of this Subsequent EIR, 
they are not considered part of the existing environmental setting (CEQA Guidelines, § 15125(a)) 
but rather considered foreseeable and evaluated in the cumulative impacts analysis. 

I-13 The comment claims that the EIR analysis of the four separate actions is piecemealed and obfus-
cates the disclosure of additive impacts. The comment reflects a concern that the total impact of 
the project is hidden, with four separate actions, and that an integrated analysis would reveal a 
need for additional mitigation on all proposed activities. 

In the scoping period that ended April 15, 2010, PG&E commented that LAFCo must prepare a 
“unified EIR” describing the complete set of SSJID-related actions (see Draft Subsequent EIR Sec-
tion 1.8). Accordingly, and in the effort to avoid a potentially-piecemealed analysis, LAFCo chose 
to prepare a single Subsequent EIR to address the four actions efficiently (as described on Draft 
Subsequent EIR p. 1-3). 

Letters to the LAFCo Executive Officer (dated September 25, 2009 and November 19, 2009) 
made on behalf of PG&E, attacked SSJID’s then-proposed Sphere Plan and Municipal Service 
Review, which at the time were subject to review separately from SSJID’s application to provide 
retail electrical service within its boundaries. The comments “respectfully request[ed] that 
LAFCo independently evaluate these important CEQA compliance issues, and not follow the 
‘project-chopping’ CEQA approach that has apparently been developed by SSJID.” Later com-
ments (dated March 30, 2010 and April 15, 2010) recommended that LAFCo include all of the 
approvals at issue in “an updated EIR” building on the EIR certified by San Joaquin County in 
2006 for SSJID’s original application to provide retail service and that “LAFCo Must Prepare a 
Unified EIR Fully Describing the Overall Project.” 

The single Draft Subsequent EIR released by LAFCo for this project in November 2011 is a com-
prehensive update of the 2006 Final EIR certified by San Joaquin County, and it also addresses 
the potential impacts of the Sphere Plan and Municipal Service Review, the proposal to expand 
SSJID’s existing Sphere of Influence, and a proposal for SSJID to annex an approximately 80-acre 
island within SSJID’s existing boundary. This approach reflects the recommendations made on 
behalf of PG&E in the various 2009 and 2010 comments. 

In the present comment on the Draft Subsequent EIR, the complaint insists that the analysis is 
not sufficiently “integrated,” and contends that, despite the fact that all of the actions are 
addressed in a single EIR, the document is “impermissibly chop[ping] up its analysis to hide the 
true impacts of the project.” The Sphere Plan and Municipal Service Review are informational 
documents that, rather than authorize the construction or implementation of any environmen-



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

C. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 
November 2014 C-109 Final Subsequent EIR 

tally impacting activities, merely assess the extent to which a service provider such as SSJID will 
be able to meet its obligations should its Sphere of Influence be expanded. Unlike the proposal 
to provide retail electrical service within SSJID’s boundaries, these two components of the larger 
“project” would not directly lead to new physical construction, such as the erection of new elec-
tric distribution poles or other structures. The proposed annexation of an existing, approxi-
mately 80-acre island within SSJID’s existing territory deals with SSJID’s existing irrigation ser-
vices, which are separate from retail electric service. 

The comment claims that impacts due to the provision of retail electric service to Area D and 
Area E and development of the potential future headquarters should be synthesized as part of 
an integrated analysis. In claiming that the analysis is piecemealed, the comment gives land use 
as an example of how the EIR describes the potential impacts, where knowable, and likely fea-
sible mitigation for activity related to annexation of Area D and Area E (as throughout Draft Sub-
sequent EIR Section 3) or a new headquarters for SSJID (as Draft Subsequent EIR Section 4). The 
Draft Subsequent EIR provides this disclosure while clearly acknowledging that implementing 
the retail electric service plan does not include any immediate plan to provide electric service to 
Area D or Area E, which are outside SSJID’s existing territory (Section 2.3.1 and Section 2.3.4) 
and that “a new headquarters for SSJID is not part of the proposed project” (Draft Subsequent 
EIR p. 4-1). Response I-17 to Response I-19 address in more detail the adequacy of disclosure of 
foreseeable impacts related to future annexation of Area D and Area E; and Response I-21 and 
Response I-22 address in more detail the adequacy of disclosure of impacts related to the 
potential future headquarters. 

To address the concern that separate treatment of project components segregates the analysis, 
this Final Subsequent EIR adds clarifying information to disclose that the four separate actions 
being contemplated by SSJID and LAFCo would not cause impacts that overlap or compound. 
Neither the MSR nor the Sphere Plan commit to any course of action or approve any course of 
action. The Draft Subsequent EIR describes that the Sphere Plan and MSR are not approvals of 
SSJID’s existing or planned services (p. 2-7; p. 3.0-1), and that future proposals stemming from 
adoption of the MSR and the proposed SOI may need to undergo appropriate project-level envi-
ronmental review before SSJID acts on them (p. 1-9; p. 2-11). The Executive Summary of the 
Draft Subsequent EIR (p. ES-8 to ES-17) shows that “No Impact” would occur with LAFCo action 
on the Sphere Plan or MSR. Impacts related to LAFCo action on the 80-acre annexation and the 
retail electric service proposal would have little potential to overlap or compound (Draft Subse-
quent EIR Section 2.3.3, 3rd paragraph, p. 2-12). 

With Section B.2 of this Final Subsequent EIR, the Executive Summary has been updated to 
tabulate total effect with the combined impacts of the four actions, including the impacts of the 
proposal to annex an approximately 80-acre island, and the retail electric service proposal with 
implementation of the Border-Area Service Plan (as Mitigation Measure 3.9-4a). 

I-14 The comment notes that SSJID would not acquire PG&E’s existing Vierra or Avena Substations, 
which are outside the SSJID territory. This information is consistent with the SSJID design that is 
the basis of EIR study. The EIR Project Description reflects the SSJID design that appears in the 
Siemens February 2010, Distribution Network Inventory and Severance Issues Report, which 
includes the electric distribution facilities that are shown in Draft Subsequent EIR Table 2-2, 
Table 2-3, and Table 2-4 (with locations in Figure 2-2). The comment is correct in that EIR shows 
that SSJID would not acquire the Vierra or Avena Substations. 
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PG&E reviewed the Siemens Inventory and Severance Report and provided additional comments 
in a submittal to LAFCo dated May 11, 2012.2 LAFCo requested that Siemens review its earlier 
design work in light of PG&E’s additional comments. In response, Siemens provided an updated 
analysis that examined options for providing backup service to PG&E Feeders after SSJID 
acquires the Manteca Substation (June 2012), and this technical report is included with this Final 
Subsequent EIR as Attachment 1.3 The Siemens June 2012 report describes alternative solutions 
to the engineering issues raised by PG&E in its May 11, 2012 review (see Comment Set J). 

PG&E’s comments assert that in order for PG&E to reliably serve its existing customers, two new 
substations would be needed in the surrounding PG&E territory (a New Lathrop Substation and 
a New South of Vierra Substation). These recommendations appear in a PG&E estimate of SSJID 
separation from 2009 (prepared by Black & Veatch; p. 54, December 2009). Installing a new 
Lathrop substation bank would allow PG&E to replace a connection to Manteca that would be 
acquired by SSJID, and installing a new substation bank south of the existing Vierra Substation 
would allow PG&E to replace connections to Manteca and Ripon circuits that would be acquired 
by SSJID. 

In contrast to the comment and the 2009 report prepared by Black & Veatch, the SSJID design 
developed by Siemens (February 2010 and June 2012) did not identify any need for two new 
substations in the PG&E territory. Neither of the substation recommendations in the Black & 
Veatch report would be triggered by the SSJID system modifications in the vicinity of Avena 
Substation. 

The Siemens June 2012 analysis provides alternative solutions to issues raised by PG&E to pro-
vide backup to customers that will remain with PG&E after the separation. This Final Subsequent 
EIR incorporates the Siemens June 2012 recommendations as optional components of the Proj-
ect Description (shown in Section B.3 of this Final Subsequent EIR, as revisions to Draft Subse-
quent EIR Table 2-3). Adding these optional solutions to the EIR does not constitute “significant 
new information” for the purpose of requiring recirculation because the components would be 
minor additions that would be only optionally built, depending on final engineering. No signifi-
cant environmental impacts would result from the changes nor would there be a substantial 
change in the severity of any impact, and no additional mitigation would be necessary. 

See also Response I-7 for additional information on potential design differences between the 
2009 PG&E analysis of SSJID separation and the SSJID design that is the subject of the EIR. 

I-15 The comment claims that the conclusions are flawed regarding the project’s contribution to 
cumulative impacts because of how the analysis approaches the four actions. The comment 
contends that the proposed project is “piecemealed.” 

Response I-13 addresses the basis of using the “unified EIR” to disclose the impacts of the four 
SSJID-related actions and to avoid a potentially-piecemealed analysis. With Section B.2 of this 
Final Subsequent EIR, the Executive Summary has been updated to tabulate total effect with the 

                                                            
2  The document titled “PG&E’s May 11, 2012 Submission to LAFCo Concerning Two Siemens Reports” is included 

in this Final Subsequent EIR (Section C, Responses to Comments, Comment Set J). 
3  Siemens PTI. 2012. Options for providing backup service to PG&E Feeders once SSJID acquires Manteca substa-

tion. Prepared for SSJID by Siemens Power Technologies International, Nelson J. Bacalao. June 2012.  
(Included as Attachment 1 of this Final Subsequent EIR.) 
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combined impacts of the four actions, and this information does not change the conclusions 
regarding cumulative impacts. Additional detail on the total effect of the four actions, including 
the clarifying information found in this Final Subsequent EIR, is also found in Response I-13. 

Additional information to clarify the additive impacts of the Border-Area Service Plan (if required 
by Mitigation Measure 3.9-4a) is provided in Response I-9 and Response I-23. 

I-16 The comment states that CEQA requires that the public have reasonable access to documents 
that make the basis of an EIR. The comment asserts that the lead agency and SSJID failed to pro-
vide any access to two reports commissioned by SSJID and authored by Siemens (dated February 
2010 and July 2011). These Siemens reports are the engineering analyses that are summarized 
for public review in the Draft Subsequent EIR. The Siemens reports are used by Project Descrip-
tion (Draft Subsequent EIR Section 2) that identifies the full design of the retail electric service 
plan and the description of the Border-Area Service Plan (Draft Subsequent EIR Attachment to 
Section 3.9). 

The SSJID retail electric service project design that is the basis of EIR study appears in the 
Siemens February 2010, Distribution Network Inventory and Severance Issues Report, which 
includes the electric distributions facilities that are shown in Table 2-2, Table 2-3, and Table 2-4 
(with locations in Figure 2-2). The second engineering analysis of the facilities needed for Mitiga-
tion Measure 3.9-4a (Border-Area Service Plan) appears in the Siemens July 2011 report. 

After receiving the January 17, 2012 comment letter noting PG&E’s inability to obtain the Siemens 
reports, LAFCo provided a copy of the two documents to the commenter on March 8, 2012, with 
a statement that an additional 45 days (until April 22, 2012) would be provided for PG&E to 
comment on the information found therein. LAFCo committed to respond in writing, as part of 
the Final Subsequent EIR, to any significant environmental issues raised by PG&E in any addi-
tional (timely) comments it chooses to submit. On April 5, 2012, LAFCo offered PG&E until 
May 11, 2012 to enter comments on the two Siemens reports. PG&E provided its comment 
letter on May 11, 2012 (see Comment Set J). 

This Final Subsequent EIR Section A.3 (Areas of Controversy, Comments on Retail Electric Service 
Project Design) summarizes the points where PG&E disagrees with the engineering analyses of 
the Siemens reports. Responses to the comments made by PG&E on the Siemens reports are 
provided in Responses to Comment Set J. 

This Final Subsequent EIR (Attachment 1) provides the engineering analysis that SSJID commis-
sioned from Siemens June 2012 as a response to PG&E’s May 11, 2012 comments. The Siemens 
June 2012 report provides an analysis of options for providing backup service to PG&E feeders 
emanating from the Manteca Substation, and this third engineering analysis identifies system 
modifications that are now incorporated into the Project Description in the Final Subsequent EIR 
Section B.3. 

See also Response I-14 for additional information on the proposed design that is the subject of 
the EIR. 

I-17 The comment claims that the Draft Subsequent EIR does not propose enforceable mitigation 
measures for impacts to Area D and Area E and that the EIR should be revised to include mitiga-
tion for all the project’s impacts and provide the public with the opportunity to comment on the 
effectiveness of the mitigation. 
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The Draft Subsequent EIR Project Description, Section 2.3.1 and Section 2.3.4, shows that SSJID’s 
design for implementing the retail electric service plan does not include any immediate plan to 
provide electric service to Area D or Area E, which are outside SSJID’s existing territory. Addi-
tionally, Draft Subsequent EIR Section 2.3.4 states that no specific construction proposal for 
Area D and Area E is under consideration at this time and that specific proposals, including 
annexations, may need to undergo project-level environmental review. Similar to the concern 
addressed in Response I-6, the comment is dissatisfied with the scope of the Project Description 
that includes no proposal to annex or provide electric service in Area D or Area E. 

The comment claims that the Draft Subsequent EIR does not propose specific mitigation mea-
sures now for possible annexations that could occur 10 and 30 years from now. In effect, the 
comment argues that this EIR should formalize today a review of potential annexations although 
annexing Area D or Area E are not part of the proposed project and such annexations will 
require their own more focused CEQA review, potentially decades from now. The Draft Subse-
quent EIR shows that SSJID has not proposed the annexation of either area, and conservatively 
discloses the potential impacts, where knowable, and likely feasible mitigation for activity 
related to annexation of Area D and Area E (as throughout Draft Subsequent EIR Section 3). 

The comment also likens a Sphere of Influence, which merely identifies areas likely to be 
annexed to an agency’s service area someday, to a General Plan, which is a legislative document 
setting forth binding policies that govern and regulate the gradual build-out of a city or the 
unincorporated area of a county. The analogy does not apply. 

As the Draft Subsequent EIR explains (p. 3.1-10), 

This impact analysis discusses the potential project-specific impacts associated with the plan 
to provide retail electric services and identifies mitigation measures for potentially signifi-
cant impacts. This represents a project-level assessment of the updated plan and also a pro-
grammatic-level assessment of foreseeable consequences of the retail electric service plan 
such as the expansion of SSJID’s retail electric service to Area “D” or Area “E” (see Figure 2-2 
in Chapter 2, Project Description), which are outside SSJID’s existing territory, but within its 
current and proposed SOI. However, SSJID has no immediate plans to annex areas within 
Area “D” or Area “E” or to provide retail electric service in these areas. If the current pro-
posal for retail electric service is approved and the areas are annexed in the future, SSJID 
would likely expand this service to Area “E” within 10 years and to Area “D” within 30 years. 
Mitigation measures that apply to the proposal for retail electric service would likely also 
apply to the future expansion of electric service within the SOI. Approval of the proposed 
project, however, would not commit SSJID to exactly these mitigation measures for possible 
future annexations because considerations may arise within 30 years that would make the 
near-term measures obsolete or outdated. Specific proposals for annexations or service 
beyond SSJID’s existing territory may need to undergo the project-level environmental 
review process and other required approvals should SSJID decide to pursue such an annexa-
tion or service expansion in the future. 

This approach is practical because any attempt today to identify mitigation to be carried out in 
2022 or 2042 would lead at best to guesses leading to formulations that might prove to be 
wrong and impractical when finally implemented. This approach is also legally defensible. Here, 
the project does not include any proposal to annex Area D or Area E. Nor does the project 
include any proposal to extend SSJID’s existing Sphere of Influence to include Area D, which is 
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already within SSJID’s sphere. For these reasons, the Draft Subsequent EIR provides a program-
level review of possible future LAFCo actions annexing those areas. Unlike a general plan, which, 
with its binding policies, functions like a “constitution for all future development,”4 a sphere of 
influence has no such function. “A sphere of influence is a flexible planning and study tool to be 
reviewed and amended periodically as appropriate.”5 Indeed, spheres merely identify a local 
agency’s “probable physical boundaries and service area,” which may ultimately be annexed to 
an agency’s service area or territory. (See Gov. Code, § 56076.) Annexation is the event that 
actually brings an area into a service area or territory. (See Gov. Code, § 56017.) According to 
the California Supreme Court, “a LAFCO approval of an annexation is an irrevocable step” that 
could culminate in reasonably foreseeable effects on the environment.6 The same is not true of 
a sphere of influence. 

Impacts that may occur after future annexations are appropriately considered at a program-
matic level. Because future annexations will be subject to CEQA, and here will require their own 
site-specific CEQA documents when the time comes, the Draft Subsequent EIR properly declines 
to propose at the program level of CEQA review specific mitigation measures that would be imple-
mented, if ever, after project level environmental review has been conducted for the annexations. 
The analysis describes the likely applicability of mitigation for impacts due to expanding electric 
service into Area D and Area E, in light of the consideration that successful annexation is neither 
proposed nor a certain outcome at this time. Absent any specific proposal to annex and to pro-
vide electric service in Area D or Area E, the EIR declines to identify enforceable mitigation. 

All mitigation measures identified in this EIR would be enforceable to the provision of retail elec-
tric service inside SSJID’s existing territory, as proposed and as shown in the project design 
(Draft Subsequent EIR Figure 2-2). This Final Subsequent EIR (Section B.4) clarifies that the EIR 
mitigation measures would also be enforceable and applicable to implementation of the Border-
Area Service Plan (Final Subsequent EIR Figure B-1). Because this EIR addresses the impacts of 
providing retail electric service inside SSJID’s existing territory, the EIR mitigation would apply to 
any project activities, should any occur in Area D or Area E, even though SSJID does not propose 
to serve those areas. 

I-18 The comment claims that the analysis of impacts associated with providing electric service to 
Area D and Area E is overly conclusory and lacks meaningful information. 

The suitability of the programmatic analysis used in the Draft Subsequent EIR is described in 
detail in Response I-17. The EIR provides the reader with meaningful information by noting that 
Area D and Area E are without a specific construction proposal because SSJID can only provide 
electric service in these areas after future annexation that may need to undergo another project-
level review. The Draft Subsequent EIR describes the likely applicability of mitigation for impacts 
due to expanding electric service into Area D and Area E only after disclosing the impacts and 
mitigation associated with the specific construction proposal for customers inside the existing 
territory. These disclosures illustrate the potential scope of the impacts, where knowable, and 
give examples of appropriate mitigation should SSJID decide to pursue a future annexation in 
Area D or Area E. 

                                                            
4 See Lesher Communications, Inc. v. City of Walnut Creek (1990) 52 Cal.3d 531, 540. 
5 City of Agoura Hills v. Local Agency Formation Commission (1988) 198 Cal.App.3d 480, 490 (emphasis added). 
6 Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Commission (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263, 278, 279. 
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I-19 The comment asserts that SSJID should determine the infrastructure improvements that would 
be required to provide retail electric service in Area D and Area E, and that construction and 
operation of those electric distribution system modifications should be considered at the same 
level of detail as the proposed distribution system modifications. 

The comment suggests that SSJID should develop a design for segregating the customers of elec-
tric service in Area D and Area E, and that SSJID should now have a specific design for providing 
retail electric service in these areas. In order to do so, SSJID would need to conduct an engineer-
ing analysis of the existing distribution system in these areas. 

The Draft Subsequent EIR (Figure 2-2) shows that Area D and Area E are inside the Sphere of 
Influence but outside SSJID’s existing territory. The powers of an irrigation district include the 
authority to provide electric service within an irrigation district’s existing territory. Throughout 
the Draft Subsequent EIR (as introduced in Section 1.5.1), the project-level review is provided 
because the locations and timing of construction expected to occur are known for the proposal 
to provide retail electricity service within the existing territory. Because SSJID does not have 
authority to provide electric service outside its existing territory, SSJID did not propose to do so. 
Likewise, SSJID did not provide any engineering analysis or design of the distribution system 
modifications that might be needed for SSJID to bring electric service to Area D and Area E. 

Because SSJID has no immediate plans to annex these areas (see Draft Subsequent EIR p. 2-8 
and Response I-17), any design to provide near-term electric service to these areas would 
require reevaluation after SSJID requests and gains the legal authority to serve within the annex-
ation(s). While it would be feasible for SSJID to develop a specific design for modifying the elec-
tric distribution system to serve Area D and Area E, such an exercise would have little meaning 
without a viable proposal for the annexations. 

I-20 The comment claims that the Draft Subsequent EIR should analyze the anticipated electricity 
demand and the GHG emissions profile of the energy supply that would be used to serve Area D 
and Area E. 

The Draft Subsequent EIR (pp. 2-50 to 2-51) describes SSJID’s proposed power supply and 
commitment to renewable energy. Comprehensive analysis of the GHG emissions profile of 
SSJID’s energy supply is provided in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 3.12 (pp. 3.12-16 to 3.12-18), 
and this analysis applies to all energy procured for SSJID retail electric customers, regardless of 
the customer location. Possible future annexations would not change the GHG emissions profile 
of SSJID’s energy supply, and impacts would be as described in the Draft Subsequent EIR. 

See also Response I-17. 

I-21 The comment claims the Draft Subsequent EIR fails to analyze the new headquarters and claims 
that the Project Description provides no detail on the location, size, or availability of rental facili-
ties that would be used as a base for electric utility staff and equipment. 

The Draft Subsequent EIR Project Description (Section 2.6.4) identifies the need for an additional 
70 full time experience electric utility staff and the need to rent property or rely on contractor 
yards as a base for electric utility staff and equipment storage (under the heading, Employment, 
p. 2-49). SSJID would rent an existing location in Manteca zoned either Business Industrial Park 
Zoning District which allows for light industrial uses as well as warehouses of limited size or Light 
Industrial Zoning District, which provides for industrial parks, warehouse, distribution centers, 
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light manufactures, pubic and quasi-public uses, and similar and compatible uses. Vacancy rates 
for previously-developed and built commercial real estate in Manteca provide ample oppor-
tunity for SSJID to rent or lease the space needed (less than 7 acres) for outdoor storage of sup-
plies, trucks, and other equipment. Specifically, SSJID could select from properties at Spreckels 
Park (236 acres) and Manteca Industrial Park (103 acres). Asking prices for industrial property 
sales and rents in the Stockton, Tracy, and Modesto markets (the nearest cities with aggregated 
data)7 are presently below their levels of 2009, when SSJID filed its application to LAFCo, 
indicating an abundant supply for the region. The specific rental property is unknown at this 
time. 

In order to provide the reader with clarifying information regarding the viability of the rental 
facilities, the Project Description has been revised in this Final Subsequent EIR as follows. 

Section 2.3.4 Updated Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

[…] 

SSJID also anticipates creating approximately 70 new electric utility employee positions, in 
addition to its current utility staff, and proposes to work with other publicly owned utilities 
and private contractors to assure cost-effective operations. SSJID expects to rent existing 
commercial property or rely on existing contractor yards as a base for electric utility staff 
and equipment storage. To enhance reliability and emergency response, SSJID expects to 
enter into Mutual Aid Agreements with MID, the Turlock Irrigation District (TID), Trinity Pub-
lic Utility District, and SMUD. SSJID has joined the California Utility Emergency Association 
(CUEA). 

Section 2.6.4 Operation of Retail Electric Service Facilities 

[…] 

Employment. SSJID currently has 86 full-time employees for routine operations and mainte-
nance, construction, billing and collection for irrigation water and drainage services and 
wholesale power sales. The addition of retail electric service would result in SSJID initially 
hiring about 70 additional full time experienced electric utility staff to supplement its exist-
ing staff. SSJID expects to initially rent commercial property zoned as light industrial (M-1) or 
business industrial park (BIP) or rely on contractor yards as a base for electric utility staff 
and equipment storage. Potential rental opportunities that may meet the needs of SSJID 
exist at the Spreckels Park development located at the northwest corner of State Highways 
99 and 120 in Manteca with a total of 236 acres zoned for light or heavy industrial uses and 
the Manteca Industrial Park and Southeast Manteca Area with a total of 103 acres primarily 
zoned industrial park. Additional industrial areas are located at the west Manteca area off 
Yosemite Avenue and at the Pacific Business Park in the northwest Manteca areas; however, 
industrial sites along the western portion of Manteca are less preferred as they would be 
located further from SSJID potential customers. 

Additional contract personnel would be hired for start-up operations, as needed. SSJID may 
also contract with MID for specific support service during the initial start-up period. For 
example, SSJID may initially have MID administer the Public Benefits Program to ensure 

                                                            
7  Industrial property market trend data is available at: http://www.loopnet.com/Stockton_California_Market-

Trends.  Accessed November 4, 2014. 
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implementation of important efficiency and renewable investments. SSJID has become a 
member of the California Utilities Emergency Association (“CUEA”) whose members would 
provide mutual assistance to SSJID during periods of emergency. SSJID will also sign mutual 
aid agreements with individual electric utility providers. SSJID would adjust its organization 
based on its actual operational experience with the goal of optimizing economic and opera-
tional efficiencies, improving response time, reducing the number and duration of outages, 
and improving overall customer service satisfaction. Administrative functions for the provision 
of retail electric service (e.g., accounting, human relations) would be handled at rented facili-
ties as needed and at SSJID’s existing Manteca office. 

See also Response I-12 for additional clarification on SSJID’s proposal for support facilities. 

I-22 The comment states that the analysis for the headquarters in the EIR reflects an artificial seg-
mentation of the project that avoids proposing enforceable mitigation measures for the head-
quarters, and that the Draft Subsequent EIR should be revised and recirculated to describe 
potential locations for potential new headquarters with a commitment to mitigate any impacts 
related to the headquarters. 

As noted in Response I-21, the Draft Subsequent EIR Project Description (Section 2.6.4) identifies 
the need to rent property, which demonstrates that the activity is not artificially divided from 
the project. This aspect of SSJID activity would occur at existing buildings, previously-developed 
and entitled, and this Final Subsequent EIR includes additional detail to show that existing facili-
ties are available at the Spreckels Park development located at the northwest corner of State 
Highways 99 and 120 and the Manteca Industrial Park and Southeast Manteca Area. 

This comment raises concerns on the scope of what SSJID proposes, and the concerns are similar 
to those addressed in Response I-6 and Response I-12. The comment asserts that SSJID should 
propose one or more specific sites for a potential headquarters, even when the Project Descrip-
tion shows that SSJID proposes a different approach. Given the proposal to rent existing facili-
ties, the Draft Subsequent EIR (in Section 4) discloses the potential impacts, where knowable, 
and likely feasible mitigation related to SSJID’s possible future decision to build a new agency 
headquarters. The Draft Subsequent EIR need not formulate precise mitigation measures for 
SSJID’s possible future decision to build a new agency headquarters, which – if it is ever pursued 
– would also be subject to its own site-specific CEQA review. 

In conclusion, the analysis of the potential future headquarters provided in the Draft Subse-
quent EIR (Section 4) is limited to the proposal before LAFCo, and it provides decision-makers 
with a forecast and programmatic description of impacts, reflecting the scope of consequences 
of the potential LAFCo action. Accordingly, the description of impacts related to the headquar-
ters is not sufficiently detailed to justify the formulation of formal mitigation measures, which 
may or may not be applicable to a real, concrete proposal, if developed by SSJID in the future. As 
described in the Draft Subsequent EIR: no headquarters is proposed by SSJID; the current poten-
tial LAFCo action would not authorize construction of such a facility; and SSJID or another lead 
agency would need to undertake project-level environmental review for any decision it makes to 
pursue new headquarters (Draft Subsequent EIR, p. 4-1) as opposed to the use of an existing 
entitled development. 
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I-23 The comment is concerned that the Draft Subsequent EIR inconsistently shows potential impacts 
related to utility system disruptions and that implementing EIR Mitigation Measure 3.9-4a, with 
the Border-Area Service Plan, would result in impacts that should be disclosed in more detail. 

The Draft Subsequent EIR Project Description (Section 2.4.3) and the analysis of Impact 3.9-4 
illustrates the potential impacts of the proposal before LAFCo, namely, that approximately 1,500 
customers outside SSJID’s service territory could be adversely affected by a change in service 
provider. Because the EIR identifies a potentially significant impact, it recommends implementa-
tion of the Border-Area Service Plan (as Mitigation Measure 3.9-4a) to serve these customers. 
The Border-Area Service Plan is not part of the project as proposed and is analyzed separately as 
mitigation. 

See also Response I-9 and Response I-10, which introduce the expanded discussion of impacts 
related to implementing the project with the Border-Area Service Plan in Section B.4 of this Final 
Subsequent EIR. 

I-24 The comment claims that the “Draft EIR does not contain a reasonable range of alternatives,” 
and that the five alternatives described and analyzed in the Draft Subsequent EIR are not 
meaningful. The following response addresses the broad concern of a reasonable range of alter-
natives, then this response addresses concerns of whether specific alternatives are meaningful. 

Concerns on the range and number of alternatives (found in Comments I-24 through I-35) are 
based on an erroneous notion that CEQA requires a lead agency to include EIR analysis of any 
and all potential alternatives that would either lessen significant effects of proposed projects or 
meet most stated project objectives. In fact, CEQA does not impose such an enormous burden 
on lead agencies. 

“There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed 
other than the rule of reason.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (a).) “An EIR need not con-
sider every conceivable alternative to a project.” (Id.) It is always possible that a project 
opponent suggests a particular permutation of a project different from those analyzed in an EIR, 
but this possibility does not by itself render inadequate the range of alternatives discussed in an 
EIR. Rather, the “responsibility to provide an adequate discussion of alternatives” lies with the 
lead agency, not project opponents. (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. University of Cali-
fornia Regents (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 405-406; see also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 
Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 569 (Goleta II) [same].) 

A leading case on how a lead agency should approach the creation of a reasonable range of 
alternatives is California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 
988 (CNPS). There, the Court of Appeal began by noting that the substantial evidence standard 
of judicial review applies to the questions of whether an EIR includes a reasonable range of 
alternatives, and whether a lead agency’s analysis should have included an additional alternative 
championed by a project opponent. The court emphasized that “[w]e judge the range of project 
alternatives in the EIR against a ‘rule of reason.’ The selection will be upheld, unless the chal-
lenger demonstrates ‘that the alternatives are manifestly unreasonable and that they do not con-
tribute to a reasonable range of alternatives.’” (Emphasis added.) 

In addressing whether an additional alternative should have been included, the CNPS court 
further stated: “[i]n assessing the claim that the exclusion of [certain potential] alternatives 
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renders the EIR defective, the question is whether the range of alternatives is ‘unreasonable in 
light of the omitted alternatives.’” (Id. at p. 992 [emphasis added; citation omitted].) 

Nothing in a later case from the same appellate court, Watsonville Pilots Assn. v. City of Watson-
ville (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 1059 (Watsonville Pilots), changes these principles (regarding Com-
ment I-31). The Watsonville Pilots decision does not expressly or impliedly distinguish CNPS, 
much less repudiate the clear holding of the latter case that the adequacy of an alternatives 
analysis is subject to the deferential “substantial evidence” standard of judicial review. (Ibid.) 
The court in Watsonville Pilots, however, did carefully scrutinize the respondent city’s adminis-
trative record to determine whether the city’s decision to exclude the alternative at issue was 
based on substantial evidence. The court found the city’s record to be lacking. (Id. at pp. 1087-
1090.) In finding the subject EIR to be inadequate for failing to include a “reduced development 
alternative,” the court concluded that “[t]he administrative record provides no justification” for 
failing to include the omitted alternative. (183 Cal.App.4th at p. 1090 [emphasis added].) This 
lack of any justification was crucial, given that a reduced development alternative would have 
satisfied 10 out of 12 project objectives and would have reduced the severity of many of the sig-
nificant effects of the project. (Id. at pp. 1089-1090.) Watsonville Pilots, then, cannot fairly be 
understood to hold that, as a matter of law, a lead agency must always analyze in depth each 
and every conceivable alternative that arguably meets most of the project objectives set forth in 
an EIR. Rather, each situation must be assessed and judged in light of its own facts. 

CEQA case law is also clear that where the alternatives analyzed in the EIR allow for a wide 
range of choices with varying degrees of environmental impact, the EIR may support an agency’s 
ultimate approval of a hybrid alternative proposal whose features and impacts occur within the 
analytical continuum created by two “bookend alternatives.” For example, “no project” might 
represent a low-impact bookend while “the proposed project” could represent a higher-impacting 
bookend. 

This last principle is illustrated in the seminal case of Village Laguna of Laguna Beach v. Board of 
Supervisors (1982) 134 Cal.App.3d 1022, 1028-1029, which involved an EIR for a proposed land 
use plan with 20,000 housing units. The EIR included alternatives with 7,500, 10,000, and 25,000 
housing units, respectively. Given the range of choices embodied in these points on a decision-
making continuum, the Court of Appeal rejected an argument demanding an additional alterna-
tive assuming development of “‘some number’ of dwelling units between the 10,000 authorized 
by the prior land use element and the 20,000 proposed by the company.” After noting that 
“there are literally thousands of ‘reasonable alternatives’ to the proposed project,” the court 
emphasized that “‘[t]he statutory requirements for consideration of alternatives must be judged 
against a rule of reason,’” and concluded that “[t]his EIR should ‘not become vulnerable because 
it fails to consider in detail each and every conceivable variation of the alternatives stated.’” 
(Emphasis added.) (See also California Oak Foundation v. The Regents of the University of Cali-
fornia (2010) 188 Cal.App.4th 227, 274, 276 [court upholds EIR using a “’mix-and-match’ approach 
to project alternatives, in which components from different alternatives may be substituted for 
one another”; such an approach was sufficient to “encourage informed decision-making and 
public participation”]; and Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (2010) 
190 Cal.App.4th 316 [rejecting argument similar to that made in Village Laguna, explaining that 
“[w]hen an EIR discusses a reasonable range of alternatives sufficient to foster informed decision-
making, it is not required to discuss additional alternatives substantially similar to those 
discussed”].) 
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In summary, an EIR’s range of alternatives is legally sufficient despite the fact that plausible 
additional alternatives could have been included, as long as it was not “manifestly unreason-
able” for the lead agency to exclude analysis of additional alternatives. Comments made on 
behalf of PG&E have failed to make such a showing with respect to a “Bill Credit alternative” 
(Responses I-33 and I-34) or a “Reduced Size alternative” (Response I-35). The Draft Subsequent 
EIR originally declined to include a detailed environmental analysis of implementing a Commu-
nity Choice Aggregation program. In the judgment of LAFCo staff and counsel, new statutory 
language (Public Utilities Code Sections 331.1 and 366.2) that became effective January 1, 2012 
indicates that SSJID could become a Community Choice Aggregator. LAFCo published a Partially 
Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR to provide new information regarding the Community Choice 
Aggregation alternative in July 2012. This information demonstrates that the EIR includes a 
legally sufficient “reasonable range of alternatives.” 

The comment also broadly suggests that every alternative in an EIR must “substantially lessen 
the significant environmental effects of . . . [proposed] projects.” (Emphasis added.) The com-
ment however errs, specifically, in suggesting that each alternative must address more than one 
significant effect of a proposed project, or perhaps all such significant effects. Under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6, “[a]n EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the 
project . . . which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would 
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project[.]” (Emphasis added.) 
Thus, an alternative may be legitimate under CEQA even if it is focused on only one particular 
significant effect. The decision as to which significant effect to address in an alternative is a 
matter of lead agency discretion. Moreover, because, at the time a Draft EIR is published, 
agency staff and consultants have no way of knowing whether agency decision-makers will 
ultimately adopt the proposed mitigation measures or alternatives,8 the fact that a proposed 
mitigation measure would reduce an otherwise significant effect to a less than significant level 
does not mean that a project alternative may not also address the very same impact. “[A]lterna-
tives and mitigation measures have the same function – diminishing or avoiding adverse envi-
ronmental effects. * * * [A]lternatives are a form of mitigation.”9 “Not until project approval 
does the agency determine whether to impose any mitigation measures on the project.”10 

The comment then questions whether the alternative in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 6.5 
(“Adoption of Only Sphere Plan and MSR”) is meaningful, with the concern that “. . . , the Sphere 
Plan and MSR Only alternative is simply a duplicate No Project Alternative because the Draft EIR 
takes the position that the adoption of the Sphere Plan and MSR cannot have any environmen-
tal impacts.” This comment on the Draft Subsequent EIR asserts that “Adoption of Only Sphere 
Plan and MSR” is somehow a duplicate No Project Alternative. The comment seems to ignore 
the explanation that LAFCo would act by approving the Sphere Plan and MSR, and the comment 
also ignores that the No Project Alternative must address “the impacts of not approving the pro-
posed project.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (e)(1) [emphasis added].) The fact that the 
Sphere Plan and MSR Only Alternative will have impacts similar to, or even the same as, those of 
the No Project Alternative does not make the alternatives identical or indistinguishable for legal 
purposes. This alternative (“Adoption of Only Sphere Plan and MSR”) serves its intended pur-

                                                            
8 Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 401. 
9 Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 403. 
10 Ibid. 
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pose because the alternative is a combination of actions by LAFCo that would avoid all of the 
potentially significant environmental effects associated with the project. 

See Response I-13 for more detail on the rationale for preparing the “unified EIR” with an inte-
grated analysis of the four separate actions being contemplated by SSJID and LAFCo. 

I-25 The comment questions whether two alternatives analyzed in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 6.4 
and Section 6.5 are meaningful. The comment characterizes the alternatives described in Sec-
tion 6.4 (Adoption of Only 80-acre Annexation) and Section 6.5 (Adoption of Only Sphere Plan 
and MSR) as not representing “a modification of any project component, but instead [being] 
simply permutations of yes and note votes by LAFCo of the agenda items that will be before it 
when it considers the project.” 

See Response I-13 for more detail on the rationale for preparing the “unified EIR” with an inte-
grated analysis of the four separate actions being contemplated by SSJID and LAFCo. Providing 
an integrated analysis of the four separate actions results in the existence of alternatives 
whereby only some, but not all, of the components could be approved. These alternatives in 
Section 6.4 (Adoption of Only 80-acre Annexation) and Section 6.5 (Adoption of Only Sphere 
Plan and MSR) serve the purposes of CEQA because they describe a combination of actions by 
LAFCo that would avoid one or more of the potentially significant environmental effects associ-
ated with the project. 

There is no legal authority for the assertion that “the Draft EIR should focus on alternatives to 
the project components themselves that would substantially reduce environmental impacts.” In 
response to this, the following governing authority dictates the opposite. In general, the alterna-
tives included in an EIR need only relate to the proposed project as a whole, not to its various 
parts; the lead agency therefore need not analyze specific alternatives to such parts. Thus, in a 
case in which an applicant sought approval for a tentative subdivision map, the subject EIR was 
not required to analyze alternatives to the proposed grading plans and the location of an access 
road. (Big Rock Mesas Property Owners Association v. Board of Supervisors (1977) 73 Cal.App.3d 
218, 227; see also Al Larson Boat Shop, Inc. v. Board of Harbor Commissioners (1993) 18 Cal.App.4th 
729, 744–744 (EIR for a “port master plan” was not inadequate for failing to discuss alternatives 
to the specific sites for six planned subsequent individual projects that would carry out policies 
in the master plan); A Local & Regional Monitor v. City of Los Angeles (1993) 16 Cal.App.4th 630, 
642, fn. 8 (“the EIR is not deficient because it does not describe alternatives to excavation trucks 
because the statutes do not require alternatives to various facets of the project”); No Oil, Inc. v. 
City of Los Angeles (1987) 196 Cal.App.3d 223, 234–238 (while the EIR for an oil pipeline had to 
contain a discussion of the pipeline’s environmental effects, its discussion of alternatives need 
not discuss every potential route the pipeline may take). 

I-26 The comment questions whether the alternative analyzed in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 6.2 is 
meaningful by claiming that the Louise Avenue Substation Site Alternative would not substan-
tially lessen the impacts of the project. The analysis of the Louise Ave Substation Site Alternative 
in Section 6.2 discloses that the alternative substation site would be within a property controlled 
by SSJID. Because the location represents a viable alternative to the proposed Jack Tone Substa-
tion location, analysis of this alternative is meaningful. 

The impact analysis for the Louise Ave Substation Site Alternative provides legitimate informa-
tion to the CEQA process and demonstrates the validity of this alternative despite increasing 
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impacts in certain categories. The analysis in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 6.2 demonstrates 
that the substation alternative would reduce impacts in four categories, which justifies inclusion 
of the alternative. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, subdivision (a), requires that an alternative 
“avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project[.]” (Emphasis added.) 

Response I-24 provides more detail on the range and number of alternatives analyzed. 

I-27 The comment questions whether the alternative analyzed in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 6.3 is 
meaningful by claiming that Renewable Energy Choice Alternative would make no alteration in 
the physical impacts of the project and would not substantially lessen the impacts of the project. 

The impact analysis for the Renewable Energy Choice Alternative provides legitimate informa-
tion to the CEQA process because the Draft Subsequent EIR shows that it could reduce the 
severity of impacts in at least two areas: air quality (Section 6.3.2) and greenhouse gas emissions 
(Section 6.3.12). (See Draft Subsequent EIR, p. 6-41 [Table 6-4]; see also p. 6-13 [“Since some 
customers would choose the renewable energy option if it were offered, emissions of air pollut-
ants from power generating facilities providing electricity to the interconnected transmission 
system that serves SSJID would likely be reduced, at least minimally, compared to the proposed 
project. As with the proposed project, impacts related to air quality would be less than signifi-
cant with mitigation.”].) 

Response I-25 and Response I-26 provide more information on the relevant considerations that 
justify inclusion of an alternative for analysis, and Response I-24 provides more detail on the 
range and number of alternatives analyzed. 

I-28 The comment requests inclusion of a Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) Alternative for full 
environmental analysis, and claims that this alternative should not be excluded from a full analy-
sis. The comment notes that implementing a CCA program would avoid environmental impacts 
because it would avoid SSJID acquiring or modifying PG&E’s facilities. 

The comment asserts that the Draft Subsequent EIR was incorrect to decline detailed analysis of 
establishing a CCA as a potentially feasible alternative. The Draft Subsequent EIR originally 
declined to include a detailed environmental analysis of implementing a CCA program. However, 
since the publication of the Draft Subsequent EIR, in the judgment of LAFCo staff and counsel, 
new statutory language (Public Utilities Code Sections 331.1 and 366.2) that became effective 
January 1, 2012 indicates that SSJID could become a Community Choice Aggregator. 

Accordingly, the analysis of the Draft Subsequent EIR was revised with the July 2012 Partially 
Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR to include a detailed analysis of establishing a CCA. The 
changes replace the original discussion of the environmentally superior alternative in Draft Sub-
sequent EIR (Section ES.4, Alternatives Evaluated), and the environmental analysis of alterna-
tives provided in Draft Subsequent EIR (Section 6.7.4, Community Choice Aggregation Alterna-
tive and Section 6.8, Comparison of Alternatives and Environmentally Superior Alternative). 

Regarding the “environmentally superior” alternative, the conclusion made by the Draft Subse-
quent EIR (Section 6, Alternatives to the Proposed Project) remains unchanged. The Environ-
mentally Superior Alternative is the No Project Alternative; however, the CEQA Guidelines pro-
vide that if the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, the EIR shall 
identify the environmentally superior alternative among the remaining alternatives. Because the 
proposed project would involve LAFCo action on SSJID’s application to provide retail electric ser-
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vice, along with the Sphere Plan and MSR, the proposed SOI expansion, and the proposed 80-
acre annexation, alternatives that reject SSJID’s proposal to provide retail electric service would 
be environmentally superior to approval of the proposal to provide electric service. 

The Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR clarifies that alternatives that do not implement 
SSJID’s proposal to provide retail electric service would be environmentally superior when com-
pared to the proposed project. Although establishing a CCA program is not part of the 
application before LAFCo (Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR, p. 2-7), the Community 
Choice Aggregation Alternative would meet most of the project objectives, and the Community 
Choice Aggregation Alternative would be environmentally superior to SSJID’s proposal to 
acquire the PG&E distribution system because it would avoid all potential impacts related to 
SSJID’s proposed construction or modification of electric distribution facilities (Partially 
Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR, p. 2-16). Because Community Choice Aggregation is included 
for full analysis, no other change to the EIR is necessary. 

I-29 The comment claims that the fact that local agencies within or contiguous to SSJID have not 
adopted local resolutions seeking CCA is not a credible objection to studying CCA in detail as a 
viable alternative. The comment claims that local implementation of a CCA program could occur 
long before SSJID would be able to complete the acquisitions needed to implement its proposed 
project. The comment forecasts that local resolutions to form a CCA could easily be adopted. 

As noted in Response I-28, the analysis of the Draft Subsequent EIR has been revised with the 
Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR (July 2012) to include a detailed analysis of estab-
lishing a CCA as a potentially feasible alternative. Specific details regarding implementation of a 
CCA program, such as the timeline for implementation, are not known at this time. The ultimate 
feasibility of this alternative, moreover, is not a determination to be made in this document. The 
definitive determination of feasibility must be made on the record as a whole based on many 
factors including economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors (see CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15364). As such in this case, the feasibility of the CCA may be based on a 
number of factors, including (1) the consistency of the CCA with the project objectives set forth 
in the Draft Subsequent EIR, (2) the ability to identify a project sponsor for CCA, (3) local interest 
and public support, (4) political support or opposition, (5) economic considerations, and (6) pol-
icy considerations of importance to LAFCo. The Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR 
discloses the foreseeable environmental impacts. 

I-30 The comment claims that the assessment of SSJID achieving “local control” as embodied in the 
project objectives (Section 2.2, Draft Subsequent EIR) is flawed with respect to implementing a 
CCA program. The comment also notes that mainly due to CPUC oversight: “different operation 
is highly unlikely, given that the safety rules are not different, the equipment is not different, 
and the training and performance of employees to operate that equipment is not different,” 
indicating that the proposed project would not be likely to cause notable changes to system 
reliability or utility disruptions. Substantial changes in the day-to-day operation of the system 
are not anticipated. 

The July 2012 Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR (pp. 2-12 and 2-16) clarifies how the 
Community Choice Aggregation Alternative could provide a level of local control that would in 
part satisfy SSJID’s objectives regarding electric services (Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent 
EIR, p. 2-12). Accordingly, the Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR includes a detailed 
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environmental analysis of establishing a CCA and provides additional detail on how operation of 
a CCA would differ from implementing SSJID’s plan to provide retail electric service. 

I-31 The comment asserts that Section 6.7.4 of the Draft Subsequent EIR incorrectly eliminates 
detailed analysis of establishing a CCA because an alternative can only be eliminated if it fails to 
meet “most of the basic project objectives.” The comment also asserts that implementing a CCA 
would support local control because customers can choose to opt out of the CCA. 

The Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR includes a detailed environmental analysis of 
establishing a CCA and clarifies how the alternative may affect local influence, responsibility, 
accountability, economic benefits, and coordination of policies. Based on this information, the 
EIR states that the alternative would in part satisfy SSJID’s objectives (Partially Recirculated Draft 
Subsequent EIR, p. 2-12), although the comment letter from SSJID disagrees with this conclusion 
(see Comment Set L). 

While the Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR includes an analysis of the Community 
Choice Aggregation Alternative as potentially feasible, the ultimate feasibility of this alternative 
is not something that is determined in this document since CEQA mandates only that the EIR 
consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives. A more definitive determination 
of the feasibility of this the Community Choice Aggregation Alternative must be made by the 
LAFCo commissioners themselves, and would likely be based the entire record and in light of 
many factors, including economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. In the 
context of this project, those factors would likely include (1) the consistency of the CCA with the 
project objectives set forth in the Draft Subsequent EIR, (2) the ability to identify a project 
sponsor for CCA, (3) local interest and public support, (4) political support or opposition, (5) eco-
nomic considerations, and (6) policy considerations of importance to LAFCo. 

The Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR (p. 2-6) describes how implementing a CCA 
would give local individual customers the option having their power supply determined by the 
CCA, or customers could opt out and leave the power supply decisions to PG&E. The CCA would 
replace PG&E’s rates for procurement of the power supply (purchasing generation), but all other 
electricity rate components would remain set by PG&E. See also Response K-10 for additional 
information on how Community Choice Aggregation could provide a level of local control. 

I-32 The comment asserts that implementing a CCA program would result in a direct cost reduction 
by including SSJID’s low-cost power as part of the overall power supply or in an indirect cost 
reduction by using some of the net proceeds from the Tri-Dam to offset the cost of power. The 
comment also claims that a CCA program could be implemented with the Renewable Energy 
Choice Alternative (Draft Subsequent EIR Section 6.3) to implement an environmentally superior 
alternative and avoid all construction impacts. 

The analysis of the Draft Subsequent EIR has been revised with the Partially Recirculated Draft 
Subsequent EIR (July 2012) to include a detailed analysis of establishing a CCA. As noted in the 
Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR Section 2.5, the CCA would replace PG&E’s rates for 
procurement of the power supply (purchasing generation), but all other electricity rate compo-
nents would remain set by PG&E. In implementing a CCA program, SSJID could decide to apply 
its revenues from publicly-owned electric generating facilities to subsidize the cost of the power 
supply and reduce this portion of electric rates for customers that decide to join the CCA 
(Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR, p. 2-12). As noted by the comment, implementing 
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Community Choice Aggregation would provide customers the choice to have the CCA purchase 
power on their behalf, and a CCA could purchase additional renewable energy. 

Because LAFCo must consider the environmental consequences of alternatives, the July 2012 
Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR includes a detailed analysis of establishing a CCA. As 
noted by the comment, the alternative would eliminate all impacts related to the proposed elec-
tric system construction activities; only construction impacts related to the 80-acre annexation 
would occur at less-than-significant levels. As described in Response I-28, and in the Partially 
Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR (Section 2.7.1), alternatives that do not implement SSJID’s 
proposal to provide retail electric service, such as implementing a CCA program, would be envi-
ronmentally superior when compared to the proposed project. 

I-33 The comment asserts that Section 6.7.2 of the Draft Subsequent EIR incorrectly eliminates 
detailed analysis of establishing a Cash Payment or Bill Credit program. The comment contests 
the conclusion shown in the Draft Subsequent EIR (pp. 6-33 to 6-36) that such a program would 
not be lawful by describing direct payments or bill credits as viable and efficient. The EIR 
describes a Cash Payment or Bill Credit Alternative as a potential “no-build” alternative to avoid 
SSJID acquiring or modifying any of PG&E’s facilities. 

The comment outlines a process where PG&E could apply to the CPUC to develop a program of 
bill credits to SSJID customers. According to the comment, SSJID would not implement any part 
of the proposed plan to provide retail electric service, and cash from SSJID would be used to 
subsidize bill credits. However, the comment provides no example of any similar program run by 
any investor-owned utility such as PG&E or ever historically contemplated by the CPUC. 

The Draft Subsequent EIR (pp. 6-33 to 6-36) discusses why cash payments and bill credits could 
not be implemented. LAFCo counsel also provided a legal opinion and analysis and determined 
that the EIR properly rejects these as alternatives.11 In summary, if LAFCo does not approve the 
SSJID electric service proposal, SSJID could not alternatively implement a cash payment or bill 
credit program because of: the limited powers of irrigation districts under California Govern-
ment Code; and limitations in the California Constitution on transfers of public funds. 

Although the commenter on behalf of PG&E may believe that a cash payment or bill credit pro-
gram is feasible, this does not mean that the EIR must come to the same conclusion. In Cali-
fornia Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 981, 999-1000, the 
Court of Appeal explained that the ultimate arbiter of “actual feasibility,” as opposed to “poten-
tial feasibility,” is an agency’s decision-making body (here, the LAFCo commissioners): 

the issue of feasibility emerges at two distinct points in the administrative review process: 
first, in the EIR, and next, during project approval. Significantly, different considerations and 
even different participants may come into play at each of the two phases, as the following 
discussion illustrates. 

* * * 

While it is up to the EIR preparer to identify alternatives as potentially feasible, the 
decision-making body “may or may not reject those alternatives as being infeasible” 
when it comes to project approval. Rejection by the decision-makers does not 

                                                            
11  Neumiller & Beardslee. Letter to James E. Glaser, Executive Officer, LAFCo. Re: Acquisition and Operation by 

SSJID. November 21, 2011. 
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undermine the validity of the EIR’s alternatives analysis. Like mitigation measures, 
potentially feasible alternatives “are suggestions which may or may not be adopted by 
the decisionmakers.” [Citations.] 

* * * 

When it comes time to decide on project approval, the public agency’s decision-making 
body evaluates whether the alternatives are actually feasible. While staff may draft the 
necessary findings, the decision-making body is responsible for the ultimate determina-
tion of feasibility, which cannot be delegated. [Citations.] 

At this final stage of project approval, the agency considers whether “[s]pecific eco-
nomic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations . . . make infeasible the miti-
gation measures or alternatives identified in the environmental impact report.” 
(§ 21081, subd. (a)(3).) Broader considerations of policy thus come into play when the 
decision-making body is considering actual feasibility than when the EIR preparer is 
assessing potential feasibility of the alternatives. 

As discussed in Section 6.7.2 of the Draft Subsequent EIR, the EIR concludes that neither provid-
ing cash payments to utility customers within SSJID’s territory nor payments to PG&E on behalf 
of such customers as consideration for PG&E providing electric utility bill credits to such cus-
tomers would be lawful, and therefore the cash payment/bill credit alternative would not be 
feasible. 

On the subject of the general legal principles applicable to a lead agency’s choice of alternatives 
for inclusion in an EIR, see Response I-24 above. 

I-34 The comment claims that the credit program would not be an illegal gift of public funds because 
the use of SSJID’s excess funds to reduce its customers’ electricity bills is a public purpose that is 
within the public entity’s [SSJID’s] jurisdiction. The EIR concludes that using SSJID funds in this 
way provides no eligible function or service. 

As noted in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 6.7.2, the purposes for which irrigation districts are 
formed are set forth in the California Water Code and are limited to providing certain specified 
functions and services. These include constructing, owning and operating facilities to provide 
irrigation,12 drainage,13 electric,14 flood control,15 and rock, sand and cement services.16 Provid-
ing cash payments to PG&E electric customers or payments to PG&E on behalf of such cus-
tomers would not appear to serve any of these specific public purposes for which irrigation 
districts may be formed. The commenter may disagree with this analysis, but as noted in the 
Draft Subsequent EIR (p. 6-35), absent constructing, owning, or operating the facilities, 
transferring surplus revenues from SSJID to PG&E customers in the form of cash payments or to 
PG&E as consideration for PG&E providing bill credits to its electric customers in SSJID’s territory 
would violate the prohibition against gifts of public funds. 

                                                            
12 California Water Code §§ 22075-22079.   
13 California Water Code §§ 22095-22099.   
14 California Water Code §§ 22115-22124.   
15 California Water Code § 22160.   
16 California Government Code § 55500.   
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I-35 The comment requests analysis of a “reduced size alternative” with a suggestion that SSJID 
could provide electric service to a smaller area than across its entire jurisdiction. The comment 
speculates that providing electric service over a smaller geographic area may reduce the proj-
ect’s physical impacts. 

The comment states that this EIR is unusual in that it does not analyze the impacts of a “reduced 
size alternative” without offering a suggestion of how the retail electric service area should be 
reduced and without suggesting which customers should be excluded from SSJID’s service. The 
proposed project is unique and does not lend itself to a traditional alternatives analysis such as 
with a land use development project. The availability of potential alternatives is somewhat lim-
ited and the comment does not offer any new alternatives that should be considered. 

Developing an alternative electric distribution system that only serves certain customers would 
increase the duplication of facilities, as described in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 6.7.1, 
Duplicate Electric Distribution Facilities Alternative. Such a design would leave three electric ser-
vice providers within the SSJID territory by adding a partial SSJID system to the existing territory 
already shared by PG&E and MID (MSR Figure 4-7). 

The Draft Subsequent EIR (Table 2-3 and Table 2-4) describes the various electric distribution 
system modifications and construction activities necessary to address boundary issues and to 
separate the proposed SSJID system from the existing PG&E system. The Draft Subsequent EIR 
Project Description (Section 2.4, p. 2-14) also illustrates that acquiring the existing facilities from 
PG&E avoids the need for SSJID to construct duplicate facilities associated with multiple service 
providers in the territory (see MSR Figure 4-7 for the existing service areas). Approximately one-
half of the construction would be necessary to address the boundary issues (Draft Subsequent 
EIR Table 2-2). To design an alternative that would serve a smaller geographic area would 
require developing new service area boundaries. The “reduced” SSJID electric boundaries may 
or may not fit the configuration of the existing circuits, which could increase the amount of con-
struction necessary to address boundary issues. 

The Draft Subsequent EIR identifies mitigation throughout Section 3 to reduce each potentially 
significant impact to a less than significant level. Because a third service provider could readily 
increase the need for duplicate facilities and the amount of construction for SSJID boundary 
issues, a reduced size alternative would not necessarily avoid any physical impacts, nor would it 
avoid the need for mitigation identified in the Draft Subsequent EIR. 

On the subject of the general legal principles applicable to a lead agency’s choice of alternatives 
for inclusion in an EIR, see Response I-24 above. 

I-36 The comment identifies a portion of the Draft Subsequent EIR introduction that describes how 
the baseline is considered in the analysis. In asserting that the analysis used an improper base-
line, the comment cites one page (Draft Subsequent EIR Section 1.4.3, p. 1-7) of the document. 
The text excerpt states that “[t]o understand the potential environmental effects attributable to 
the project, this analysis identifies reasonably foreseeable actions for providing future municipal 
services in comparison with actions for the expected continuation of providing existing 
services.” 

Although the comment suggests that this passage describes a future condition, the passage does 
not do so. The key words here are “continuation of providing existing services.” This demon-
strates that the analysis did not use as its baseline a hypothetical future condition of the kind 
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forbidden by CEQA case law. The text shows that certain “existing services” (i.e., existing condi-
tions) would be continued. This assumption is not inconsistent with the use of existing condi-
tions as the baseline for assessing impacts. In Communities for a Better Environment v. South 
Coast Air Quality Management Dist. (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310, 320 (CBE), the California Supreme 
Court held that, in general, CEQA documents should assess projects’ impacts based on a com-
parison of post-project conditions against “existing conditions.” But the court emphasized that 
“[n]either CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines mandates a uniform, inflexible rule for determination of 
the existing conditions baseline.” Rather, an agency enjoys the discretion to decide, in the first 
instance, exactly how the existing physical conditions without the project can most realistically 
be measured, subject to review, as with all CEQA factual determinations, for support by substan-
tial evidence.” (Emphasis added.) Here, the EIR treats “existing conditions” as current conditions 
assumed to continue into the future. Nothing in this approach is at odds with the principles laid 
out by the Supreme Court in its CBE decisions. 

This Final Subsequent EIR clarifies the passage in Draft Subsequent EIR Section 1.4.3, Baseline 
Practices Already in Effect, and to be consistent with the presentation in Draft Subsequent EIR 
Section 2.3.1, Sphere Plan and Municipal Services Review, Section 1.4.3 is revised as follows. 

Incremental Environmental Impacts. A substantial portion of the environmental effects of 
providing future municipal services will be in response to the existing commitments of the 
providers. Adoption or approval of the MSR, expanded Sphere of Influence, annexation, 
and/or retail electricity plan would only lead to an incremental change. To understand the 
potential environmental effects attributable to the project, this analysis identifies 
reasonably foreseeable actions for providing future municipal services in comparison with 
actions for the expected continuation of providing existing services. Activities that are previ-
ously approved and are operational are part of the existing environmental setting and the 
baseline for environmental analysis. 

I-37 The comment asserts that two mitigation measures from the Draft Subsequent EIR are improp-
erly deferred. Mitigation Measure 3.5-4a includes preparing a Paleontological Monitoring and 
Treatment Plan, under certain circumstances, and the comment is concerned that the mitigation 
does not include specific performance standards or identification of components of the plan, 
and that this is deferred mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure 3.5-4a would require a qualified paleontologist to follow the technical 
standards that apply to his or her profession in order to formulate a Paleontological Monitoring 
and Treatment Plan, and this would not qualify as “improperly deferred mitigation measures.” 
CEQA allows lead agencies to defer the formulation of detailed mitigation measures in some 
instances. Such deferral is appropriate where the eventual final mitigation plan must satisfy 
environmentally protective “performance standards” built into a mitigation measure as 
adopted. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(1)(B).) Even so, however, not all legally ade-
quate mitigation measures need to have performance standards built into them. For example, in 
Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884, the Court of Appeal 
upheld as adequate certain mitigation measures that required further, site-specific, design-level 
geotechnical reports. These reports were to determine how each specific building in the project 
area would have to comply with various building code requirements, including those dealing 
with seismic concerns. This approach did not constitute impermissible deferral, the court said, 
because the EIR’s discussion of the applicable code section, combined with other information in 
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the EIR, demonstrated that relevant code standards could be feasibly achieved and would be 
sufficient to mitigate impacts to less than significant levels. (Id. at pp. 898-899, 906-910.) 

Mitigation Measure 3.5-4a does not defer mitigation for any potential impacts to paleontolog-
ical resources. Mitigation Measure 3.5-4a requires proper treatment of paleontological 
resources because SSJID would hire a vertebrate paleontologist that would be qualified to the 
Standard Guidelines established by the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP, 1995), which 
have standard procedures for assessment of paleontological resources to further evaluate the 
sensitivity of the area underlying ground disturbance. If the paleontologist determines there is 
moderate, high, or unknown paleontological sensitivity a qualified paleontologist under the 
Standard Guidelines established by the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology would design a 
worker education program and Paleontological Monitoring and Treatment Plan as necessary. 
The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology has established procedures for worker education pro-
grams and a Monitoring and Treatment Plan; see Standard Procedures for the Assessment and 
Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to Paleontological Resources (SVP, 2010). 

The treatment of paleontological discoveries as required by Mitigation Measure 3.5-4a would 
preserve the value of the resources for the information and knowledge they can yield when 
properly analyzed by knowledgeable scientists. Mitigation Measure 3.5-4a would require a qual-
ified paleontologist to follow the technical standards that apply to the profession in order to 
formulate a Paleontological Monitoring and Treatment Plan. This plan will assure that any fossils 
encountered during construction activities will be properly analyzed for the information they 
can contribute to human scientific knowledge. This end result would achieve the standard of 
avoiding destruction of the resource, because it would provide an increase in human under-
standing of that resource, which is different from the end result that more typical ecological 
result that most CEQA mitigation measures try to achieve. 

I-38 The comment notes that Draft Subsequent EIR Mitigation Measure 3.4-1a includes providing a 
Worker Environmental Awareness Program. The comment asserts that the mitigation does not 
include specific performance standards or potential components of the program, and that this is 
deferred mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1a requires – among many other things – providing a Worker Environ-
mental Awareness Program as a training mechanism under the guidance of a defined cultural 
resources specialist, which provides a foundation for avoiding impacts to cultural resources. The 
comment fails to put this component of Mitigation Measure 3.4-1a into context as it is part of 
many substantive standards built into the remainder of the measure. 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1a requires a Cultural Resources Treatment Plan with a number of pro-
cedures including a Worker Environmental Awareness Program. The mitigation measure spe-
cifically dictates that the Worker Environmental Awareness Program must be prepared by a 
cultural resources specialist whose training must conform to the U.S. Secretary of Interior’s Pro-
fessional Qualifications Standards (Title 36, Code of Federal Regulations, part 61) and who 
meets the Professional Qualifications Standards mandated by the California Office of Historic 
Preservation. The mitigation measure notes that the Worker Environmental Awareness Program 
sets out the performance standard of training construction personnel in proper identification 
and treatment of cultural resources, particularly buried resources. 
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For reasons similar to those identified in Response I-37, Mitigation Measure 3.4-1a is legally 
valid. For the training component of this complex mitigation measure, when taken as a whole, 
the intended end result is increased knowledge within the minds of construction workers, as 
opposed to a particular result on the landscape itself. More importantly, Mitigation Measure 
3.4-1a does not rely exclusively on workers’ improved understandings as the sole strategy for 
protecting various cultural resources. Rather, the measure when taken as a whole lays out a 
series of standards to be applied and environmental end results to be achieved. In focusing on a 
single piece of the measure, the comment ignores the context in which it occurs and ignores the 
full strategy for protecting cultural resources shown in the measure. 

I-39 The comment asserts that the Draft Subsequent EIR must be revised and recirculated. LAFCo 
prepared a Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR in July 2012. The Partially Recirculated 
Draft Subsequent EIR provides new information regarding a potentially feasible project alterna-
tive, revises the environmentally superior alternative in the Draft Subsequent EIR, and replaces 
the environmental analysis that was in the Draft Subsequent EIR, Section 6.7.4 (Community 
Choice Aggregation Alternative). 

Recirculation of other portions of the Draft Subsequent EIR is not required. CEQA requires a lead 
agency to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to the EIR after public 
notice is given but before certification. New information added to the EIR is not considered “sig-
nificant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity 
to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to 
mitigate or avoid such an effect (CEQA Guidelines §15088.5). This Final Subsequent EIR does not 
present “significant” new information; it presents the revisions made necessary by all the com-
ments on the Draft Subsequent EIR. As noted in the Draft Subsequent EIR, and clarified in the 
Final Subsequent EIR with these responses to comments, the Project Description includes the 
actions that are proposed and sufficient detail for evaluation and review of the environmental 
impact (CEQA Guidelines §15124). No other change to the EIR is necessary. 
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Responses to Comment Set J – PG&E’s May 11, 2012 Submission 

J-1 PG&E’s May 11, 2012 submission contains a technical review of two reports from February 2010 
and July 2011 that are used as references in the Draft Subsequent EIR Project Description and 
Mitigation Measure 3.9-4a, Border-Area Service Plan (the Siemens reports). The comment gives 
PG&E’s assessment of the engineering analyses prepared by Siemens Power Technologies 
International (Siemens PTI) for SSJID. The EIR relies on these studies from SSJID for the proposed 
Retail Electric Service Project Design (Section 2.4 of the Draft Subsequent EIR), while noting that 
SSJID expects to continue further engineering analysis in order to refine its plans (Draft Subse-
quent EIR, p. 2-15). This response focuses on addressing potential environmental issues raised 
by PG&E as part of this review of the Siemens reports. 

The February 2010 Siemens report details the proposed retail electric service project design. 
The February 2010 technical report was used as a reference in the Draft Subsequent EIR Project 
Description and was cited as: 

¾ Siemens PTI. 2010. Distribution Network Inventory and Severance Issues Report. Prepared 
for: South San Joaquin Irrigation District (SSJID). Prepared by: Siemens Power Technologies 
International, Nelson J. Bacalao. February 2010. 

The July 2011 Siemens report details options for the Border-Area Service Plan of EIR Mitigation 
Measure 3.9-4a. The July 2011 technical report was used as a reference in the Draft Subsequent 
EIR analysis of mitigation options for utility system disruptions (Impact 3.9-4 in Section 3.9 and 
the Attachment to Section 3.9) and was cited as: 

¾ Siemens PTI. 2011. Plan to Supply Consumers in the Southern Region of SSJID Outside the 
Service Territory if MID to Commercialize Option is Unavailable. Prepared by: Siemens Power 
Technologies International, Nelson J. Bacalao. July 2011. 

PG&E’s comments on the Draft Subsequent EIR (Comment Set I) and on the two Siemens reports 
raised concerns on whether SSJID’s severance plan would negatively affect the reliability of 
PG&E’s service to customers remaining with PG&E after implementation of SSJID’s proposed 
retail electric service. PG&E’s comments on the Siemens reports raise the following issues: 

¾ Severance would degrade reliability for PG&E’s remaining customers due to an increased 
distance from substations, a less flexible circuit design, and an increase in pole intensity; 

¾ Siemens’ reports understate the severance costs and does not incorporate additional costs 
that PG&E would incur due to studies or other work; 

¾ Severance would increase PG&E’s line losses due to the increased distance to the substations; 

¾ Siemens’ plan to serve customers south of River Road would not work; 

¾ Adding new circuits underneath existing lines is not a preferred solution for reasons of safety, 
reliability, and serviceability; 

¾ The present circuit loading is higher than Siemens assumes and new substations may be 
required; 

¾ Some intersections of distribution lines and transmission lines may violate CPUC General 
Order 95; 
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¾ Severance would degrade service for remaining PG&E customers served by the Vierra and 
Avena substations and PG&E would require two new substations; 

¾ The severance plan for the Ripon Substation is unclear and would require a physical separation; 

¾ The severance plan to serve customers from the Riverbank Substation would not work because 
it underestimated PG&E’s load; 

¾ The severance plan includes SSJID and PG&E sharing transformer busses in the Manteca Sub-
station which is unacceptable, SSJID should build a fence to separate the two utilities; 

¾ The Manteca Substation would require an additional study; 

¾ The severance plan appears to leave some customers within the SSJID service territory boun-
daries with PG&E and some customers who would remain with PG&E without a means for 
PG&E to serve them; 

¾ Siemens did not do a complete inventory of PG&E’s facilities, underestimated the PG&E 
inventory, and does not criticize the design of PG&E’s system; and 

¾ PG&E concludes by providing conditions for LAFCo to adopt for the safety, reliability and ser-
viceability of PG&E’s remaining system should LAFCo approve SSJID’s takeover plan. 

The Draft Subsequent EIR includes environmental analysis to address PG&E’s concerns regarding 
system reliability (Section 3.9, Socioeconomics, Public Services, and Utilities); pole intensity (Sec-
tion 3.10, Transportation and Traffic and Section 3.11, Visual Resources); safety and service-
ability (Section 3.9, Socioeconomics, Public Services, and Utilities). The EIR finds that after imple-
mentation of the recommended mitigation measures, these impacts would be reduced to a less 
than significant level. 

The PG&E assessment of the Siemens work finds locations where additional facilities would 
need to be installed to retain PG&E’s reliability and flexibility in operating the remaining system. 
LAFCo requested that Siemens review its earlier design work in light of PG&E’s comments. In 
response, Siemens provided LAFCo with a third study detailing optional construction that could 
be used to retain PG&E’s reliability and flexibility. The June 2012 Siemens report (provided in 
Attachment 1 of this Final Subsequent EIR) describes Siemens’ solutions to the engineering 
issues raised by PG&E in its May 11, 2012 review of the proposed project design.1 The optional 
construction in Siemens’ June 2012 report would result in minor changes to the Project 
Description that are shown in this Final Subsequent EIR Section B.3, Revisions to the Draft 
Subsequent EIR. 

PG&E’s comment asserts that Siemens’ reports are flawed, while noting that Siemens “did not 
have access to many of the facilities it wished to study.” In turn, the Draft Subsequent EIR 
recognizes that: “the proposed construction represents SSJID’s best estimate to meet the needs 
of future growth, but details may change due to unforeseeable circumstances and/or additional 
engineering analysis” and that “minor changes in the construction proposal” are anticipated and 
within the scope of impact analysis (Draft Subsequent EIR, p. 2-15). Such minor changes would 

                                                            
1  Siemens PTI. 2012. Options for providing backup service to PG&E Feeders once SSJID acquires Manteca substa-

tion. Prepared for SSJID by Siemens Power Technologies International, Nelson J. Bacalao. June 2012.  
(Included as Attachment 1 of this Final Subsequent EIR.) 
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result in no significant environmental impacts, nor would there be a substantial change in the 
severity of any impact, and no additional mitigation would be necessary. 

The comment explains PG&E’s opinion that its reliability and flexibility in operating the remain-
ing system would be diminished. The Siemens June 2012 report describes possible solutions to 
the engineering issues raised by PG&E. The comment claims that with SSJID separation from the 
Vierra and Avena substations, PG&E would require two new substations. However, as described 
in Responses I-14 and I-16, Siemens disagrees that two new PG&E substations would be needed. 
This Final Subsequent EIR describes the optional facilities that Siemens recommends for provid-
ing the backup service to address PG&E’s reliability concerns (see Section B.3 of this Final Subse-
quent EIR, as revisions to Draft Subsequent EIR Table 2-3). 

This Final Subsequent EIR also notes that construction options, such as undergrounding certain 
segments or constructing certain segments as a separate overhead distribution line may be 
required, and that these would be of a design similar to those described for the project (see 
revisions the Project Description in the Final Subsequent EIR Section B.3). Other modifications 
that would be minor may include a fence inside Manteca Substation. Additionally, this Final Sub-
sequent EIR includes revisions (Section B.4, Expanded Analysis of the Border-Area Service Plan) 
to clarify how implementing the Border-Area Service Plan would add a physical separation for 
the PG&E portion of the Ripon Substation. 

Detailed responses to the technical comments made by PG&E on the Siemens reports are not 
required by CEQA because the comments did not raise environmental issues. The comments 
made by PG&E on the project design do not directly address adequacy of the EIR or the analysis 
of environmental consequences of the project. This Final Subsequent EIR (Section C, Responses 
to Comment Set I) includes detailed responses to PG&E’s comments on environmental issues 
that relate to the project design (see in particular Responses to I-14 and I-16). 

PG&E’s assessment of the technical issues, such as system reliability, and project costs are noted 
as areas of controversy. The EIR need not settle disagreements in areas of controversy. The 
State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15151) require the EIR to include a sufficient degree of analysis 
to provide decision-makers with information which enables them to make a decision that takes 
account of environmental consequences. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR 
inadequate, but the EIR must disclose for the decision-makers the main points of disagreement 
among the experts. 
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Responses to Comment Set K – PG&E’s Comments on the Partially-Recirculated 
Draft Subsequent EIR 

K-1 PG&E’s comments on the Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR focus on the additional, 
potentially feasible project alternative (Community Choice Aggregation Alternative). As noted by 
the comment, the alternative would eliminate all impacts related to separation of the electrical 
system for SSJID’s retail electric service because PG&E would continue to own and maintain the 
facilities for serving retail end-users, and no construction or modification of electric distribution 
facilities would occur (Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR, p. 2-13).  This makes the 
alternative environmentally superior when compared to the proposed project (Partially 
Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR, Section 2.7.1). After implementation of the recommended 
mitigation measures, the impacts of the proposed project and any alternatives would be 
reduced to a less than significant level. 

K-2 PG&E requests that LAFCo decision-makers ignore statements from SSJID that it has no interest 
in pursuing CCA. As noted elsewhere, the Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR focuses on 
the additional, potentially feasible project alternative (Community Choice Aggregation Alterna-
tive). The ultimate feasibility of this alternative is not something that is determined in this docu-
ment since CEQA mandates only that the EIR consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 
alternatives.  A more definitive determination of the feasibility of the Community Choice Aggre-
gation Alternative must be made by the LAFCo commissioners themselves, and would likely be 
based the entire record and in light of many factors, including economic, environmental, legal, 
social, and technological factors (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15364).  In the context of this 
project, those factors would likely include (1) the consistency of the CCA with the project objec-
tives set forth in the Draft Subsequent EIR, (2) the ability to identify a project sponsor for CCA, 
(3) local interest and public support, (4) political support or opposition, (5) economic considera-
tions, and (6) policy considerations of importance to LAFCo. 

K-3 The comment notes that permission for SSJID’s proposed activities must be provided by the 
Cities of Manteca, Escalon, Ripon. The Draft Subsequent EIR (Table 1-1) identifies the permits 
that must be obtained by SSJID, and these may be conditioned by the issuing agencies. The com-
ment claims that implementing SSJID’s electric service plan would not require approval from San 
Joaquin County, but the Draft Subsequent EIR notes that LAFCo has the discretion to approve or 
deny SSJID’s proposal. As noted above, LAFCo has determined that the CCA alternative is poten-
tially feasible for purposes of environmental review, and that alternative is analyzed in Partially 
Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR. The commenter’s preferences for the CCA, and opinions 
about the ease of its implementation, are noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers. 

K-4 PG&E recommends that LAFCo reject SSJID’s proposal based on potentially significant impacts 
on local public services. The comment claims that the EIR includes a presumption of no 
significant unavoidable impacts (raised by PG&E in Comment Set I; e.g., see Response I-9 and 
Response I-23). However, this Final Subsequent EIR includes detailed responses to these claims 
and reasoned analysis rather than presumption. The potentially significant impacts of the pro-
posed project and any alternatives would be reduced to a less than significant level through the 
recommended mitigation measures, and CEQA does not mandate approval of “the environmen-
tally superior alternative” (Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR, p. 2-16) where all signifi-
cant impacts can be addressed by other means such as mitigation. 
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K-5 PG&E recommends that LAFCo reject SSJID’s proposal due to policy concerns, including environ-
mental impacts, potential disruption to customers, duplicative facilities, and feasibility issues.  
This EIR discloses the potential project impacts (Draft Subsequent EIR Section 2.4.3 and Impact 
3.9-4), identifies the potential disruption to customers, and describes the proposed facilities, 
and mitigation measures are identified where needed to avoid significant impacts. The EIR also 
discloses that while avoiding project impacts, implementing the Community Choice Aggregation 
Alternative would be subject to limitations (Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR, pp. 2-5 
to 2-6).  No other environmental comments were raised.  The commenter’s preferences for the 
CCA, and opinions about the ease of its implementation, are noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers. 

K-6 The comment claims that SSJID’s “primary objectives” would be better accomplished by forming 
a CCA. The EIR states that the alternative would in part satisfy SSJID’s project objectives regard-
ing electric services (Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR, p. 2-12) although SSJID 
disagrees with this conclusion (see Comment Set L). 

The comment outlines a scenario of CCA customers receiving cash benefits from SSJID’s 
hydroelectric resources, and the EIR analysis is for the environmental impacts of a CCA with pos-
sible electric rate reductions that are not quantified but that may be achievable.  Potential rate 
reductions cannot be quantified because there is no detailed CCA implementation plan before 
LAFCo, and establishing a CCA program is not part of the application before LAFCo. Without a 
specific CCA proposal that specifies how economic benefits may be distributed, there is no way 
to assess the potential economic effects. No other environmental comments were raised.  The 
commenter’s preferences for the CCA are noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers. 

This comment also states that the Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR “unfairly slants 
the discussion” by indicating that customers can decide to join the CCA. However, the Partially 
Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR (pp. 2-6 and 2-12) correctly states that customers do not 
need to join in but rather are provided with the option to opt-out of the CCA. Additionally, PG&E 
asserts that a customer who decides to opt-out of the CCA does not make a final decision, and 
that customers can opt-in at a later time. The Public Utilities Code Section 366.2(c)(2) indicates 
that each customer has a right to opt-out of the CCA and absent such a declaration, that 
customer would be served by the CCA. 

K-7 The comment identifies some of PG&E’s concerns on service reliability and impacts to safety 
(also in Comment Set J), and notes how CCA would avoid these consequences. The EIR describes 
the potential impacts (Draft Subsequent EIR Impact 3.6-6 and Impact 3.9-4) and concludes that 
the Community Choice Aggregation Alternative would avoid all potential impacts related to 
SSJID acquiring or modifying PG&E’s facilities.  The EIR also describes the potentially significant 
impacts of the proposed project and concludes that all impacts would be reduced to a less than 
significant level through the recommended mitigation measures. As noted above, CEQA does 
not mandate approval of “the environmentally superior alternative” (Partially Recirculated Draft 
Subsequent EIR, p.2-16) where all significant impacts can be addressed by other means such as 
mitigation. No other environmental comments were raised. The commenter’s preferences for 
the CCA are noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers. See also Response J-1. 

K-8 The comment identifies some of PG&E’s concerns on impacts to public utility facilities (also in 
Comment Set J), and notes how CCA would avoid these consequences. The EIR describes the 
potential impacts (Draft Subsequent EIR Impact 3.9-4 and Impact 3.9-5) and concludes that the 
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Community Choice Aggregation Alternative would avoid all potential impacts related to SSJID 
acquiring or modifying PG&E’s facilities. See also Response J-1. 

PG&E states that it may be impossible for SSJID to implement a takeover plan that maintains 
local government revenue neutrality. However, a takeover plan that maintains local government 
revenue neutrality, while challenging in many aspects, may be accomplished. Additionally, it is 
important to note that LAFCo has broad powers with respect to its ability to place conditions 
under Government Code Section 56886 to in approving a public entity’s application. In a 
decision by the California Attorney General, 89 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen. 173 (2006), the question 
arose as to whether LAFCo was able to condition its approval of the incorporation of a city upon 
voters within the proposed city approving a general tax. The Honorable John. J. Sansone stated 
that “General taxes constitute one of a virtually limitless array of factors upon which a LAFCO 
may condition its approval of a change of organization”2 (at p. 2). 

The comment also expresses a concern that the financial effects of the project on local govern-
ment revenues would be detrimental to the provision of local public services, including police 
and fire protection. The comment is concerned with whether SSJID’s proposal would fully 
reimburse local jurisdictions. The Draft Subsequent EIR (p. 2-49) discloses that the project may 
not fully reimburse local jurisdictions, despite the revenue neutrality that is part of SSJID’s 
proposal. Because the proposal of revenue neutrality is not the subject of EIR study, no physical 
changes to the supply or demand of the public services are foreseeable due to the financial 
effects of the proposal. 

K-9 PG&E claims that implementing a “CCA is more potentially feasible than takeover.” The com-
ment identifies steps related to the SSJID providing retail electric service to end-use customers, 
as proposed, and compares them with steps to establish a CCA.  The information includes recent 
views on PG&E working fairly with prospective CCA entities. Absent any detailed CCA implemen-
tation plan for comparison with the proposed project, it would be speculative to compare the 
relative ease of forming a CCA. No environmental comments were raised.  The commenter’s 
views on the feasibility of the CCA alternative and preferences for the CCA are noted and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers. See also Response K-3. 

K-10 The comment claims that CCA would provide advantages in local control that would not occur 
with SSJID’s proposal.  The comment notes that each community and each individual customer 
has the choice to either not enter a CCA or opt out. The comment also notes that SSJID’s 
proposal would preclude forming a CCA in the future. PG&E notes how individuals may choose 
for CCA participation, which increases individual customer choice in power supply, and that CCA 
would only be an option within areas served by an investor-owned utility such as PG&E. This 
information does not contradict the EIR, which states the Public Utilities Code now allows CCA 
formation by entities like SSJID. The EIR analyzes the impacts of CCA as a potentially feasible 
alternative to SSJID taking full ownership and operational responsibilities for electric distribu-
tion, meaning that CCA would be an alternative to SSJID purchasing generation, metering and 
delivering electricity to the end-user, responding to customer service concerns, and sending 
monthly bills (Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR, pp. 2-5 to 2-6). PG&E’s comments 
that highlight the relative features of CCA programs do not directly address adequacy of the EIR 
or the analysis of environmental consequences of the project. The commenter’s views on the 

                                                            
2  See also, Board of Supervisors v. Local Agency Formation Com., (1992) 3 Cal.4th 903, 912 (discussing Section 

56844 which was the predecessor of Section 56886). 
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feasibility of the CCA alternative and preferences for the CCA are noted and will be forwarded to 
the decision-makers. See also Response I-31. 

K-11 The comment provides PG&E’s opinions on the viability of SSJID’s project design, including 
claims on reliability, rates, and public purpose programs. Detailed responses to the technical 
comments made by PG&E on the rate design and public purpose programs are not required by 
CEQA because the comments did not raise significant environmental issues. The comments 
made by PG&E on the project design do not directly address adequacy of the EIR or the analysis 
of environmental consequences of the project. The commenter’s views on the feasibility of the 
CCA alternative and preferences for the CCA are noted and will be forwarded to the decision-
makers. 

K-12 The comment notes that forming a CCA would meet most project objectives. The EIR states that 
the alternative is potentially feasible and would in part satisfy SSJID’s project objectives regard-
ing electric services. (Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR, p. 2-12.) The comment goes on 
to analyze each objective and describe a scenario of CCA customers receiving cash benefits from 
SSJID’s hydroelectric resources. See Response K-6 regarding quantification of potential rate 
reductions, which would depend on specific CCA implementation plans that have not yet been 
developed by any public agency or other entity. The environmental analysis does not rely on any 
conclusions about electric service rates, project costs, or the economic viability of the plan to 
provide retail electric service, which are noted areas of controversy. The Partially Recirculated 
Draft Subsequent EIR includes the necessary environmental analysis under the presumption that 
forming a CCA would meet most project objectives. The commenter’s views on the feasibility of 
the CCA alternative and preferences for the CCA are noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers. 

K-13 The comment claims that the Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR contains no analysis of 
SSJID accomplishing its objective of rate reductions with relative ease through a CCA. PG&E’s 
assessment of project costs is a noted area of controversy. As noted in Response J-1, Response 
K-12, and elsewhere, the environmental analysis does not rely on any conclusions about electric 
service rates, project costs, or the economic viability of the plan to provide retail electric service. 
Similarly, as noted in Response K-3 and elsewhere, there is no detailed CCA implementation plan 
for comparison with the proposed project, and so it would be speculative to compare the rela-
tive ease of forming a CCA. The comments made by PG&E on the relative ease and economic 
viability of the Community Choice Aggregation Alternative do not directly address adequacy of 
the EIR or the analysis of environmental consequences of the project. The commenter’s views 
on the feasibility of the CCA alternative and preferences for the CCA are noted and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers.  As required by CEQA, LAFCo will rely on this EIR in evaluating 
the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  LAFCo of course may look to many other 
documents, including these comments, and detailed reports submitted by SSJID when finally 
making a determination merits of approving the proposed project. 
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C.6 Comments from SSJID 
Comment Set L, South San Joaquin Irrigation District 

 

L-1 
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Comment Set L, cont.  
South San Joaquin Irrigation District 

 

L-1 cont. 
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Comment Set L, cont.  
South San Joaquin Irrigation District 

 

L-1 cont. 
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Comment Set L, cont.  
South San Joaquin Irrigation District 

 

L-1 cont. 
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Comment Set L, cont.  
South San Joaquin Irrigation District 

 

L-1 cont. 
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Comment Set L, cont.  
South San Joaquin Irrigation District 

 

L-1 cont. 
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Comment Set L, cont.  
South San Joaquin Irrigation District 

 

L-1 cont. 
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Comment Set L, cont.  
South San Joaquin Irrigation District 

 

L-1 cont. 
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Comment Set L, cont.  
South San Joaquin Irrigation District 

 

L-1 cont. 
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Comment Set L, cont.  
South San Joaquin Irrigation District 

 

L-1 cont. 
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Comment Set L, cont.  
South San Joaquin Irrigation District 

 

L-1 cont. 
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Comment Set L, cont.  
South San Joaquin Irrigation District 

 

L-1 cont. 
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C.7 Responses to Comments from SSJID 

Responses to Comment Set L – South San Joaquin Irrigation District 

L-1 SSJID states that Community Choice Aggregation would not meet SSJID’s key objectives and that 
implementing a CCA program would be impractical and economically infeasible. The comments 
identify differences between implementing a CCA program and SSJID’s Plan to Provide Retail 
Electric Services as well as potential legal uncertainties in SSJID becoming a Community Choice 
Aggregator or providing electric services through a CCA. 

The Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR analyzed the potential environmental impacts of 
a Community Choice Aggregation Alternative as one “no-build” alternative that would not 
involve SSJID’s acquisition or modification of PG&E’s facilities. The “no-build” alternatives are 
considered separately from the No Project Alternative, which is required by CEQA (see Partially 
Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR Sections 2.2 to 2.4). 

The EIR acknowledges the fundamental differences between establishing a CCA program and 
implementing SSJID’s proposed project. The commenter notes, essentially, that because the 
SSJID plan to provide electric service is based on SSJID’s purchase of the distribution system 
from PG&E with SSJID providing service to all electric end-users, any decision by LAFCo in favor 
of selecting the Community Choice Aggregation Alternative as opposed to the proposed project 
will be equivalent to denial of SSJID’s Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service (Partially 
Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR, p. 2-5). Establishing a CCA program is not part of the 
application before LAFCo, and in SSJID’s view, SSJID could not legally or economically implement 
such an alternative. 

Reasonable Alternatives to Achieve a Basic Goal of the Project. The comment asserts that 
SSJID’s “essential objectives” would not be met with a CCA. Implementing a CCA program under 
the alternative would not result in SSJID acquiring, owning, or operating the electric distribution 
system; PG&E would remain the entity responsible for delivering electricity to each end-user. As 
such, the alternative would not implement the proposed retail electric service. After the release 
of the Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR, SSJID amended the objectives in the Second 
Supplement to its application, as follows:   

“The project objectives set forth in SSJID’s application are amended so as to recognize an 
essential element implicit in SSJID’s Plan that has not been specifically set forth in the stated 
project objectives. SSJID’s Plan is, in essence, a plan for long term investment in the future 
of the communities SSJID serves. Under its Plan, SSJID will invest its capital, and a portion of 
future Tri-Dam and Tri-Dam Power Authority revenues, if necessary, in acquiring, owning 
and operating the electric distribution system in the area in order to provide full retail 
electric service. Over time, the ownership of these distribution assets will pay dividends to 
SSJID, and the local communities and ratepayers it serves, in the form of lower costs of 
providing electric service and lower retail electricity rates. This in turn, will provide long-
term stimulus to and economic growth in the local economy.” (SSJID Second Supplement to 
its application, September 13, 2012.) 

To be sure that the scope of alternatives analyzed in the EIR is not unduly limited or narrow, the 
EIR takes a broader view of the project objectives.  Under CEQA, an EIR can examine alternatives 
that are “potentially” feasible and that do not attain all of the project objectives. (CEQA 
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Guidelines section 15126.6[a].) This means that the EIR can and does consider alternatives that 
do not involve acquiring the PG&E’s electric distribution system. Establishing a CCA program is 
one alternative that may feasibly achieve a basic objective of the project: to reduce electric 
rates and the cost of electric service. Although SSJID disagrees with the EIR conclusion that a 
CCA program would achieve that goal, at this time, there is no detailed CCA proposal to assess, 
and the alternative is at least potentially feasible. 

The comment describes substantial economic and operational differences between 
implementing a CCA program and SSJID’s Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service. In order to 
understand some of the economic and operational differences, decision-makers would need to 
consider the following: 

¾ Implementing Entity. The proposed project has SSJID as the sole sponsor. In contrast, a CCA 
may only aggregate the loads of customers within cities or counties that have requested by 
resolution implementation of the CCA program, requiring separate resolutions by San Joaquin 
County and by the cities. Additionally, SSJID’s comment asserts that it could not legally or 
economically attempt to implement a CCA as a sole sponsor across SSJID’s entire service area, 
although LAFCo legal analysis disagrees with this interpretation. (See Neumiller & Beardslee 
Letter to James E. Glaser, Executive Officer, LAFCo. Re: Further Review of Alternatives. April 
12, 2012.) In any event, SSJID has indicated that it would not do so, whether it is legally 
empowered or not.  Because there is no active sponsor, the most likely path to establishing a 
CCA would require either a separate public agency or other entity to come forward, or be 
formed, or it would require a new direction from the SSJID Board of Directors. In the 
knowledge of LAFCo staff, no public agencies in San Joaquin County have yet taken any official 
steps or devoted any resources to forming a CCA. However, implementing a CCA remains 
feasible because it is possible for SSJID to do so.  

¾ Implementation Plan. The proposed project includes SSJID’s plan to provide retail electric 
service, as part of SSJID’s original 2009 application, including supplements, a detailed business 
plan, and independent appraisals as part of the record. In contrast, forming a CCA would 
require a new, detailed CCA implementation plan describing CCA operations including its 
governance, startup phasing, power supply resource plan, and rate-setting process. Although 
agencies in San Joaquin County have not developed these aspects of a CCA, it is possible for 
SSJID to do so.   

¾ Financial Plan. The proposed project has been the subject of economic evaluation as part of 
LAFCo review since SSJID filed the 2009 application. The business plan for SSJID’s proposed 
retail electric service has been studied by market experts under LAFCo direction, culminating 
with expert reports issued in 2010 and 2011. Additionally, SSJID’s proposed service has been 
the subject of CPUC review and opinion in CPUC Resolution E-4301 (December 17, 2009). In 
contrast, SSJID presently indicates that it could not economically attempt to implement a CCA 
over the long term. SSJID’s opinion is based on its own analysis that has not been the subject 
of detailed public or independent review. SSJID’s assumptions for a CCA have not been 
disclosed in detail, and LAFCo staff has not vetted SSJID’s underlying work on a CCA. To 
establish a CCA, a viable financial plan would need to be prepared and subject to an 
independent review and certification by the CPUC and other interested parties.  

¾ Rate Design. The proposed project would give SSJID full control over customer rates, which 
would allow SSJID to make rate adjustments when needed to respond to economic and 
operational conditions. In contrast, the Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR describes a 
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potentially feasible project alternative without specifying the level of potential electric rate 
reduction that may be achievable through a CCA. The EIR notes that any CCA would replace 
PG&E’s rates for procurement of the power supply (purchasing generation), while other rate 
components would remain set by PG&E (Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR, pp. 2-6 
and 2-11). This leads to the conclusion that a CCA program would have less control over end-
user rates or potential discounts relative to PG&E. Specifying the level of potential rate 
reduction or economic performance in a CCA would require developing a detailed CCA 
implementation plan. Because establishing a CCA program is not part of the application 
before LAFCo, there is no specific CCA implementation plan to review. Until a public agency or 
other entity indicates an interest in establishing a CCA, the potential economic effects cannot 
be described or evaluated with any certainty. 

SSJID Claims the CCA Alternative Is Not Economically Feasible. Many factors affect the financial 
viability of a CCA when compared with SSJID’s retail electric service plan. Forecasting power 
market prices and costs relies upon an array of market assumptions that would need to be fully 
disclosed before decision-makers could assess the economic differences between a CCA 
program and SSJID’s retail electric plan. Given the previously-noted disagreement among 
experts analyzing the economic feasibility of the proposed project, similar controversy would 
surround the economic assessment of CCA as an alternative. 

Some of the financial details that would need to be developed for a CCA and subjected to public 
and independent review include:  

¾ Equity Investment and Ongoing Equity Contributions. SSJID’s proposed project would involve 
SSJID using its reserves and capital for acquiring, owning, and operating the electric 
distribution system, with SSJID investing a portion of future hydroelectric revenues, if 
necessary. In contrast, a viable CCA program would need to settle upon an amount that could 
be initially contributed by the CCA proponent to start the program. Implementing a CCA 
would involve spending capital on power purchases and other CCA expenses that may be 
different from those of the proposed project. The CCA proponent would need to identify a 
reliable source of revenues (e.g., customer electricity rates or revenue from another source 
like hydroelectric ownership). Ultimately, all of the details on available equity and projected 
revenues for a CCA would need to be subject to public and independent review. 

¾ Overall Rate Discount. The SSJID plan to provide retail electric service proposes a rate target, 
and relative reduction, as part of a business plan that has been the subject of LAFCo staff, 
CPUC, and public review. The rate target was constructed by SSJID contingent upon owning 
and operating the entire distribution system, meaning that SSJID has not represented that the 
proposed rate reduction would be derived entirely from the generation component of the 
rates or entirely from revenues of hydroelectric ownership. In contrast, there is no 
comparable business plan for a CCA program. Notably, although CCA programs in California 
may achieve rate discounts, the typical priority of CCA implementation is to promote “green” 
energy goals through CCA control of the power supply.  

The analysis of the CCA in the SSJID comment includes two key assumptions that bias that 
analysis against the CCA. The first is the use of the power price forecast by PA Consulting (at p. 5 
of comment), which accounts for the energy and capacity needed for grid reliability in the 
power supply although CCA exit fees would already cover some of the reliability costs. The 
second is that delivering an overall 15 percent discount off the full PG&E rate would continue to 
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be the objective (at p. 3 of comment). Because a CCA can only influence the generation 
component of the rates and a CCA cannot change the costs of transmission or distribution, 
achieving a full 15 percent discount implies that SSJID must be able to find and buy power at a 
cost 37 percent below PG&E’s cost, which is not likely to be feasible. As such, implementing a 
CCA would require revision of the rate reduction objective.   

An Economically Viable CCA Could be Designed and Implemented. The comment summarizes 
the results of SSJID’s economic analysis for CCA finding that CCA would not be financially viable 
when compared to SSJID’s proposed project. The comment specifies SSJID’s assumptions for the 
initial equity investment, ongoing equity contributions, and overall rate discount. Prior to 
forming a CCA, a prospective sponsor agency or other entity would need to come forward with a 
detailed CCA implementation plan for public and independent review and eventual certification 
by the CPUC. As noted above, although none exists at this time, a successful CCA 
implementation plan could be designed around the following minimum features:  

¾ Governance. A prospective sponsor agency or other entity would need to be defined. This 
could be SSJID, and if SSJID does not decide to do so, the sponsor could be a new public 
agency formed for the purpose of implementing CCA, one of the cities, or San Joaquin County 
after the governing body adopts a resolution to implement CCA. 

¾ Startup Phasing. The sponsor would need to create a CCA Implementation Plan satisfying the 
requirements of Public Utilities Code Section 366.2(c)(3). Registration with the CPUC for 
certification could occur after establishing a CCA Service Agreement, executed between the 
CCA sponsor and PG&E, and after providing evidence of insurance or a bond that covers 
certain CCA costs. Staffing could be provided by the governing body, and phase-in could 
gradually occur for certain customer classes.  

¾ Power Supply. The CCA would need to establish a power supply resource plan and make 
power purchases for its customers. The resource plan could rely on public ownership of 
power supplies (in this case, hydroelectric) and allocating publicly-owned power to the CCA 
customers, or it could rely on using CCA revenues for power purchases from other low-cost 
renewable or conventional (natural gas) resources on the behalf of CCA customers. The 
details of this resource plan would govern the CCA’s power procurement process that dictates 
whether the CCA program could achieve rate discounts or result in slightly higher customer 
rates in return for a choice in power supply.  

These implementation details and a viable financing plan would need to be developed by a 
motivated sponsor before any CCA program could become a reality. Although no sponsor 
currently exists to develop CCA implementation details, LAFCo staff and counsel view this 
alternative as “potentially feasible” within the meaning of CEQA case law and eligible for EIR 
study within the “rule of reason” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6[f]).  

This EIR focuses on disclosing the potential environmental effects rather than analyze the 
particular goals, features, or financial viability of SSJID, or some other entity, forming a CCA 
program. As noted in response to PG&E comments (Response I-29 and Response I-31), the 
ultimate feasibility of the CCA may be based on a number of factors, including (1) the 
consistency of the CCA with the project objectives set forth in the Draft Subsequent EIR, (2) the 
ability to identify a project sponsor for CCA, (3) local interest and public support, (4) political 
support or opposition, (5) economic considerations, and (6) policy considerations of importance 
to LAFCo. 
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The purpose of the Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR is to provide full environmental 
analysis of a Community Choice Aggregation Alternative and to clarify how the alternative may 
affect project objectives related to local influence, responsibility, accountability, economic 
benefits, and coordination of policies. The Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR (p. 2-6) 
describes how implementing a CCA would give local individual customers the option having their 
power supply determined by the CCA, or customers could opt out and leave the power supply 
decisions to PG&E. Based on this information, the EIR states that the alternative would in part 
satisfy SSJID’s project objectives regarding electric services and would be a potentially feasible 
alternative. (Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR, p. 2-12.) The evaluation of the 
environmental impacts of a potentially feasible alternative in no way requires LAFCo to agree as 
to the ultimate feasibility of an alternative. Decisions on the ultimate feasibility and suitability of 
an alternative must be made based on substantial evidence in the entire record, including but 
not limited to the information in this EIR. The commenter’s views on the feasibility of the CCA 
alternative and preferences for the proposed project are noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers. 

SSJID Claims the CCA Alternative Is Not Legally Feasible. The comment asserts that there are 
uncertainties and restrictions that preclude the legal feasibility of the Community Choice 
Aggregation Alternative, at least in SSJID’s implementation of the CCA alternative.  SSJID 
maintains that CCA is not a legally feasible alternative for SSJID to provide “electric service to 
the same extent as it has proposed” (at p. 10 of comment); this analysis  contradicts the 
judgment of LAFCo staff and counsel that the alternative is “potentially feasible” within the 
meaning of CEQA case law (Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR, p. 2-4). The EIR 
description of the alternative notes that “SSJID could become a Community Choice Aggregator 
and facilitate Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) in lieu of implementing its plan to provide 
retail electric service.” This description is conditional because of limitations noted in the EIR, in a 
manner consistent with SSJID’s comment letter, such as the requirement for separate 
resolutions by San Joaquin County and by the cities in SSJID’s territory in independent decisions 
by each jurisdiction, not by SSJID (Partially Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR, p. 2-6). The 
comment notes that neither the County nor any city has made such a resolution.  Again, the 
commenter’s views on the feasibility of the CCA alternative and preferences for the proposed 
project are noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.   

In addition, a legal determination would need to be made for whether a CCA could be formed to 
serve in the area that is now competitively served jointly by PG&E and MID. In SSJID’s opinion 
(at p. 10 of comment): “There is no definition in the Public Utilities Code or any rule, regulation, 
or judicial decision of the phrase ‘within the jurisdiction of a local publicly owned electric utility’ 
in this context. As a result, it could well be determined that SSJID is an entity that is ‘within the 
jurisdiction of a local publicly owned electric utility’ within the meaning of §331.1, and therefore 
not eligible to become a CCA or to provide electric services to retail customers through a CCA.” 
While SSJID is correct that there is no clear legislative intent or case law as to the meaning of 
“jurisdiction within a local publicly owned electric utility”, it is LAFCo counsels’ conclusion that a 
reasonable interpretation to the meaning of jurisdiction refers to political boundaries or 
geographic boundaries, rather than a “service area.” Based on this interpretation, SSJID would 
not be precluded from providing CCA service to PG&E customers within the SSJID portion of the 
PG&E/MID competition zone. 
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The legal opinions expressed by SSJID on uncertainties and restrictions that SSJID may face in 
becoming a CCA are noted.  No public agency or other entity has indicated an interest in estab-
lishing a CCA, and SSJID indicates that is not inclined to provide service through CCA. Rather 
than offer a legal interpretation on the feasibility of SSJID becoming a CCA, the EIR instead 
focuses on describing the environmental effects of the Community Choice Aggregation Alterna-
tive as a “potentially feasible” alternative. Again, the commenter’s views on the feasibility of the 
CCA alternative and preferences for the proposed project are noted and will be forwarded to 
the decision-makers. 
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D. Mitigation Monitoring Program 

Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
Land Use, Agriculture, and Recreation 
Impact 3.1-1: Physically disrupt, preclude, or disturb existing or permitted land uses    
3.1-1a: Re-till agricultural lands following construction. If requested by the landowner, 
SSJID shall re-till agricultural land used for laydown activities and pole placement to offset com-
paction caused by heavy material storage and construction activities. [From 2006 Final EIR 
Mitigation Measure 3.1-6b] 

Obtain a copy of agreement(s) 
with affected property owner(s)  

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Prior, during, and after 
construction 

3.1-1b: Consult with landowners. Where proposed electrical facilities would be located 
adjacent to or through agricultural lands, SSJID shall consult with the landowners concerning 
the placement of poles in cultivated land and site new poles to produce the least disturbance 
to irrigation equipment and farming practices. [Updated from 2006 Final EIR Mitigation 
Measure 3.1-7a] 

Obtain a copy of agreement(s) 
with affected property owner(s)  

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Prior, during, and after 
construction 

3.1-1c: Adjust location of lines for agricultural operations and flight patterns. SSJID shall 
site poles in locations that minimize impacts to active agricultural operations. Specifically, SSJID 
shall align poles adjacent to field boundaries and parallel to rows (if located in row crops), and 
shall avoid diagonal orientations and angular alignments within agricultural land. SSJID shall 
construct poles with heights and spacing to minimize safety hazards to aerial applicators. 
[Updated from 2006 Final EIR Mitigation Measure 3.1-7b] 

Obtain a copy of agreement(s) 
with affected property owner(s)  

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Prior, during, and after 
construction 
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Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
Impact 3.1-2: Permanently convert Farmland to a non-agricultural use    
3.1-2a: Preserve farmland to offset permanent losses. Loss of Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance shall be offset through permanently 
preserving with comparable quality farmland at a ratio of one-to-one (1:1) with regard to the 
acreage of land removed from the capability for agricultural use. The one-to-one ratio is 
consistent with the required compensation ratio for agriculture lands identified in the San 
Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan (Nov. 2000). This 
could be accomplished through the direct purchase of a voluntary conservation easement on 
productive farmland or payment of an in-lieu fee to a Farmland Trust within San Joaquin 
County. Fees collected would be used to purchase voluntary agricultural conservation 
easements within the County. A fee payment receipt must be obtained and documentation of 
the land purchase must be demonstrated prior to construction at the affected site. 
Mitigation lands shall be of comparable productivity based on the Department of Conservation 
criteria and shall meet all of the following criteria to qualify as agricultural mitigation: 
· The mitigation land shall be designated as lands identified by the California Department of 

Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) as Prime Farmland, 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland; 

· The mitigation land shall have an adequate water supply for the purposes of irrigation. The 
water supply shall be comparable to, or better than, the land that is the subject of a change 
in zoning classification, and shall be sufficient to support ongoing agricultural uses. The 
water supply shall be protected through legal instrument, where applicable, to ensure that 
water rights permanently remain with the mitigation land; and 

· The mitigation land shall be located within the County of San Joaquin. 
The mitigation land may overlap partially with existing habitat easement areas, as determined 
by the SSJID in consultation with the County and the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (CDFW) Game; however, land previously encumbered by any other agricultural 
conservation easement shall not qualify, or be used for agricultural mitigation. [Updated from 
2006 Final EIR Mitigation Measure 3.1-6a] 

Obtain a copy of fee payment 
receipt for agricultural 
conservation easements 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Prior to construction 
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Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
Air Quality 
Impact 3.2-2: Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation 

   

3.2-2a: Implement dust control provisions. SSJID shall implement the dust control 
provisions of SJVAPCD Regulation VIII requiring implementation of various dust control 
measures (watering unpaved surfaces, minimizing vehicle speeds on unpaved surfaces, etc.) 
to ensure that visible dust emissions are substantially eliminated, and SSJID shall also 
implement the following “enhanced” and “additional” measures: 
· limit the speeds of construction vehicles on unpaved surfaces to 15 miles per hour, 
· install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public roadways 

from sites with a slope greater than 1 percent, 
· suspend excavation and grading activities when winds exceed 20 miles per hour, 
· limit size of area subject to excavation, grading, or other construction disturbance at any one 

time to avoid excessive dust, and expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud or dirt from 
adjacent public streets at least once every 24 hours when construction activities are 
occurring. [From 2006 Final EIR Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a] 

SSJID shall prepare a dust 
control plan for SJVAPCD 
review. 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 
and SJVAPCD 

Before and during 
construction 

3.2-2b: Implement equipment exhaust control measures. SSJID shall implement the 
following equipment exhaust control measures: 
· use diesel-fueled off-road construction equipment with engines certified to meet federal “Tier 

3” 2006 emission standards for off-road compression-ignition engines unless such an engine 
is not available for a particular item of equipment, 

· use alternative-fuel construction equipment where feasible, 
· minimize idling time (e.g., to below a 105-minute maximum required by Title 13 California 

Code of Regulations, Section 2485), 
· limit the hours of operation of heavy-duty equipment and/or the amount of equipment in use 

to the minimum practical, 
· replace fossil-fueled equipment with electrically driven equivalents (provided they are not run 

via a portable generator set) where feasible, 
· take steps to curtail construction activity during periods of high ambient pollutant 

concentrations; this may include reducing construction activity during days declared as 
Spare the Air days by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, and avoid 
overlapping short-term impacts by implementing activity management and project 
scheduling. [Updated from 2006 Final EIR Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a] 

SSJID shall prepare an emission 
control plan for SJVAPCD 
review. 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 
and SJVAPCD 

Before and during 
construction 



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

D. MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM  

 

 
November 2014 D-4 Final Subsequent EIR 

Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
Impact 3.2-3: Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air 
quality standard 

   

3.2-2a: Implement dust control provisions. SSJID shall prepare a dust 
control plan for SJVAPCD 
review. 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 
and SJVAPCD 

Before and during 
construction 

3.2-2b: Implement equipment exhaust control measures. SSJID shall prepare an emission 
control plan for SJVAPCD 
review. 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 
and SJVAPCD 

Before and during 
construction 

Impact 3.2-4: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations    
3.2-2a: Implement dust control provisions. SSJID shall prepare a dust 

control plan for SJVAPCD 
review. 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 
and SJVAPCD 

Before and during 
construction 

3.2-2b: Implement equipment exhaust control measures. SSJID shall prepare an emission 
control plan for SJVAPCD 
review. 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 
and SJVAPCD 

Before and during 
construction 
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Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
Biological Resources 
Impact 3.3-1: Result in direct loss of special-status species or substantial adverse effect 
through habitat loss or degradation 

   

3.3-1a: Minimize construction footprint. Construction and maintenance activities for the 
electric distribution system will be confined to the minimum area required to perform the work 
and will be accomplished with the goal of minimizing disturbance. Project vehicle movement 
will be restricted to existing roads; where new access is required outside of existing roads (e.g., 
new spur roads), the route will be clearly marked (i.e., flagged and/or staked) prior to the onset 
of construction and vehicles will be restricted to these routes. [New Programmatic-Level 
Mitigation Measure] 

Clearly mark the limits of 
disturbance areas. Maintain a 
record of all workers who have 
completed the environmental 
awareness training. If surveys 
identify special-status species, 
submit survey results to CDFW 
and/or USFWS. Implement 
avoidance and minimization 
measure developed in coordi-
nation with CDFW and/or 
USFWS. If determined neces-
sary based on consultation with 
CDFW and/or USFWS, acquire 
compensatory mitigation. 
Provide written verification to 
CDFW and/or USFWS that the 
compensation lands or conser-
vation easements have been 
acquired and recorded in favor 
of the approved recipient(s).  

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District, 
CDFW, USFWS 

Environmentally 
Sensitive Disturbance 
Areas shall be marked, 
and environmental 
awareness training 
conducted, special-
status species surveys 
conducted, and 
necessary permits 
acquired prior to con-
struction. If required, 
compensatory mitigation 
shall be secured prior 
to the start of construc-
tion, unless otherwise 
agreed to by USFWS 
and CDFW. Impact 
avoidance and minimi-
zation measures shall 
be implemented prior to 
and during construction. 
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Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
3.3-1b: Survey new electric utility corridors. As appropriate for the requirements of the 
species or resource, a qualified biologist will conduct an updated survey of all new electric 
utility corridors and associated access roads, areas of proposed disturbance, laydown areas, 
and staging areas prior to construction. Sensitive habitats (i.e., occupied by special-status 
species or as defined by USACE, CDFW and/or USFWS) or active nest locations will be 
clearly marked as Environmentally Sensitive Areas and avoided where feasible. [New 
Programmatic-Level Mitigation Measure] 

Maintain a record of all workers 
who have completed the envi-
ronmental awareness 
training.Delineate surveyed 
areas and Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas on maps. 
If surveys identify special-status 
species, submit survey results to 
CDFW and/or USFWS. 
Implement avoidance and 
minimization measure developed 
in coordination with CDFW 
and/or USFWS. If determined 
necessary based on consultation 
with CDFW and/or USFWS, 
acquire compensatory 
mitigation. Provide written 
verification to CDFW and/or 
USFWS that the compensation 
lands or conservation 
easements have been acquired 
and recorded in favor of the 
approved recipient(s).  

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District, 
CDFW, USFWS 

Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas shall 
be marked, environ-
mental awareness 
training conducted, 
special-status species 
surveys shall be 
conducted, and maps 
shall be prepared, and 
necessary permits 
acquired prior to con-
struction. If required, 
compensatory mitigation 
shall be secured prior 
to the start of construc-
tion, unless otherwise 
agreed to by USFWS 
and CDFW. Impact 
avoidance and minimi-
zation measures shall 
be implemented prior to 
and during construction. 
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Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
3.3-1c: Avoid designated Sensitive Areas. Environmentally Sensitive Areas designated by a 
qualified biologist will be fenced off or clearly marked to prevent inadvertent destruction. High-
visibility fencing will be installed along the margins of construction work areas where those 
areas are adjacent to sensitive biological resources; buffers may be required as determined by 
the qualified biologist. All construction personnel near Environmentally Sensitive Areas will be 
required to attend environmental awareness training. At a minimum, the training will include: 
(1) an overview of the regulatory and CEQA requirements specific to the project, (2) 
descriptions of the special-status species and sensitive habitats in the project area, (3) the 
general measures that are being implemented to minimize environmental impacts, and (4) the 
boundaries within which equipment and personnel will be allowed to work during construction. 
SSJID will maintain a record of all workers who have completed the training. [New 
Programmatic-Level Mitigation Measure and Updated from 2006 Final EIR Mitigation 
Measure 3.3-3b] 

Clearly mark Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas. Maintain a 
record of all workers who have 
completed the environmental 
awareness training. If surveys 
identify special-status species, 
submit survey results to CDFW 
and/or USFWS. Implement 
avoidance and minimization 
measure developed in coordi-
nation with CDFW and/or 
USFWS. If determined neces-
sary based on consultation with 
CDFW and/or USFWS, acquire 
compensatory mitigation. 
Provide written verification to 
CDFW and/or USFWS that the 
compensation lands or conser-
vation easements have been 
acquired and recorded in favor 
of the approved recipient(s).  

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District, 
CDFW, USFWS 

Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas shall 
be marked and, 
environmental 
awareness training 
conducted, special-
status species surveys 
conducted, and 
necessary permits 
acquired prior to con-
struction. If required, 
compensatory mitigation 
shall be secured prior 
to the start of construc-
tion, unless otherwise 
agreed to by USFWS 
and CDFW. Impact 
avoidance and minimi-
zation measures shall 
be implemented prior to 
and during construction. 



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

D. MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM  

 

 
November 2014 D-8 Final Subsequent EIR 

Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
3.3-1d: Survey prior to non-routine vegetation management. Vegetation management or 
clearing around any District electric distribution facilities (e.g., poles, substations), in areas 
which have been previously cleared or maintained within a one-year or shorter period will not 
require a pre-activity survey. Vegetation management will not be conducted during the 
breeding season (December 15 through August 31) in any area that has not been cleared or 
maintained within a two-year period unless a pre-activity survey occurs for vegetation 
containing active nests, burrows, or dens. The pre-activity survey will be conducted by a 
qualified biologist and will ensure that the vegetation to be cleared contains no active 
migratory bird nests, burrows, or active dens prior to clearing. If occupied migratory bird nests 
are present, a no-disturbance buffer shall be established by the qualified biologist within which 
vegetation management activities will be avoided until after the nesting season, or until 
nestlings have fledged. If no nests are observed, work may proceed. Any burrows or dens that 
are identified in the pre-activity survey will be avoided by equipment. [New Programmatic-
Level Mitigation Measure and Updated from 2006 Final EIR Mitigation 3.3-4a] 

Establish no-disturbance buffers 
around active nests. Maintain a 
record of all workers who have 
completed the environmental 
awareness training. If surveys 
identify special-status species, 
submit survey results to CDFW 
and/or USFWS. Implement 
avoidance and minimization 
measure developed in coordi-
nation with CDFW and/or 
USFWS. If determined neces-
sary based on consultation with 
CDFW and/or USFWS, acquire 
compensatory mitigation. 
Provide written verification to 
CDFW and/or USFWS that the 
compensation lands or conser-
vation easements have been 
acquired and recorded in favor 
of the approved recipient(s).  

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District, 
CDFW, USFWS 

Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas shall 
be marked, environ-
mental awareness 
training conducted, 
special-status species 
sSurveys shall be 
conducted no more 
than 14 days , and 
necessary permits 
acquired prior to con-
struction. Buffers shall 
be in place during the 
nesting season or until 
nestlings have fledged. 
If required, 
compensatory mitigation 
shall be secured prior 
to the start of construc-
tion, unless otherwise 
agreed to by USFWS 
and CDFW. Impact 
avoidance and minimi-
zation measures shall 
be implemented prior to 
and during construction. 

3.3-1e: Avoid, minimize, and compensate for impacts to special-status species. 
Construction of electric distribution system improvements and upgrades affecting suitable 
habitat for special-status species will only occur in accordance with procedures developed by 
SSJID in coordination with resource agencies (e.g., CDFW and/or USFWS, as appropriate). 
Construction work plans will be designed to reduce the duration, severity, and magnitude of 
impacts and may include the following: 
· Conduct updated surveys for special-status species potentially occurring within the project 

area. Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist and timed to maximize detection 
of the species. 

· Site facility construction and other ground disturbing activities to avoid occurrences of 
special-status species. 

· Consult with CDFW, USFWS, and other regulatory agencies as appropriate in compliance 

Maintain a record of all workers 
who have completed the envi-
ronmental awareness training. 
If surveys identify special-status 
species, submit survey results to 
CDFW and/or USFWS. 
Implement avoidance and 
minimization measure developed 
in coordination with CDFW 
and/or USFWS. If determined 
necessary based on consultation 
with CDFW and/or USFWS, 
acquire compensatory 
mitigation. Provide written 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District, 
CDFW, USFWS 

Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas shall 
be marked, environ-
mental awareness 
training conducted, 
special-status species 
surveys conducted, and 
necessary permits 
acquired prior to con-
struction. If required, 
compensatory mitigation 
shall be secured prior 
to the start of construc-
tion, unless otherwise 
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Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
with federal and state regulations to develop avoidance and minimization measures. 
Appropriate measures may include, but are not limited to: 
– Minimize disturbance to native vegetation. If potential habitat for special-status species or 

occurrences of special-status species can be avoided, establish no-disturbance buffers 
around these Environmentally Sensitive Areas and maintain them throughout construction 
activities. 

– Conduct worker awareness training and biological monitoring to ensure effective 
implementation of impact avoidance and minimization measures. 

– Enforce reduced speed limits to prevent vehicle-wildlife collisions. 
– Prevent spread of noxious weeds. 
– Minimize night time noise and light. 
– Implement dust, erosion, and sediment control measures. 

· Compensate for impacts to special-status species that cannot be avoided or adequately 
minimized. Compensatory mitigation could be achieved through a combination of creation, 
preservation, and restoration of habitat or purchase of credits at a mitigation bank approved 
by the regulatory agencies. Where the special status species at issue are federally listed as 
endangered or threatened and the potential impacts would involve the incidental take of 
such species, appropriate mitigation shall be worked out with the USFWS pursuant to the 
federal Endangered Species Act.  Where the special status species at issue are state State-
listed as endangered, threatened, or rare and the potential impacts would involve the 
incidental take of such species, appropriate mitigation shall be worked out with CDFW 
pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act.  SSJID shall also work with CDFW to 
address  potential impacts to state species of special concern. Where the impacts at issue 
would not involve the incidental take of any federal- or stateState-listed species, SSJID shall 
work out its own mitigation plan after consultation with a qualified biologist.  A mitigation plan 
under any of these three scenarios shall be sufficient to ensure no net loss of acreage, 
function, and value of affected habitat. Where compensatory mitigation takes the form of the 
purchase of credits at an approved mitigation bank, SSJID shall obtain the approval of any 
regulatory agencies whose assent must be obtained in connection with such a purchase. 

· Acquire permits to demonstrate compliance with applicable laws and regulations protecting 
endangered, threatened, or  rare species and adhere to the terms and conditions therein. 
If federally listed species are adversely affected, a Biological Opinion or Habitat Conservation 
Plan, which may include an incidental take permit, from USFWS would be required. If take of 
State-listed species would occur, a 2081(b) incidental take permit from CDFW would be 
required. If a project is planned in an area where a fully protected species occurs, the project 
shall be designed to avoid all take; CDFW cannot provide take authorization for fully 
protected species under CESA. [New Programmatic-Level Mitigation Measure] 

verification to CDFW and/or 
USFWS that the compensation 
lands or conservation 
easements have been acquired 
and recorded in favor of the 
approved recipient(s).  

agreed to by USFWS 
and CDFW. Impact 
avoidance and minimi-
zation measures shall 
be implemented prior to 
and during construction. 
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Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
Impact 3.3-2: Have a substantial adverse effect on sensitive natural communities, including 
riparian, or wetlands, or other waters of the U.S. and/or State 

   

3.3-2a: Avoid, minimize, and compensate for impacts to sensitive habitats. Construction 
of electric distribution system improvements and upgrades affecting CNDDB-designated 
sensitive natural communities or potentially jurisdictional wetlands and other waters will only 
occur in accordance with procedures to protect sensitive natural communities, wetlands, and 
other waters of the U.S. and/or State developed by SSJID in coordination with resource 
agencies (e.g., USACE, CDFW, CVRWQCB). Construction work plans will be designed to 
reduce the duration, severity, and magnitude of impacts and may include the following: 
· Prior to the start of construction, conduct updated surveys for sensitive natural communities 

occurring within the project area, including a field delineation of wetlands and other waters. 
Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist pursuant to agency protocol (e.g., 1987 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual and 2006 Interim Regional 
Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region). 

· Site facility construction and other ground disturbing activities to avoid occurrences of 
sensitive natural communities, wetlands, and other waters. 

· Prior to the start of construction, consult with USACE, CDFW, and CVRWQCB as appro-
priate in compliance with federal and state regulations to develop avoidance and min-
imization measures. Impact avoidance and minimization measures will be implemented prior 
to and/or during construction, as appropriate. Measures may include, but are not limited to: 
– Minimize disturbance to sensitive habitats. If wetlands and waters of the U.S. and/or State 

and other sensitive natural communities can be avoided, establish no-disturbance buffers 
around these Environmentally Sensitive Areas and maintain them throughout construction 
activities. 

– Conduct worker awareness training and biological monitoring to ensure effective 
implementation of impact avoidance and minimization measures. 

– Avoid construction activities in saturated or ponded wetlands and streams. If such 
activities are unavoidable, use padding or vehicles with balloon tires or other practices to 
minimize impacts. 

– Implement a SWPPP and erosion control plans as required by CVRWQCB, San Joaquin 
County, and city government agencies. 

· Prior to the start of construction, acquire permits to demonstrate compliance with applicable 
laws and regulations pertinent to wetlands and waters of the U.S. and/or State and adhere to 
the terms and conditions therein. This may include a Section 404 permit from USACE, a 
Water Quality Certification from CVRWQCB under Section 401, or a Lake and Streambed 
Alteration Agreement from CDFW under California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 and 
1602, et seq. 

Depending on the jurisdiction of 
the resource (e.g., wetlands/
waters of the U.S. or State), 
prepare a wetland delineation for 
verification by USACE, obtain a 
Clean Water Act Section 404 
permit/jurisdictional 
determination, obtain a Section 
401 Water Quality Certification 
from the RWQCB, obtain a 
Section 1600 permit from 
CDFW. If determined necessary 
based on consultation with 
USACE or CDFW, acquire 
compensatory mitigation. Provide 
written verification to USACE 
and/or CDFW that the 
compensation lands have been 
acquired and recorded in favor 
of the 1approved recipient(s).  
Preparation and approval of a 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
and annual reports if necessary 
shall be provided to USACE, 
CDFW, and CVRWQCB, as 
appropriate depending on 
jurisdiction. 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District, 
CVRWQCB, 
CDFW, USACE 

Wetland delineation(s) 
shall be conducted and 
all necessary permits 
acquired prior to con-
struction affecting 
jurisdictional wetlands 
or other waters. If 
required, compensatory 
mitigation shall be 
secured prior to the 
start of construction 
affecting the jurisdic-
tional wetlands or other 
waters, unless other-
wise agreed to by 
USACE and CDFW.  
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Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   

· Compensate for impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and waters that cannot be avoided or 
adequately minimized. Compensatory mitigation could be achieved through creation, 
restoration, or enhancement on a “no net loss” basis of an acreage at least equal to all 
wetlands and other waters of the United States or the State of California that would be 
removed, lost, and/or degraded as a result of project construction. Wetland habitat would 
be restored, enhanced, and/or created at an adequate mitigation ratio to offset the aquatic 
functions and services that would be lost at the project site, account for loss of habitat, and 
contain an adequate margin of safety to reflect anticipated success. The location and 
method(s) shall be agreed to by USACE, CVRWQCB, and other regulatory agencies, as 
appropriate, depending on agency jurisdiction, and as determined during the Section 401 
and Section 404 permitting processes. If required by USACE, a wetland mitigation and 
monitoring plan (MMP) shall be developed and implemented to ensure that any aquatic 
functions and values that would be lost through project implementation will be effectively 
replaced. The MMP shall be consistent with USACE’s and EPA’s April 10, 2008 Final Rule 
for Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources (33 CFR Parts 325 and 332 
and 40 CFR Part 230) or more current guidance. If required, compensatory mitigation shall 
be secured prior to the start of construction affecting the jurisdictional wetlands or waters, 
unless otherwise agreed to by USACE and CDFW to the extent that these two agencies 
have jurisdiction over the mitigation program. [New Programmatic-Level Mitigation 
Measure] 

Impact 3.3-4: Have a substantial adverse effect on special-status plant species through the 
installation of overhead and underground lines throughout the project area and the proposed 
Jack Tone Substation 

   

3.3-4a: Conduct seasonal surveys for special-status plants and implement appropriate 
impact avoidance/minimization/compensation strategies. Prior to the onset of electric 
distribution system construction activities, two focused surveys for the five potentially occurring 
special-status plant species [big tarweed (Blepharizonia plumosa ssp. plumose), showy madia 
(Madia radiata), San Joaquin spearscale (Atriplex joaquiniana), lesser saltscale (Atriplex 
miniscula), and round-leaved filaree (Erodium macrophyllum)] shall be completed in areas of 
suitable habitat (i.e., grassland) by a qualified biologist with experience working with the 
species, during the appropriate blooming times to observe the species in flower. One survey shall 
be conducted in spring (March-May) and one in late summer (July–October). If no special-status 
plant species are found, then no further action is warranted. If special-status plant species are 
found then the areas supporting the special-status plant species shall be avoided. If an area 
containing a special-status plant species cannot be avoided, then at least one of the following 
steps shall be implemented by a qualified botanist in consultation with CDFW: 
1. Permanently preserve, through use of a conservation easement or other similar method, an 

Review and submit focused 
survey results to CDFW. 
If determined necessary based 
on consultation with CDFW, 
acquire compensatory 
mitigation. Provide written 
verification to CDFW that the 
compensation lands or 
conservation easements have 
been acquired and recorded in 
favor of the approved 
recipient(s). Transplant or 
propagate seeds from affected 
special-status plants, if these 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District, 
CDFW 

Focused special-status 
plant surveys shall be 
conducted, compensa-
tory mitigation secured 
(if required), and a 
CDFW-approved 
Habitat Enhancement 
and Monitoring Plan 
shall be in place (if 
required) prior to 
construction. Impact 
minimization measures 
shall be implemented 
prior to and during 
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Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
amount of acreage equal to or greater than the acreage of occupied special-status plant 
habitat permanently and temporarily disturbed. Compensatory habitat shall be located either 
within the project area or offsite and shall contain occurrence of the affected plant(s). The 
occurrence may be smaller than the affected occurrence but must be a viable reproducing 
occurrence, stable or increasing (in size and reproduction), with good or better habitat 
quality than the affected occurrence, and with a reasonable expectation of long-term 
sustainability; or 

2. Harvest the plants to be lost, and relocate them to another suitable and equal sized area 
either within the project site or offsite that will be permanently preserved through a 
conservation easement or other similar method; or 

3. Harvest seeds from the plants to be lost, or use seeds from another appropriate source, 
determined by the qualified biologist in consultation with CDFW, and seed an equal amount 
of area suitable for growing the plant either within the project site or offsite that will be 
permanently preserved through a conservation easement or other similar method. 

Options 2 and 3 require preparation and implementation of a CDFW-approved Habitat 
Enhancement and Monitoring Plan over a minimum of five years to ensure successful 
establishment of transplanted species. If mitigation Options 2 and 3 are not deemed successful 
by CDFW, acquisition of compensatory habitat as described under Option 1 shall be 
implemented. [Updated from 2006 Final EIR Mitigation 3.3-2a] 

options are selected in lieu of 
compensatory mitigation. 
Prepare and implement a 
Habitat Enhancement and 
Monitoring Plan. 

construction. 

Impact 3.3-5: Disturb over-wintering or nesting burrowing owls    
3.3-5a: Conduct burrowing owl pre-construction surveys and implement appropriate 
impact avoidance/minimization/compensation strategies. Prior to issuance of a grading 
permit, pre-construction surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist in any potential 
burrowing owl habitat within 250 656 feet (200 meters) of proposed areas of disturbance 
[pursuant to Phase II and possibly Phase III, if required based on Phase II results, of the Staff 
Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG, 1995) and the Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol 
and Mitigation Guidelines (CBOC, 1993) and the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation 
(CDFG, 2012)]. Construction activities shall proceed only as follows: 
· If burrowing owls are not detected, by either sign or direct observation, construction may 

proceed. Pre-construction surveys must be reinitiated if more than 30 days lapse between 
surveys and construction activities. 

· If potentially nesting burrowing owls are present, grading shall not be allowed within 656250 
feet of any nest burrow during the nesting season (February 1–August 31), unless approved 
by the CDFW. 

· If burrowing owls are detected during pre-construction surveys outside the nesting season 
(September 1–January 31), passive relocation and monitoring shall be undertaken by a 

Conduct pre-construction 
surveys for burrowing owl. 
Review survey results. In the 
event that burrowing owls are 
present, establish no-
disturbance buffers. 
If destruction of burrows is 
unavoidable, consult with CDFW 
to implement appropriate 
mitigation, including passive 
relocation and/or habitat 
acquisition. Conduct worker 
awareness training. File report 
with CDFW that describes the 
results of pre-construction 
surveys and passive relocation.  

SSJID, CDFW Pre-construction sur-
veys shall be com-
pleted no more than 30 
days before construc-
tion activities. A moni-
toring report shall be 
submitted to CDFW no 
later than two weeks 
before initiation of grad-
ing. No-disturbance 
buffers are observed 
between February 1 
and August 31. 
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Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
qualified biologist following CDFW and California Burrowing Owl Consortium guidelines. 
Passive relocation is defined as encouraging owls to move from occupied burrows to 
alternate natural or artificial burrows that are beyond 50 meters from the impact zone and 
that are within or contiguous to a minimum of 6.5 acres of preserved (or acquired and 
preserved if not already preserved) foraging habitat for each relocated owl (single owl or owl 
pair). Passive relocation is accomplished by first creating two artificial burrows in contiguous, 
preserved foraging habitat (if no natural burrows exist) for each occupied burrow that would 
be impacted; and second, installing one-way doors on occupied burrow entrances so owls 
can leave the burrow but not re-enter it. Following passive relocation, the area of impact and 
the preserved foraging habitat with alternate burrows are surveyed daily for one week to 
confirm owl use of alternate burrows before excavation of burrows in the impact zone. All 
passive relocation shall be conducted by a biologist approved by CDFW. If the alternate 
burrows are not used by the relocated owls, then the applicant shall work with CDFW to pro-
vide alternate mitigation for burrowing owls. If the alternate burrows are used, no other 
mitigation shall be required. 
If it is not possible to preserve contiguous habitat on which to provide alternate burrows, and 
occupied owl burrows would be directly impacted, then the owls shall be passively relocated 
without the creation of alternate burrows prior to construction (relocation shall only be 
implemented during the non-breeding season [September 1 through January 31]). The loss 
of occupied owl habitat shall be mitigated by acquiring and preserving other occupied habitat 
elsewhere per the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG, 2012 1995) and the 
Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines (CBOC, 1993), or as otherwise 
determined in consultation with CDFW. 
A Habitat Management Plan shall be prepared that provides direction for the preservation 
and in-perpetuity management of all acquired burrowing owl habitat. The Habitat Management 
Plan shall be approved by CDFW prior to the initiation of construction activities within 250 
feet of occupied habitat. 

· A monitoring report of all activities associated with pre-construction surveys, avoidance 
measures, and passive relocation of burrowing owls shall be submitted to CDFW no later 
than two weeks before initiation of construction. [Updated from 2006 Final EIR Mitigation 
Measure 3.3-3a and 3.3-3c] 
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Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
Impact 3.3-6: Result in nest abandonment, nest failure, or premature fledging due to removal 
of buildings, trees or shrubs, grading, or construction activities in the vicinity of passerine and 
non-passerine land bird nests and raptor nests 

   

3.3-6a: Avoid removal of nesting substrate during the breeding season and implement 
appropriate impact minimization strategies. Pre-construction nest surveys shall be conducted if 
construction activities will occur from December 15 through August 31. February 1 through 
August 31 is the nesting season for passerine or non-passerine land birds. December 15 
through August 31 is the nesting season for raptors. At all times of the year, noise generating 
activities shall be limited during early morning and evening to avoid impacts to birds protected 
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Surveys shall be conducted in accordance with the following 
guidelines: 
· A nesting bird survey shall be performed by a qualified ornithologist within 14 days prior to 

the removal or disturbance of a potential nesting structure, trees, or shrubs, or the initiation 
of other construction activities during the early part of the breeding season (late December 
through April) and no more than 30 days prior to the initiation of these activities during the 
late part of the breeding season (May through August). During this survey, a qualified 
biologist shall inspect all potential nesting habitat (trees, shrubs, structures, grasslands, 
pastures, etc.) in and within 500 100 feet of impact areas for nests. All vegetation and 
structures with active nests shall be flagged and an appropriate no-disturbance buffer zone 
shall be established around the nest site. The size of the buffer zone shall be determined by 
the project biologist in consultation with CDFW and will depend on the species involved, site 
conditions, and type of work to be conducted in the area. 

· A qualified biologist shall monitor active nests to determine when the young have fledged 
and are feeding on their own. The project biologist and CDFW shall be consulted for clear-
ance before construction activities resume in the vicinity. [Updated from 2006 Final EIR 
Mitigation Measure 3.3-4a] 

Conduct nesting bird surveys. 
Review survey results. In the 
event that active nests are 
present, consult with CDFW to 
develop and implement 
appropriate impact minimization 
measures, to include 
establishment of a no-
disturbance buffer and 
monitoring of nests. 

SSJID, CDFW Surveys shall be 
completed within 14 
days prior to the 
removal or disturbance 
of a potential nesting 
structure, trees, or 
shrubs, or the initiation 
of other construction 
activities during the 
early part of the 
breeding season (late 
December through 
April) and no more than 
30 days prior to the 
initiation of these 
activities during the late 
part of the breeding 
season (May through 
August). 

Impact 3.3-7: Result in the loss of raptor foraging habitat due to construction of the proposed 
Jack Tone Substation and other project components 

   

3.3-1a: Minimize construction footprint. See Mitigation Measure 3.3-1a, 
above. 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

See Mitigation Measure 
3.3-1a, above. 

3.3-1b: Survey new electric utility corridors. See Mitigation Measure 3.3-1b, 
above. 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District, 
CDFW, USFWS 

See Mitigation Measure 
3.3-1b, above. 

3.3-1c: Avoid designated Sensitive Areas. See Mitigation Measure 3.3-1c, 
above. 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

See Mitigation Measure 
3.3-1c, above. 
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Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
3.3-1d: Survey prior to non-routine vegetation management. See Mitigation Measure 3.3-1d, 

above. 
South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District, 
CDFW, USFWS 

See Mitigation Measure 
3.3-1d, above. 

3.3-1e: Avoid, minimize, and compensate for impacts to special-status species. See Mitigation Measure 3.3-1e, 
above. 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District, 
CDFW, USFWS 

See Mitigation Measure 
3.3-1e, above. 

Impact 3.3-8: Disturb breeding Swainson’s hawk or Swainson’s hawk nests as result of 
removal of mature trees and noisy construction activities 

   

3.3-8a: Conduct Swainson’s hawk pre-construction surveys and implement appropriate 
impact avoidance and minimization strategies. In order to ensure that nesting Swainson’s 
hawks would not be affected by construction of the project, a qualified biologist shall conduct 
pre-construction surveys according to CDFW and Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory 
Committee guidelines (2000). Survey Period I occurs from January 1 to March 20, Period II from 
March 20 to April 5, Period III from April 5 to April 20, Period IV from April 21 to June 10, and 
Period V is from June 10 to July 30. Three surveys shall be completed in at least each of the 
two survey periods immediately prior to a project’s initiation and encompass the area within 0.5 
miles of the construction activity site. If a known or potential nest site is identified during pre-
construction surveys, the following measures shall be implemented: 
· Trees containing known or potential nest sites may be removed during the non-breeding 

season (September 1 through February 15) to discourage future nesting attempts on the 
condition that no Swainson’s hawk pair is currently utilizing the nest site. Monitoring 
evidence that any nests in trees planned for early removal are unattended by reproductive-
aged birds must be provided and approved by CDFW prior to removal; or 

· If an active Swainson’s hawk nest is found sufficiently close (as determined by the qualified 
biologist and CDFW) to the construction area as to be affected by construction activities, a 
qualified biologist shall determine the extent of a construction-free buffer zone to be 
established around the nest. Intensive new disturbances (e.g., heavy equipment activities 
associated with construction) that may cause nest abandonment or forced fledging shall not 
be initiated within this buffer zone between February 15 and September 1 until it is 
determined by a qualified biologist in coordination with CDFW that the young have fledged 
and are feeding on their own. 

· If a nest tree becomes occupied during construction activities, then all construction activities 
shall remain a distance of two times the dripline of the tree, measured from the nest. 
[Updated from 2006 Final EIR Mitigation Measure 3.3-6a] 

Conduct focused Swainson’s 
hawk surveys. Review survey 
results. In the event that known 
or potential nests are present, 
nests must be monitored to 
ensure vacancy. In the event 
that an active Swainson’s hawk 
nest is present, consult with 
CDFW and develop and 
implement appropriate 
minimization measures to 
include establishment of a no-
disturbance buffer and 
monitoring of nests. 

SSJID, CDFW Survey Period I occurs 
from January 1 to 
March 20, Period II 
from March 20 to 
April 5, Period III from 
April 5 to April 20, 
Period IV from April 21 
to June 10, and Period 
V is from June 10 to 
July 30. Three surveys 
shall be completed in at 
least each of the two 
survey periods prior to 
initiation of project 
construction. No-
disturbance buffers are 
observed between 
March 1 and 
September 1. 
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Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
Impact 3.3-9: Result in the mortality of or loss of potential habitat for Valley elderberry 
longhorn beetle due to the removal of blue elderberry shrubs 

   

3.3-9a: Conduct surveys for Valley elderberry longhorn beetle and implement 
appropriate impact avoidance/minimization/compensation strategies. The presence of 
blue elderberry (Sambucus mexicana) shall be determined prior to the start of electric distribution 
system construction by a qualified biologist. If elderberry shrubs are present within the project 
area, the following measures shall be implemented: 
1. A setback of 20 feet from the dripline of each elderberry bush shall be established. Brightly 

colored flags or fencing shall be placed to demarcate this setback and no disturbance shall be 
allowed within the setback throughout the construction process. If complete avoidance is not 
feasible, the provisions in 2(a) or (b) and 3, below, shall be implemented. 

2. A qualified biologist shall conduct surveys for Valley elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB) by 
looking for exit holes in blue elderberry shrubs following the USFWS Conservation 
Guidelines for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (1999a). 
a. For all shrubs without evidence of VELB exit holes that cannot be avoided, the qualified 

biologist shall count all stems of 1 inch or greater in diameter at ground level. Compensation 
for removal of these stems shall be provided within preserves approved by USFWS, and 
consist of three new elderberry plants for each stem over 1 inch in diameter at ground 
level to be removed (3:1 compensation ratio). 

b. For all shrubs with evidence of VELB exit holes that cannot be avoided, SSJID shall 
transplant elderberry shrubs displaying evidence of VELB occupation to VELB mitigation 
sites identified by the USFWS during the dormant period for elderberry shrubs (November 
1–February 15). For elderberry shrubs displaying evidence of VELB occupation which 
cannot be transplanted during this timeframe, compensation for removal of shrubs shall 
be provided within preserves approved by USFWS, and consist of six new elderberry 
plants for each stem over 1 inch in diameter at ground level to be removed (6:1 
compensation ratio). 

3. If elderberry shrubs cannot be avoided pursuant to 1, above, SSJID shall obtain a permit for 
incidental take from USFWS pursuant to Section 7 or Section 10, as appropriate, prior to the 
start of construction in VELB habitat. [Updated from 2006 Final EIR Mitigation Measure 
3.3-8a] 

Conduct surveys. Review survey 
results and submit to USFWS. 
If VELB or mature elderberry 
shrubs (stems greater than 1” 
diameter at ground level) is 
present, mitigation shall be 
followed for habitat replacement. 
If take of VELB would occur, 
acquire take permit in 
compliance with the federal 
endangered species act. 

SSJID, USFWS Focused elderberry and 
VELB surveys shall be 
conducted, permit 
acquired (if required), 
and compensatory 
mitigation secured (if 
required) prior to 
construction. Impact 
minimization measures 
shall be implemented 
prior to and during 
construction. 
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Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
Impact 3.3-10: Eliminate potential roosting habitat for and/or result in injury or mortality to 
special-status bat species by the removal of mature trees and structures 

   

3.3-10a: If the electric distribution system construction would require removal of 
buildings, mature trees, or snags, conduct surveys for roosting bats and implement 
appropriate impact avoidance and minimization strategies. A pre-construction survey for 
roosting special-status bats shall be performed by a qualified biologist within 30 days prior to 
any removal of trees or structures in areas of construction activities. If no active roosts are found, then 
no further action is warranted. If either a maternity roost or hibernacula (structures used by bats 
for hibernation) is present, the following measures shall be implemented: 
· If active maternity roosts or hibernacula are found in trees or structures which would be 

removed as part of project construction, the project shall be redesigned to avoid the loss of 
the tree or structure occupied by the roost. If an active maternity roost is identified and the 
project cannot be redesigned to avoid removal of the occupied tree or structure, demolition 
shall commence before maternity colonies form (i.e., prior to March 1) or after young are 
volant (flying) (i.e., after July 31). Disturbance-free buffer zones as determined by a qualified 
biologist in coordination with CDFW shall be observed during the maternity roost season 
(March 1–July 31). Disturbance-free buffers for active maternity roosts shall be at least 100 
feet, unless a reduced buffer is approved by CDFW.  

· If a non-breeding bat hibernacula is found in a tree or structure scheduled for removal, the 
individuals shall be safely evicted, under the direction of a qualified biologist (as determined 
by a Memorandum of Understanding with CDFW), by opening the roosting area to allow 
airflow through the cavity. Demolition can then follow at least one night after initial 
disturbance for airflow. This action should allow bats to leave during darkness, thus 
increasing their chance of finding new roosts with a minimum of potential predation during 
daylight. Trees or structures with roosts that need to be removed shall first be disturbed at 
dusk, just prior to removal that same evening, to allow bats to escape during the darker 
hours. [Updated from 2006 Final EIR Mitigation Measure 3.3-9a] 

Conduct bat surveys. Review 
survey results. If active roosts or 
hibernacula are present, consult 
with CDFW to develop and 
implement appropriate impact 
minimization measures to 
include establishment of a no-
disturbance buffer, monitoring of 
maternity roosts, and potential 
eviction of individuals. 

SSJID, CDFW A focused bat survey 
shall be conducted 
within 30 days prior to 
any removal of trees or 
structures. 
Disturbance-free buffer 
zones as determined 
by a qualified biologist 
in coordination with 
CDFW shall be 
observed during the 
maternity roost season 
(March 1–July 31). 
If required, eviction of 
non-breeding bats shall 
occur no more than 5 
days prior to structure 
or tree removal. 

Impact 3.3-11: Result in disturbance to wildlife and/or wildlife mortality due to maintenance 
activities 

   

3.3-1a: Minimize construction footprint. See Mitigation Measure 3.3-1a, 
above. 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

See Mitigation Measure 
3.3-1a, above. 

3.3-1b: Survey new electric utility corridors. See Mitigation Measure 3.3-1b, 
above. 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District, 
CDFW, USFWS 

See Mitigation Measure 
3.3-1b, above. 
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Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
3.3-1c: Avoid designated Sensitive Areas. See Mitigation Measure 3.3-1c, 

above. 
South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

See Mitigation Measure 
3.3-1c, above. 

3.3-1d: Survey prior to non-routine vegetation management. See Mitigation Measure 3.3-1d, 
above. 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District, 
CDFW, USFWS 

See Mitigation Measure 
3.3-1d, above. 

Cultural Resources 
Impact 3.4-1: Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of historical resources 
or unique archaeological resources, or disturb human remains 

   

3.4-1a: Develop and Implement a Cultural Resources Treatment Plan (CRTP). Prior to the 
start of ground disturbance for the plan to provide retail electric service, SSJID shall develop a 
CRTP for dealing with potential cultural resources where new construction and/or modification 
of existing facilities require ground-disturbing activities. The CRTP shall identify general and 
specific measures to minimize potential impacts to unexpected sensitive cultural resources 
and human remains. Copies of the CRTP shall reside with the Cultural Resource Specialist 
(CRS), each monitor, and the SSJID’s on-site construction manager. 
The CRTP shall also include procedures for the following: 
· SSJID shall obtain the services of a Cultural Resources Specialist. Prior to the start of 

ground disturbance for the plan to provide retail electric service, SSJID shall hire a pro-
fessional cultural resources specialist (CRS) whose training and background conform to the 
U.S. Secretary of Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards, as published in Title 36, 
Code of Federal Regulations, part 61 (36 C.F.R., part 61). The CRS shall manage all 
monitoring, mitigation, curation and reporting activities, and have the authority to halt 
construction in the immediate vicinity of buried archaeological materials. SSJID shall ensure 
that the CRS makes recommendations regarding the eligibility for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) of any cultural resources that may be impacted by 
the proposed project. The CRS and other discipline specialists shall meet the Professional 
Qualifications Standards mandated by the California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP). 

· The CRS shall evaluate all project footprints for potential cultural resources and recommend 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures as appropriate. SSJID shall provide the 
CRS with maps and drawings showing the footprints of all linear facility routes, all access 
roads, and all laydown areas for proposed projects that will have the potential to impact 
above-ground cultural resources or involve ground disturbing activities at least 60 days in 
advance of proposed construction activities. CRS shall determine whether there are any 
previously recorded cultural resources within the project area or immediately adjacent to it, 
and whether the project area has been previously surveyed for cultural resources. If the 
project area has not been previously surveyed, the CRS shall ensure that the area is 

SSJID shall prepare a 
monitoring report upon 
completion of construction. 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District, 
San Joaquin 
County 

Before and during 
construction related to 
the plan to provide 
retail electric service 
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Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
surveyed in advance of proposed construction activities. If cultural resources are detected 
either prior to or during construction, they shall be identified and evaluated against the 
criteria set forth in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5, subdivision (a), in order to determine 
whether they are “historical resources” and the criteria set forth under Public Resources 
Code section 21083.2, subdivision (g), in order to determine whether they qualify as “unique 
archaeological resources.” If the resources are determined not be either historical resources 
or unique archaeological resources, then no further consideration of these resources is 
required. If the cultural resources, including Native American burials, are determined to be 
either historical resources or unique archaeological resources, the CRS shall advise SSJID 
of such determinations and shall recommend appropriate measures to protect or mitigate 
impacts to the resource, such as avoidance through project redesign, monitoring to avoid 
unintended impacts, and/or archaeological data recovery to reduce the impact to a less than 
significant level. SSJID shall carry out these recommendations to the extent feasible; in no 
event shall SSJID permit an identified historical resource to be impacted to such a degree as 
to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the resource (e.g., through 
demolition or destruction of the resource). See Cultural Resources Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan (CRMMP) below. 

· SSJID shall minimize ground disturbance to the extent feasible. SSJID shall minimize the 
areal and vertical impacts of ground disturbing activities associated with construction and/or 
modification of existing facilities in order to limit potential impacts to unexpected historical 
resources or unique archaeological resources under the provisions of CEQA, including 
Native American burials. 

· Construction personnel shall be trained in proper identification and treatment of cultural 
resources, particularly buried resources. SSJID shall provide Worker Environmental 
Awareness Program (WEAP) training to all new workers involved in the construction and/or 
modification of existing facilities that require ground-disturbing activities within their first 
week of employment. The training shall be prepared by the CRS, may be conducted by any 
member of the archaeological team, and may be presented in the form of a video. The CRS 
shall be available (by telephone or in person) to answer questions posed by employees. 
WEAP training shall be repeated annually for all workers involved in the construction and/or 
modification of existing facilities that require ground-disturbing activities. 

· SSJID shall ensure immediate reporting of any discovery of buried archaeological materials. 
SSJID shall ensure that anyone discovering buried archaeological materials during ground-
disturbing activities (Discovery) shall immediately report the Discovery to their supervisor, 
who is responsible for reporting it to the construction supervisor. In the event of Discovery, 
construction shall be halted and the CRS shall either evaluate, in person, on the project site, 
whether the Discovery constitutes an historical resource or unique archaeological resource 
or shall supervise the evaluations by an appropriate cultural resources technical specialist of 
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Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
the historical significance of the discovery, also in person, on the project. Archaeological 
materials may include, but are not limited to, such items as whole or fragmentary flaked or 
ground stone tools, stone flaking debris, discolored, fire-altered rock, animal bone, charcoal, 
ash, discolored, burned earth, rocks and minerals not common to the project site, and 
fragments of ceramics, glass, or metal. Redirection of ground disturbance shall be 
accomplished under the direction of the construction supervisor, in a manner agreed to by 
the CRS. In the event that historical resources or unique archaeological resources are 
found, or impacts to such resources can be anticipated, construction shall be halted or 
redirected in the immediate vicinity of the Discovery so that the resource is protected from 
further impacts or other feasible mitigation can be formulated. 

· The CRS shall ensure that construction is immediately halted should anyone discover 
human remains. In the event of the Discovery of a burial, human bone, or suspected human 
bone, all excavation or grading in the vicinity of 100 feet of the find shall halt immediately, 
the area of the find shall be protected, and the San Joaquin County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified of the find and the provisions of PRC Section 5097 with respect to 
Native American involvement, burial treatment, and re-burial, shall be complied with if 
necessary. The treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary 
objects discovered during any soils-disturbing activity shall comply with applicable State 
laws. In the event of the coroner’s determination that the human remains are Native 
American, notification of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who shall 
appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The SSJID, the 
CRS, and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the 
treatment of, with appropriate dignity, human remains and associated or unassociated 
funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into 
consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, 
curation, and final disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated 
funerary objects. State law allows 24 hours to reach agreement on these matters. If the MLD 
does not agree on the reburial method, the project will follow Section 5097.98(b) of the 
California Public Resources Code which states, “the landowner or his or her authorized 
representative shall reinter the human remains and items associated with Native American 
burials with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further subsurface 
disturbance.” Work may resume once the area is protected or the body is removed. 

· In the event of Discovery of an historical resource or a unique archaeological resource, the 
CRS shall develop and implement a Cultural Resources Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. 
If historical resources or unique archaeological resources would be impacted by the 
proposed project, regardless of when they are discovered, the CRS shall write a Cultural 
Resources Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (CRMMP). If there is a discovery of any such 
resources, the CRS shall notify SSJID that the initiation of monitoring is necessary for 
portions of the project site or linear facilities. SSJID shall ensure that the CRS or an 
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Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
appropriate cultural resources technical specialist monitor full time on the portions of the 
project site and linear facilities that the CRS has specified to ensure that there are no 
impacts to further undiscovered resources that may be historical resources or unique 
archaeological resources, and to ensure that, to the extent feasible, newly discovered 
historical resources or unique archaeological resources are not further impacted. 
The CRMMP shall stipulate that historical resources and unique archaeological resources shall 
be avoided through alterations in project design, when feasible, though in no event shall 
SSJID permit an identified historical resource to be impacted to such a degree as to cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of the resource. SSJID project design/redesign 
will seek to avoid any and all historical resources and unique archaeological resources 
under the provisions of CEQA, including Native American burials, identified before or during 
construction activities. If avoidance is not possible for a unique archaeological resource that is 
not also an historical resource, then an archaeological data recovery program shall be 
conducted in accord with an approved archaeological data recovery plan (ADRP) to reduce 
the impact to a less than significant level under the provisions of CEQA. 
In the event that avoidance of historical resources or unique archaeological resources is not 
possible via project design modifications, the plan shall outline the appropriate mitigation 
which shall be required. Under CEQA, preservation-in-place is the preferred manner of 
mitigating impacts to unique archaeological resources. Preservation in place for such 
resources may be accomplished by, but not necessarily limited to, a suite of approaches 
such as: (1) Planning construction activities to avoid historical resources; (2) Incorporation of 
resources within parks or other open spaces; (3) Covering the archaeological resource with 
a layer of chemically stable soil before building facilities on top of the site; and/or (4) 
Preserving the resource in a permanent conservation easement. 
If preservation in place is not feasible for any unique archaeological resources that are not 
also historical resources, the plan shall stipulate what further recordation, data recovery, or 
monitoring shall be required. The CRMMP shall include a statement requiring that results of 
all literature reviews, surveys, and data recovery shall be included in a cultural resources 
report for each project. The report shall be prepared according to California Office of Historic 
Preservation Archaeological Resource Management Report (ARMR) guidelines and 
submitted to the California Historical Resource Information System (CHRIS) and the State 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). 
[Updated from 2006 Final EIR Mitigation Measure 3.4-1a] 
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Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
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of Monitoring   
Geology, Soils, and Paleontology 
Impact 3.5-1: Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects as a result 
of seismically induced groundshaking and/or ground failure 

   

3.5-1a: Engineer electric facilities in accordance with standards and practices. New 
electric facilities would be engineered to withstand potential ground shaking in accordance 
with existing utility design standards and practices and would meet or exceed the relevant 
seismic requirements. Standards and practices are defined in California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) General Order 95, Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers 
(IEEE) Standard 693, California Building Code (CBC) requirements for Uniform Building Code 
(UBC) Seismic Zone 3, and San Joaquin County specifications. [New Mitigation Measure] 

A monitoring report shall be 
prepared upon completion of 
retail electric system 
construction 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Prior to construction 

Impact 3.5-2: Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil    
3.5-2a: Follow best management practices for soil erosion control. SSJID shall follow 
best management practices for soil erosion control, including but not limited to: 
· Schedule excavation and grading activities for the dry season (April 15 to October 15). 
· If excavation must occur during the rainy season, regulate storm runoff from the construction 

area through a storm water management/erosion control plan prepared prior to the 
construction period. The plan shall include, at a minimum, the following elements: sand 
bags, road bars, certified weed-free mulch, etc. 

· Stockpiles of loose material must be covered or stabilized and runoff diverted away from 
exposed soil material. Sediment basin/traps must be located and operated to minimize the 
amount of offsite sediment transport. 

· Any trapped sediment must be removed from the basin or trap and placed at a suitable 
location onsite, away from concentrated flows, or removed to an approved disposal site. 
[New Mitigation Measure] 

A monitoring report shall be 
prepared upon completion of 
retail electric system 
construction 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

During construction 
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Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
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of Monitoring   
Impact 3.5-4: Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource    
3.5-4a: Provide proper treatment of paleontological resources. Although no significant 
resources are anticipated due to the relatively young, alluvial character of the soils, prior to 
ground disturbance of a depth beyond 24 inches at sites that have not been previously disturbed, 
SSJID would hire a qualified vertebrate paleontologist, for example, as in Standard Guidelines 
established by the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) (SVP, 1995), to further evaluate 
the paleontological sensitivity of the area underlying the ground disturbance. Should the 
paleontologist determine that materials with moderate, high, or unknown paleontological 
sensitivity could be impacted SSJID shall hire a qualified vertebrate paleontologist to design a 
worker education program and if deemed necessary to prepare a Paleontological Monitoring 
and Treatment Plan. [New Mitigation Measure] 

A monitoring report shall be 
prepared upon completion of 
retail electric system 
construction 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Prior to and during 
construction 

Public Health and Safety 
Impact 3.6-1: Create a significant hazard to the public or environment through routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials 

   

3.6-1a: Establish environmental training and monitoring program for construction and 
operations in compliance with OSHA standards. Prior to the commencement of electric 
distribution system construction, SSJID shall establish an environmental training program to 
communicate environmental concerns and appropriate construction work practices, including 
spill prevention, emergency response measures, and proper implementation of Best 
Management Practices (BMPs), to all construction field personnel. The training program shall 
emphasize the identification and proper handling of hazardous materials, spill containment 
methods, regulatory requirements, and agency notification procedures. A monitoring program 
shall also be implemented to ensure that the requirements and procedures are followed 
throughout the period of construction. BMPs, as specified in the project Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), shall also be implemented during the construction of the project to 
minimize the risk of an accidental release. SSJID has a staff Environmental Compliance and 
Safety Officer that would be responsible for overseeing regulatory compliance for proposed 
electric operations. [Updated from 2006 Final EIR Mitigation Measure 3.6-1a] 

A monitoring report shall be 
prepared upon completion of 
electric distribution system 
construction  

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Prior to and during 
construction 
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Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
3.6-1b: Prepare hazardous substance control and emergency response plan for 
construction in accordance with the California Health and Safety Code. Prior to the 
commencement of electric distribution system construction, SSJID shall prepare a Hazardous 
Substance Control and Emergency Response Plan, which shall include preparations for quick 
and safe cleanup of accidental spills during construction and operations. It shall include a 
hazardous material inventory, prescribe hazardous materials handling procedures for reducing 
the potential for a spill during construction and operations, and shall include an emergency 
response program to ensure quick and safe cleanup of accidental spills. SSJID shall notify the 
appropriate agencies and perform the required remediation if there is a release of reportable 
quantities of petroleum products or other hazardous substances such as PCBs. The plan shall 
identify areas where refueling and vehicle maintenance activities and storage of hazardous 
materials, if any, will be permitted during the construction phase of the project. These 
directions and requirements shall also be reiterated in the project SWPPP. [Updated from 
2006 Final EIR Mitigation Measure 3.6-1b] 

A monitoring report shall be 
prepared upon completion of 
electric distribution system 
construction  

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Prior and during to 
construction 

Impact 3.6-2: Create a hazard to people or the environment as a result of being located on a 
site that is included on a list of hazardous material sites compiled pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5 or by otherwise mobilizing existing soil or groundwater contamination 

   

3.6-2a: Conduct detailed hazardous materials record searches. SSJID shall conduct a 
hazardous materials record search to assess all underground utility construction areas requiring 
excavation, trenching, or dewatering prior to the initiation of construction for project-related 
electric distribution system modifications. Avoid excavation, trenching, or dewatering to the 
depth of known contamination on any unremediated sites (open cases) compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5. If avoidance cannot be achieved, the contamination shall 
be investigated and remediated in accordance with regulatory requirements of the San 
Joaquin County Environmental Health Department, Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
and/or the Department of Toxic Substance Control, as appropriate prior to excavation, trenching, 
or dewatering at the site. [Updated from 2006 Final EIR Mitigation Measure 3.6-2a] 

A monitoring report shall be 
prepared upon completion of 
electric distribution system 
construction  

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

During construction 
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Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
3.6-2b: Observe exposed soil. During trenching, grading, or excavation work for the project-
related electric distribution system modifications, the contractor shall observe the exposed soil for 
visual evidence of contamination. If visual contamination indicators are observed during 
construction, the contractor shall stop work until the material is properly characterized and 
appropriate measures are taken to protect human health and the environment. The contractor 
shall notify the right of way owners and comply with the all local, State, and federal 
requirements for sampling and testing, and subsequent removal, transport, and disposal of 
hazardous materials, including the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act and the California Code of Regulations, Title 22 regarding the disposal of 
wastes, management of surface and groundwater and dust control in accordance with the 
California Clean Water Act and Clean Air Act, and worker health and safety in accordance with 
the California Health and Safety Code. 
In the event that evidence of contamination is observed, the contractor shall document the 
exact location of the contamination and shall immediately notify the County Hazardous 
Materials Team as well as the San Joaquin County Environmental Health Department, 
describing proposed actions. The contaminated site shall be investigated and remediated in 
accordance with regulatory requirements of the San Joaquin County Environmental Health 
Department, Regional Water Quality Control Board, and/or the Department of Toxic Substance 
Control, as appropriate. [Updated from 2006 Final EIR Mitigation Measure 3.6-3a] 

A monitoring report shall be 
prepared upon completion of 
electric distribution system 
construction  

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Prior and during to 
construction 

Impact 3.6-3: Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school 

   

3.6-1a: Establish environmental training and monitoring program for construction and 
operations in compliance with OSHA standards. 

A monitoring report shall be 
prepared upon completion of 
electric distribution system 
construction  

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Prior to and during 
construction 

Impact 3.6-4: Interfere with adopted emergency response plans    
3.10-4a: Ensure emergency response access. Keep all notices on file up to 

30-days after construction 
South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

During construction 

Impact 3.6-7: Create an aeronautical or motor vehicle hazard or result in a significant aerial 
obstruction within two miles of an airport or airstrip 

   

3.1-1c: Adjust location of lines for agricultural operations and flight patterns. Obtain a copy of agreement(s) 
with affected property owner(s)  

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Prior, during, and after 
construction 
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Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
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of Monitoring   
Hydrology and Water Quality 
Impact 3.7-1: Result in surface water and groundwater contamination that could violate water 
quality standards 

   

3.7-1a: Limit wet season construction. To the maximum extent practicable, grading and 
excavation activities shall be limited to dry season months, which are typically May through 
October. This would minimize surface water quality degradation associated with stormwater runoff 
on actively disturbed soils. If it is not practicable to limit certain grading and excavation activities to 
dry season months, a settling pond shall be installed on the construction site with sufficient 
capacity to contain expected runoff during a rainfall event. The purpose of the settling pond 
would be to capture stormwater runoff and avoid adverse impacts associated with a disturbed 
area being exposed to precipitation events, such as the off-site transport of sediment and/or 
potentially hazardous materials in surface water runoff. If a settling pond is required during 
construction as a result of wet season construction, it shall be removed and the area returned 
to original grade and compaction following the completion of construction. As such, the settling 
pond would avoid adverse impacts during construction and would result in no impacts during 
operation. In addition, for grading and excavation activities that are conducted during a rainfall 
event, such activities shall cease when rutting occurs in greater than 10 percent of the disturbed 
area or when rills more than 10 feet in length develop and lead off the disturbed area; rills are narrow 
and shallow incisions into topsoil layers which occur as a result of surface water runoff, and 
rutting is the formation of rills. Dry season construction requirements shall be included as a 
Best Management Practice (BMP) in the applicable Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), 
as administered by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). 
Approved drainage control and erosion control BMPs shall also be included in the SWPPP and 
implemented prior to the normal onset of winter rains. [New Mitigation Measure] 

Verify that construction would 
not be feasible during dry 
season and verify seasonal 
construction specifications in the 
applicable Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), as 
administered by the Central 
Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB).  

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Prior to and during 
construction activities. 

Impact 3.7-2: Deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge    
3.7-2a: Install pervious and/or high-roughness groundcover where applicable. To the 
maximum extent practicable, groundcover for new infrastructure including substations and 
roads shall be comprised of a pervious and/or high-roughness material such as gravel, in 
order to ensure maximum percolation of rainfall to underlying groundwater resources, and to 
minimize potential effects of new impervious areas on increased stormwater runoff rates. [New 
Mitigation Measure] 

Verify that groundcover is 
comprised of a pervious and/or 
high-roughness material such as 
gravel.  

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

During and post 
construction activities. 
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of Monitoring   
Impact 3.7-3: Alter existing drainage patterns or result in increased runoff    
3.7-2a: Install pervious and/or high-roughness groundcover where applicable. Verify that groundcover is 

comprised of a pervious and/or 
high-roughness material such as 
gravel.  

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

During and post 
construction activities. 

Impact 3.7-4: Result in flooding, flood diversions, or erosion due to permanent aboveground 
structures in a floodplain 

   

3.7-4a: Aboveground structures shall be protected against flood and erosion damage. 
To the maximum extent practicable, aboveground electric distribution system infrastructure 
shall be placed outside the current and reasonably expected future flow path of watercourses 
to minimize the potential for flood and erosion damage. If an engineering analysis 
demonstrates that watercourse avoidance is not practicable for the placement of permanent 
infrastructure, the design engineer shall identify appropriate measures to prevent flooding and 
erosion hazards. Such measures may include but are not limited to the following: anchoring of 
structures against stream scour; setback of infrastructure from channel banks; installation of bank 
protection; or raising foundation levels. [Programmatic-Level and Updated from 2006 Final EIR 
Mitigation Measure 3.7-4a] 

Verify that project features are 
placed outside of the current and 
reasonably expected future flow 
path of watercourses or review 
engineering analysis and verify 
that the project incorporates the 
engineering analysis 
recommendations.  

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Prior to and during 
construction activities. 

Impact 3.7-5: Expose people or structures to risk as a result of dam or levee failure, or 
inundation by mudflow 

   

3.7-4a: Aboveground structures shall be protected against flood and erosion damage. Verify that project features are 
placed outside of the current and 
reasonably expected future flow 
path of watercourses or review 
engineering analysis and verify 
that the project incorporates the 
engineering analysis 
recommendations.  

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Prior to and during 
construction activities. 
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Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
Noise and Vibration 
Impact 3.8-1: Cause excessive temporary or periodic increase in noise    
3.8-1a: Implement appropriate noise controls during construction. During construction of 
infrastructure improvements, including modifications to electric distribution substations and 
distribution facilities, SSJID shall: 
· Limit noise generating activities to occur only between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. 

when within 500 feet of a residence or other noise-sensitive land use, 
· Use only internal combustion engine-driven equipment that is equipped with intake and 

exhaust mufflers that are in good condition and appropriate for the equipment, 
· Limit unnecessary idling of construction equipment, 
· Inform nearby residents and property owners of anticipated noise disturbances and the 

availability of the public liaison between two and four weeks prior to construction, and 
provide a public liaison person to respond to concerns about construction disturbances. 
SSJID shall establish a toll-free telephone number for receiving questions or complaints 
during construction and procedures for responding to callers. The liaison shall determine the 
cause of any noise complaints and impose reasonable noise control measures to correct the 
origin of the complaint. [Updated from 2006 Final EIR Mitigation Measure 3.8-1a] 

Public liaison to monitor noise 
levels and public noise 
complaints 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Prior and during 
construction 

3.8-1b: Provide notice of construction noise and vibration. SSJID shall submit a letter of 
advance notification to the City of Manteca and/or City of Ripon for planned construction activi-
ties within 500 feet of a residence or other noise-sensitive land use inside the City of Manteca 
and/or City of Ripon. The letter shall be provided to the applicable city at least four weeks prior 
to commencing electric distribution system construction. The letter describe the planned 
construction activities and identify contractor specifications established by SSJID to avoid 
excessive noise and vibration levels, including temporary noise barriers or acoustic blankets 
for equipment and the steps taken per Mitigation Measure 3.8-1a. [Updated from 2006 Final 
EIR Mitigation Measure 3.1-3a and Mitigation Measure 3.1-3b] 

Public liaison to monitor noise 
levels, receptor distances, and 
public noise complaints 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Prior and during 
construction 

Impact 3.8-3: Cause excessive permanent increase in noise    
3.8-3a: Design substation modifications to avoid noise increases. SSJID shall use a 
combination of site planning, equipment selection, noise attenuating structures, and noise 
barriers, as needed to achieve the ambient noise standards equivalent to those of the City of 
Manteca Zoning Ordinance Section 17.13.040, Ripon Municipal Code Section 16.156.090, and 
City of Ripon General Plan 2040 Community Health and Safety section Policy J6 (land use com-
patibility standards). The equipment associated with the modifications at the Manteca, Ripon, 
and Clough Substations shall be designed to achieve 45 dBA Leq at the nearest residences. 
[Updated from 2006 Final EIR Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a] 

Provide information showing 
noise control design or approach 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Prior to selecting new 
equipment 
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Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
Socioeconomics, Public Services, and Utilities 
Impact 3.9-4: Cause utility system (electricity and water distribution) disruptions    
3.9-4a: Implement Border-Area Service Plan. If SSJID is unable to implement a service 
agreement with either PG&E or MID to provide service to the SSJID border areas (shown in 
Figure 3.9-1), the Border-Area Service Plan shall be implemented. This plan, as generally 
described in this EIR Section 3.9 and the attachment to this section, shall be supported by 
detailed specifications regarding the required infrastructure that must be constructed and 
installed in order to prevent service disruptions in the border areas. This infrastructure includes 
the Western and Eastern Underbuilds, new overhead line, and up to four 600 kVAR capacitor 
banks. Components of the Border-Area Service Plan are outlined in more detail in the 
Attachment to Section 3.9 of this EIR. Construction for the Border-Area Service Plan shall be 
completed in advance of operation of the remainder of the retail electric service plan. 

Complete construction of 
Border-Area Service Plan 
components before operation of 
the remainder of the retail 
electric service plan. 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Prior and during 
construction 
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Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
Transportation and Traffic 
Impact 3.10-1: Result in substantial congestion and cause a substantial increase in traffic due 
to closure of roads and/or reduction of travel lanes 

   

3.10-1a: Develop and implement a Traffic Management Plan. Prior to the start of construction 
activities for the electric distribution system, SSJID shall develop and provide a Traffic Control 
Plan (TCP) to the San Joaquin County Public Works Department, the Cities of Manteca, 
Ripon, and Escalon, and Caltrans. To the extent feasible, construction related traffic and any 
temporary road closures shall be scheduled during non-peak traffic periods. 
The TCP shall include the following measures that SSJID shall implement: 
· Define the locations of project access points and location and timing of any temporary lane 

closures; 
· Identify and make provision for circumstances requiring the use of flag persons, warning 

signs, lights, barricades, cones, and etcetera to provide safe work areas in the vicinity of the 
project site and to warn, control, protect, and expedite vehicular and pedestrian traffic; 

· Implement traffic control (flag persons, signage, barricades, cones, etc.) along all roadway 
segments that have substandard width (less than 18 feet); 

· Include signage placed along all proposed construction haul routes and alternate haul routes 
at appropriate intervals notifying drivers of the presence of construction traffic on those 
roadways; 

· Address the potential for construction related traffic to impede emergency response vehicles 
(See also Mitigation Measure 3.10-4a [Ensure emergency response access]) and present a 
specific training and information program for construction workers to ensure awareness of 
emergency procedures from project-related accidents; 

The measures included in the TCP shall be consistent with any applicable guidelines outlined 
in the Caltrans Highway Design Manual, Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction, 
the U.S. Department of Transportation’s Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, and the 
Work Area Traffic Control Handbook. 

Submit Traffic Control Plan to 
the San Joaquin County Public 
Works Department, the Cities of 
Manteca, Ripon, and Escalon, 
and Caltrans  

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

During and Pre-
construction 
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Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
Impact 3.10-3: Temporarily restrict vehicle access to some properties    
3.10-3a: Provide continuous access to properties during trenching and underground 
cable installation. SSJID shall provide at all times the ability to quickly lay a temporary steel 
plate trench bridge upon request to ensure driveway access to businesses and residences, and 
shall provide continuous access to properties when not actively working on the underground 
cable. In the event that trench stability could be compromised by the laying of a temporary 
steel plate bridge during an early phase of trench construction, SSJID may defer a request for 
access to the soonest possible time until the stability of the trench has been assured. [From 
2006 Final EIR Mitigation Measure 3.10-3a] 

Visually verify during trenching 
construction work  

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

During construction 

3.10-3b: Provide notice of access disruptions. SSJID or its construction contractor shall 
provide at least 48-hour advance notification of the potential for disrupted access to any 
business or residence that may experience such delayed access and communicate all 
potential parking disruptions. The notification shall include information on restoring access and 
the estimated amount of time that access may be blocked. SSJID shall minimize the length of 
any temporary parking restrictions and deploy appropriate sign postings. This notification may 
be coordinated with the notification required by other resource areas (including Mitigation 
Measure 3.8-1a or Mitigation Measure 3.8-1b). [From 2006 Final EIR Mitigation Measure 
3.10-3b] 

Keep all notices on file up to 
30-days after construction  

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

During and Pre-
construction 

Impact 3.10-4: Temporarily interfere with emergency response    
3.10-4a: Ensure emergency response access. SSJID shall coordinate in advance with 
emergency service providers to avoid restricting movements of emergency vehicles. Police 
departments, fire departments, ambulance services, and paramedic services shall be notified in 
advance by SSJID of the proposed locations, nature, timing, and duration of any construction activi-
ties and advised of any access restrictions that could impact their effectiveness. At locations where 
roads will be temporarily blocked, provision shall be ready at all times to accommodate emergency 
vehicles, such as immediately stopping work for emergency vehicle passage, short detours, and 
alternate routes in conjunction with local agencies. [From 2006 Final EIR Mitigation Measure 
3.10-4a] 

Keep all notices on file up to 
30-days after construction 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

During construction 

Impact 3.10-5: Temporarily disrupt bus routes    
3.10-5a: Consult with SJRTD and Manteca, Ripon, and Escalon unified school districts. 
SSJID shall consult with San Joaquin Regional Transit District at least one month prior to 
construction to reduce potential interruption of bus transit services. SSJID shall also consult 
with the Manteca, Ripon, and Escalon school districts at least one month prior to construction 
to coordinate construction activities that could disrupt school bus routes. If necessary, SSJID 
shall arrange for transit and school buses routes to be temporarily rerouted until construction 
in the vicinity is complete. [From 2006 Final EIR Mitigation Measure 3.10-5a] 

Keep all correspondence on file 
up to 30-days after construction 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

During construction 
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Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
Impact 3.10-6: Disrupt rail operations due to activities within a railroad ROW    
3.10-6a: Coordinate work with Union Pacific Railroad. SSJID shall obtain approval from 
Union Pacific Railroad to encroach on the railroad ROW. SSJID shall implement all agreed-
upon stipulations pertaining to the encroachment agreement. [From 2006 Final EIR Mitigation 
Measure 3.10-7a] 

Keep all correspondence on file 
up to 30-days after construction 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

During construction 

Impact 3.10-7: Temporarily eliminate road shoulder parking spaces    
3.10-3b: Provide notice of access disruptions. Keep all notices on file up to 

30-days after construction  
South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

During and Pre-
construction 

Impact 3.10-8: Inadvertently damage road ROWs    
3.10-8a: Repair damaged road ROWs. If damage to roads, sidewalks, and/or medians 
(including irrigation systems for landscaped medians) occurs, SSJID shall coordinate and conduct 
repairs with the affected public agencies to ensure that any impacts are adequately repaired. 
Roads disturbed by construction activities or construction vehicles shall be properly restored to 
ensure long-term protection of road surfaces. [From 2006 Final EIR Mitigation Measure 
3.10-9a] 

Photographic evidence before 
and after construction. Keep all 
correspondence on file up to 
30-days after construction 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

During construction 

Visual Resources 
Impact 3.11-2: Degrade existing visual character with visible construction activity    
3.11-2a: Reduce visibility of construction activities and equipment. SSJID shall keep 
construction-related activity as clean and inconspicuous as practical by storing building 
materials and equipment with the proposed construction staging areas or generally away from 
public view and removing construction debris promptly at regular intervals. If visible from 
nearby residences and roadways, substation construction sites as well as all staging and 
material and equipment storage areas shall be visually screened with temporary screening 
fencing. [From 2006 Final EIR Mitigation Measure 3.11-2a] 

Verify visual screening and 
restoration activities with before 
and after photographs  

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Post construction 

3.11-2b: Restore disturbed areas upon completion of construction. All evidence of 
construction activities, including ground disturbance due to staging and storage areas, shall be 
removed and all disturbed areas shall be restored to an original or improved condition upon 
completion of construction including the replacement of any vegetation or paving removed 
during construction. Disturbed areas at construction sites or staging areas shall be graded to 
restore the pre-project landform upon completion of construction. [From 2006 Final EIR 
Mitigation Measure 3.11-2b] 

Verify visual screening and 
restoration activities with before 
and after photographs  

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Post construction 
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Table D-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program for SSJID Plan to Provide Retail Electric Service 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Monitoring / Reporting Action 
Responsible    

Agency    
Timing or Frequency    

of Monitoring   
Impact 3.11-3: Degrade existing visual character with permanent infrastructure    
3.11-3a: Install landscaping and screening around substation. SSJID shall install 
screening walls or fences around the perimeter of any new substation and provide landscape 
vegetation that meets standards equivalent to those of the City of Manteca (Municipal Code 
17.19.030) that landscaping shall be five percent of the developed areas of the substation. 
SSJID shall use water efficient landscaping materials and shall ensure appropriate irrigation. 
Native and naturalized species should be featured in the site’s landscape design. [Updated 
from 2006 Final EIR Mitigation Measure 3.11-3a] 

Verify landscaping and 
engineering plans 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Prior to construction of 
any new substation and 
new electric distribution 
facility  

3.11-3b: Use non-reflective conductors and poles. SSJID shall use non-reflective 
conductors and wood or non-reflective steel poles for new overhead electric distribution line 
facilities. [From 2006 Final EIR Mitigation Measure 3.11-3b] 

Verify landscaping and 
engineering plans 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Prior to construction of 
any new substation and 
new electric distribution 
facility  

3.11-3c: Locate trenches to protect landscape trees. SSJID shall take all reasonable steps to 
locate trenches for any new underground lines so that they do not disturb the root systems of 
landscape trees adjacent to the public ROW. If substantial disturbance to root systems of trees 
and shrubs within five feet of the public ROW is not avoidable, SSJID shall adhere to 
standards equivalent to those of Chapter 12.08 of the Manteca Municipal Code and replant the 
affected areas with trees and vegetation as specified by this code. [Updated from 2006 Final 
EIR Mitigation Measure 3.11-3c] 

Verify landscaping and 
engineering plans 

South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Prior to construction of 
any new substation and 
new electric distribution 
facility  

Impact 3.11-4: Create substantial light or glare adversely affecting nighttime views in the area    
3.11-4a: Minimize substation lighting. The lighting at the new substation shall be shielded 
and directed downward to reduce light and glare to neighboring areas. The lighting at the sub-
station shall be designed to meet a glare standard equivalent to the City of Manteca Municipal 
Code 17.13.040(D) requirements and indirect glare shall not exceed 0.3 foot-candle at the nearest 
residential receptor. The emergency lighting at the substation shall be turned off when 
maintenance is not required. [From 2006 Final EIR Mitigation Measure 3.11-4a] 

Verify design plans South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District 

Prior to construction of 
each substation 
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Legal Notice 
This document was prepared by Siemens Energy, Inc., Siemens Power Technologies 
International (Siemens PTI), solely for the benefit of South San Joaquin Irrigation District 
(SSJID). Neither Siemens PTI, nor parent corporation or its or their affiliates, nor South San 
Joaquin Irrigation District (SSJID), nor any person acting in their behalf (a) makes any 
warranty, expressed or implied, with respect to the use of any information or methods 
disclosed in this document; or (b) assumes any liability with respect to the use of any 
information or methods disclosed in this document. 

Any recipient of this document, by their acceptance or use of this document, releases 
Siemens PTI, its parent corporation and its and their affiliates, and South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District (SSJID) from any liability for direct, indirect, consequential or special loss or 
damage whether arising in contract, warranty, express or implied, tort or otherwise, and 
irrespective of fault, negligence, and strict liability. 
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Section 

1 
Introduction 
When Siemens PTI developed the severance plan for SSJID, it based its analysis on a 
detailed inventory of the assets inside SSJID territory and for those areas for which it would 
be difficult for PG&E to provide service, solutions were found for them. Examples of these 
solutions are the MID to commercialize option in our Inventory and Severance Report and the 
alternative plan developed in case MID could not provide this service (see report “Plan to 
Supply Consumers outside SSJID’s Service Territory if MID to Commercialize Option is 
Unavailable”, Siemens PTI, July, 2011.) 

Similarly, several new sections of feeder and underbuilds were proposed to maintain the 
continuity of service to those customers along the territory boundary that would remain with 
PG&E. 

At the time, recognizing that we did not have all the required information on the system 
outside the territory, we did not provide a detailed plan for all potential issues that could arise 
due to the separation of the systems, but rather, by inspection, determined that PG&E, using 
industry accepted planning criteria, should have the flexibility, within its existing substations, 
to address these issues, with limited investments and in particular the ability to provide back-
up during contingencies.  This report details some options for these potential investments. 

PG&E, in its May 11, 2012 review of our Inventory and Severance Report (PG&E Comments 
on Siemens Report Final), indicates that after separation the customers in feeders VA-1701, 
VA-1702, VA-1707, Avena 1701 and Ripon 1704 will “experience the adverse effects of the 
removal of mainline back-ties.” Also PG&E indicates that customers along River Road, on 
SSJID’s northeast side and SSJID’s north side (along Escalon-Bellota, Lone Tree, Steingul, 
Henry, Kelly and Van Allen Roads) will suffer more frequent and longer outages. 

PG&E, in its report, indicates that two new substations will be required to address some of 
these issues and in the report  “Pacific Gas and Electric Company Estimating the Fair Market 
Value of  PG&E’S Retail Electric Utility Assets in the South San Joaquin Irrigation District”, 
Black & Veatch, December, 2009 (the Black & Veatch 09 Report), further detail is provided 
on these substations and the required  backup that feeders Vierra 1701 (VA-1701) and Vierra 
1702 (VA-1702) currently receive from Manteca  and Ripon Substations. 

In this report we provide alternative solutions to the issues raised by PG&E and B&V to 
restore the capability to provide backup to the customers that will remain with PG&E after the 
separation. 

It should be noted that the solutions presented are just alternatives that while we believe 
feasible, need to be fine-tuned with PG&E using their detailed knowledge on the balance of 
the system. SSJID and Siemens welcome the opportunity of working with PG&E in ensuring 
a smooth transition which addresses all concerns with respect of service reliability. 
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This report is organized into the following sections. 

 Section 1: This introduction 

 Section 2: Vierra Severance; this section discusses the issues raised with respect to 
the loss of backup from Manteca substation. 

 Section 3: Avena Severance; this section presents the solutions proposed for the 
system north and northwest of SSJID. 

 Section 4: Southern Boundary; this section discusses the possible solutions for the 
southern boundary along River Road in case MID does not take the electricity 
retailing function (MID to commercialize) 
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Section 

2 
Vierra Severance. 
In this section we present the alternative solution to restore the backup to customers on the 
Vierra feeders VA-1701, VA-1702 and VA-1707 as well Ripon feeder RP-1704. 

The analysis starts from our understanding of the current situation and then goes on to 
propose alternative solutions.  

When reading this report, please note that while in some cases we were able to validate the 
feeders’ names, we could not do so in all cases, as we did not get access to PG&E 
substations and thus we will make use of figures in this report to make certain that it is clearly 
understood which feeder and point we are referring to. We apologize if we misnamed a 
feeder. 

2.1 Current Situation of Vierra Feeder 1701 (VA-1701) 
Figure 2-1 shows the situations as inventoried north of Yosemite Avenue and along Airport 
Way. This figure shows that the Vierra feeder 1701 (blue) has ties with a feeder from 
Manteca substation (MT-1708 - green) along Louise Avenue and Lathrop Avenue; the Louise 
and Lathrop tie. 

These two ties, together with ties to the Vierra feeders VA-1702 (red) and VA-1706 (light 
green), currently provide backup during outages and maintenance work. 

Our system analysis further indicated that the “spare” capacity that can be used to transfer 
load to Manteca from the Vierra feeders is substantial in the Louise Tie (about 12 MVA) and 
much smaller in the Lathrop tie (3.6 MVA.) All values approximated and based on inventory. 

After separation the assets west of the dotted line, which represents SSJID territory 
boundary, will be acquired by SSJID and VA -1701 will lose the connections with MT-1708 
and will remain with only VA 1706 as the main means of backup. Note that the connection 
with VA-1702 occurs very close to the Vierra substation and would not help in any outage 
downstream of this point. 

PG&E proposes to restore this backup with a new substation called NEW Lathrop and new 
feeders, which reportedly imply boring under I-5. 
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Figure 2-1 Current Situation in the northwestern boundary 
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2.2 Current Situation of Vierra Feeder 1702 (VA-1702) and 1706 
(VA-1706) 

In this section we will discuss our understanding of Vierra Feeder 1702.  However, based on 
PG&E comments, we infer that parts of this feeder may have been transferred to a feeder 
designated VA-1707. However, this fact does not affect our analysis which is centered on 
reestablishing the backup received from inside the territory. 

As can be seen in Figure 2-2  and according to our inventory, VA-1702 (red) has ties with 
Manteca feeder MT-1706 (blue) along Yosemite Avenue, Woodward Avenue, Fig Avenue 
and Nile Avenue. It also has ties with Ripon substation feeder RP-1704 (green.)  

These ties currently provide backup during outages and maintenance work and according to 
our calculations the strongest connections are the Yosemite tie and the Woodward tie where 
approximately 11 MVA of load could be transferred. All other ties are limited to approximately 
3 MVA of load. 

After separation, the assets west of the dotted line (which represents SSJID boundary) will be 
acquired by SSJID and VA-1702 will lose the connections with MT-1706 and RP-1704. 

PG&E proposes to restore this backup with a new substation called NEW South of Vierra and 
new feeders. 

2.3 Vierra Substation as the source of backup 
The backup to feeders to restore service during outages or maintenance work can come from 
other feeders emanating from a different substation and/or feeders emanating from the same 
substation. The situations described above consisted of the first case; that is, the backup 
comes from different substations. 

The main advantage of having this backup come from different substations is that load can 
be transferred out in case of 115 kV/17 kV transformer failure at the substation. This is 
important if the substation does not have full N-1 capability and substantial load would have 
to be shed in this rare occurrence. However, Vierra is a very strong substation and with the 
load that is going to be transferred out, the substation is expected to have full capability to 
support a transformer outage without significant load shedding. 

Table 2-1 shows the expected loading in the transformers at Vierra according to the 
information provided in the Black & Veatch 09 Report. We preferred to use these values as 
they came from a PG&E source, rather than the WECC load flow cases. 

As can be observed, considering that the two transformers at Vierra are equal and rated 45 
MVA each, in 2011 no load would have to be transferred during a transformer outage (there 
is1.3 MVA margin) and in 2019 approximately 5 MVA would have to be transferred out.  Note 
that this analysis is not considering the overload capability of transformers that can be 
substantial for a few hours and allows for: a) the load to reduce and b) bring a mobile unit to 
temporarily replace the failed transformer. 
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Figure 2-2 Current Situation in the southwestern boundary 
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Table 2-1 Current and Forecasted Loading in Vierra Transformers 

 Load MVA * 

  2011 2019 
Bank Size  

MVA 

Bank 1 32.9 37.7 45 
Bank 2 10.8 12.3 45 

Total 43.7 50.0 90 

N-1 Transformation (MVA) 45.0 45.0  

Load Transfers -1.3 5.0  
* Assumes 0.99 power factor as per WECC cases 

 
Considering that more than 10 MW of load currently served from Vierra is inside SSJID 
territory and after separation it will be permanently transferred to Manteca substation, we 
observe in the table below that even in the long term there is no need to transfer load out 
(reserves from 1.5 to 6.4 MVA) and again this is without considering the overload capability of 
the transformers. 
 

Table 2-2 Current and Forecasted Loading on Vierra Transformers after SSJID separation 

 Load MVA * 

  2011 2019 

Bank 
Size  
MVA 

Bank 1 22.8 26.2 45 
Bank 2 10.8 12.3 45 

Total 33.6 38.5 90 

N-1 Transformation (MVA) 45.0 45.0  

Load Transfers -11.4 -6.5  
* Assumes 0.99 power factor as per WECC cases  

 
Finally, there could be concern about the supply at 115 kV to Vierra and we investigated this 
situation. 
 
As can be seen in the Figure 2-3 below, Vierra has two incoming lines; one from Manteca 
and another from a tap on the lines from Kasson (KSSN-JC2) to CL AMMNA. These lines are 
expected to be loaded 59.7% (segment out of KSSN-JC2) and 8.3% (flow going out of Vierra 
to Manteca) of its normal rating (224 MVA.) During any contingency in these lines the 
remaining line’s loading is reduced and Vierra has full N-1 Capability and no load would have 
to be transferred out during the loss on any incoming line during emergencies. 

This is to be expected as Vierra is a looped substation and its N-1 capability is required by 
NERC standards (the outage of one of the incoming lines cannot lead to the overload of the 
other.) 
 
Based on the observations above we conclude that Vierra is a strong substation and it can be 
used as the source of the backup that will be lost from Manteca. 
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Figure 2-3: System Conditions at Vierra for 2012 Heavy Summer Peak conditions. 

 

33518
VIERRA

0.997
114.7

1 

31
.2 1.
4

2 

23
.5 3.
3

0.997
114.6

5 

24.7

3.5

6 

27.1

3.9

7 

25.9

3.7

8 

28.6

4.1

18
.6

1.
2

73.3

5.5

33524
CL AMMNA

0.998
114.7

1 

1.
4

1.
0

 1
.4

 1
.0

0
N-JC2

1.006
115.6

75
.2

7.
7

33509
AVENATP1

0.998
114.7

4.3

 4.4

33511
AVENATP2

1.004
115.5

 8.9

 6.0

33516
RPN JNCN

0.995
114.4

3.6

526
SSN-JC1

006
5.7

4.9

9

70
40.3

1.006
115.7

.020
17.3

1.006
115.710

.8

 2
.9

33500
MELNS JA

1.017
116.9

 10.9

 5.9

33510
AVENA

0.997
114.7

1 

15
.1

2.
2

 1
5.

1

 2
.2

33953
VLYHMTP2

1.009
116.0

9.0

5.0

33514
MANTECA

33520
RIPON

0.992
114.1

2 

24
.6 3.
5

 3
.5

33951
VLYHMTP1

1.000
115.0

10.6

6.6

33947
RIVRBKJT

1.002
115.2

 14.8

 7.2

33952
VALLY HM

1.000
115.0

1 

4.
2

0.
6

 4
.2

 0
.6

33936
MELNS JB

1.019
117.2

 14.8

 7.1

33948
RVRBK J2

1.010
116.2

 9.0

 5.0

STANISLS

1.030
118.5

2 

9.2

1.3

 9.0

 4.8

33501
FRGTNTP1

1.018
117.1

24.1

33504
CATARACT

1.028
118.2

12.0

2.6

1.4

1.4

33932
MELONES

1.021
117.4

9.
6

1.
9

4.2

9

TP1

532
GLASS

RS

 2
4.

6

33503
FRGTNTP2

1.024
117.7

11.9

3.3

 11.9

 3.8

3.
1

1.
8

 2
.4

 11.9

 3.3

12.0

2.8

 14.1

 3
.1

1.
00

00

0
94

34 54.4

 10.6

 



Vierra Severance. 

 
 2-7 

Siemens Energy, Inc. – Siemens Power Technologies International 
 – Options for providing backup service to PG&E Feeders once SSJID acquires Manteca substation 

   

   

2.4 Vierra Substation as the source of backup to VA-1701 
As presented in the previous section, we propose to use Vierra as the source for the backup  
and this can be achieved by either reinforcing existing feeders out of Vierra or install new 
feeders to provide for the missing connections and avoid the need for new substations. 

One exception to the concept above is the supply of the area located south of Manteca, 
which in case that it all stays with PG&E, a new transformer at Ripon Substation can provide 
the  backup, as discussed later in this report. 

With respect to the solutions proposed below, it is important to note that as we did not 
inventory the entirety of Vierra feeder 1701 (VA-1701), we do not have its load and cannot 
provide one optimal solution, but rather a range of solutions that would work for different 
loading levels.   

Figure 2-4 shows VA-1701 (blue) after the separation; where we note the reduction in 
coverage to the east and the open points. In this figure we also note that VA-1701 has an 
open loop between Louise Avenue and Lathrop Avenue that can be used as part of the 
backup. In this figure two solutions are proposed; Option A and Option B, which are 
discussed below. 

2.4.1 Option A 

The simplest solution for this feeder would be to use the connections with VA-1706 that can 
provide backup in case there is an outage in the mainline of VA-1701 to essentially the same 
points where the supply from Manteca was being received. However, as we do not know the 
loading in this feeder and given the fact that PG&E did not mention this option, we infer that it 
has significant load and there is no significant spare capacity. 

 One option to increase the capacity is to reconductor this feeder all the way from the 
substation to Lathrop Road with a larger conductor. The total length is about 2.1 miles. 

Finally, if no standardized conductor can be used to provide the necessary additional 
capacity to VA-1706, then either a bundle of two conductors (e.g. 2x 715.5 kcmil) or an 
underbuild can be used.   

As this is the solution that is likely to have fewer problems, it was implemented in our model 
(Opt A-3) and Figure 2-4 shows this solution where we note that there would be two 
underbuilds.  The first is from the substation to Louise Avenue with 715.5 kcmil for 1.1 miles 
and the second from Louise Avenue to Lathrop Road with smaller conductor e.g. 1/0 AL (1 
mile.) Recall that the Louise tie offered the strongest interconnection point. 
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Figure 2-4: Solutions for Vierra Feeder 1701. 
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2.4.2 Option B 

 
If for any reason VA-1706 cannot be reinforced and it cannot provide the backup by itself, 
then an alternative is to introduce a new feeder from Vierra going east along Vierra Road and 
then north on McKinley Avenue to Louise Avenue where it would connect to VA-1701. This 
new feeder would follow the same route as VA-1701 but should not share the same poles,.  
This would be resolved by undergrounding it.  
 
Figure 2-4  above shows this solution with 1.2 miles of 1000 kcmil cable. We also note in this 
figure that at the point where the new feeder reaches Louis Avenue, there are two branches 
going north to Lathrop, so no further backup would be required. 
 
Finally note that a new breaker position is not necessary at Vierra substation, as this cable 
could be connected for example, to the same exit as VA-1706. 

2.5 Vierra Substation as the source of backup to VA-1702 
The situation for VA-1702 can be quite different depending on whether MID commercializes 
the loads south of Manteca (Situation A) or not (Situation B.) 

2.5.1 Situation A; MID Commercializes loads. 

Figure 2-5 shows the situation of Vierra feeder VA-1702 in case SSJID takes the loads 
outside its territory and MID provides electric distribution service. Note that in the figure not all 
laterals outside the territory are shown. 

In this case, VA-1702 will have a significantly reduced load as it will serve a rather small area 
limited by SSJID to the east and a 12 kV system to the west.  This load could be up to 3 MW. 

The proposed solution, is to introduce a new feeder (possibly connected to the same breaker 
as VA -1701) going east on Vierra and then south along McKinley Avenue until it reaches 
Woodward Avenue, where it would have an open connection with VA-1702. This new section 
would consist of underground cable 250 kcmil AL or smaller for a length of 1.7 miles (see as 
shown in Figure 2-5.) Underground cable would be utilized to avoid sharing poles with VA-
1702.  Note that from the point where the new feeder connects to VA-1702, VA-1702 would 
be radial, but we estimate that this rural load is fairly small (less than 400 kVA) and could stay 
radial. If this is not acceptable then there are various options including an overhead line of 
approximately 1 mile to extend this backup further down the feeder.   
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Figure 2-5: Solutions for Vierra Feeder 1702 if MID commercializes the loads (Situation A) 

VA-1702 N.O. 
Connection

VA-1702 N.O. 
Connection

 

Possible tie 
between 
existing lines 



Vierra Severance. 

 
 2-11 

Siemens Energy, Inc. – Siemens Power Technologies International 
 – Options for providing backup service to PG&E Feeders once SSJID acquires Manteca substation 

   

   

2.5.2 Situation B; PG&E maintains the load south of the territory. 

There is the possibility that MID, for unforeseen reasons, cannot provide retail distribution 
service to the customers south of Manteca outside SSJID territory.  

For this eventuality two underbuilds connecting Vierra S/S to a New Ripon S/S for PG&E 
(same site as the existing Ripon S/S but separate transformer) and to Riverbank Substation 
were proposed. The underbuilds use a 2/0 conductor and allow supplying the entire load from 
either end, Vierra or New Ripon, thus representing a reliable backbone that will restore the 
previous connections to Manteca Substation. Figure 2-6 presents an overview of this 
Underbuild and Figure 2-7 presents details on how it reestablishes the backup to VA-1702 

Our report “Plan to Supply Consumers Outside SSJID’s Service Territory if MID to 
Commercialize Option is Unavailable”  (Siemens PTI, July 2011) provides additional 
information on this proposed solution.  
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Figure 2-6: Solutions for Vierra Feeder 1702 with PG&E serving load to the south (Situation B) 
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Figure 2-7: Detail of Solutions for Vierra Feeder 1702 with PG&E serving load to the south (Situation B) 
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Section 

3 
Avena Severance. 
With respect to the Avena substation and, in general, the customers north-northeast of 
Manteca that would remain with PG&E,   PG&E indicated that there was concern about the 
distance of these customers to the source of supply after separation (Avena substation) and 
the lack of back up.  

As shown in Figure 3-1, this is indeed the case for the customers that will stay with PG&E 
and would be transferred to the Avena feeder 1701 (AV-1701), shown in blue in the figure. 

As we did not inventory the rest of the system to the north we expected that there would be 
feeders coming from other substations that could provide back-up and this may still be the 
case.  However, there is a solution to this issue which was already implemented by PG&E to 
provide back-up to the 12 kV feeders coming out of the French Camp Substation.  In this 
solution, PG&E installed a pole mounted open delta autotransformer (two banks) along 
Airport Way connecting a 17 kV feeder out of Manteca with a 12 kV feeder out of French 
Camp allowing for mutual back-up. According to what we could observe, this is a 3 MVA 
bank and is shown in Figure 3-2. A similar solution can be implemented along French Camp 
as discussed below. 

3.1 Alternative Supply from French Camp Substation. 
French Camp Substation is located on West Mathews road west of I-5 and according to our 
inventory it has a mainline that runs along French Camp Rd, up to very near to where Park 
View cemetery is located and Loduca Drive. The distance from this point to the end of what 
would be AV-1701 in the separation plan is about 0.5 miles.  This is shown in Figure 3-3 
below 
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Figure 3-1: Situation after Separation for Customer north-northeast of Manteca. 
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Figure 3-2: Open Delta Autotransformer 17/12 kV  
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Figure 3-3: Location of French Camp Substation  
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Thus, we are proposing to install an autotransformer similar to the one presented above at 
this point but with three units instead of only two creating a full delta and a capacity of  4.5 
MVA. 

The investments in addition to the bank would include: 

a) Reconductor a small section at the end of the mainline from French Camp Rd. of 
approximately 300 feet to 1/0 Cu, which appears to be the conductor of the mainline 
at this point. 

b) Reconductor some sections of AV-1701 along French Camp from 4 ACSR to 1/0 Cu. 
The estimated combined length of these sections is about 2,000 ft. The location of 
these sections is shown in Figure 3-4. 

c) Finally, a new section of approximately 3,000 feet using 1/0 Cu needs to be built 
connecting the point where the autotransformer bank is to be located to the end of 
Feeder AV-1701. This is shown in Figure 3-5 where we also note that in the original 
plan there was already a new section for  SSJID, so this could be continued as an 
underbuild. 
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Figure 3-4: Sections to be reconductored to 1/0Cu along French Camp (brown in figure) 

 

Figure 3-5: Now Sections for PG&E and location of autotransformer. 

 

With these investments, we create a backbone with two points of supply north and northeast 
of Manteca that can be used to provide backup to the customers that stay with PG&E and up 
to 4.5 MVA could be transferred to French Camp.  
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We, of course,  recognize that we did not inventory in its entirety the  French Camp 
substation area and there may be some additional investments there, e.g. reconductor of 
parts of the mainline; but this mainline seems to be of high capacity and significant sections of 
it appear to have a 715.5 kcmil conductor.  
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Section 

4 
Southern Boundary 
In this section we provide our observations regarding the Southern Boundary (South of River 
Road) in case MID does not take the electricity retailing function. 

In a previous report (“Plan to Supply Consumers outside SSJID’s Service Territory if MID to 
Commercialize Option is Unavailable”, Siemens PTI, July, 2011) we presented possible 
solutions to supply the limited load that would remain with PG&E and the recommended 
option was for a third transformer bank 115 kV/ 17 kV to be installed at Ripon in a separate 
but contiguous substation (Ripon II),  Ripon II would supply together with Riverbank and 
Vierra, a trunk mainline that would run between these substations and supply the loads to the 
south. As these mainlines would be constructed using underbuilds, we called them the 
Eastern and Western Underbuilds. 

It should be mentioned that we estimated that the load to be served by the Eastern 
Underbuild was about 1 MW and we would like to clarify that this is not the total load served 
from Riverbank and not even the total load south of River Road, but only the load south of 
River Road that falls outside SSJID’s service territory and it is supplied from Riverbank 
(instead of Ripon II) and it is located west of Henry Rd. 

We believe that with these investments, service will be provided to those customers south of 
River Road with reliability consistent both with PG&E planning standards and with their 
system design. 

 

Figure 4-1 shows the first section of this proposed supply going out of Riverbank (red.) Here 
we note that a) the loads that remain with PG&E (also red) are a small fraction of the load 
that was originally supplied from Riverbank and its supply in the original design was radial 
(note all red lines going south) and would remain radial. However, as before, any section of 
the mainline along River Rd. can be supplied either from Riverbank (normal supply) or from 
Ripon (emergency supply.) 

Figure 4-2 shows a continuation of this feeder  where it meets with the underbuild from Ripon 
II (PG&E substation), creating an alternative point of supply. We continue observing that all 
south loads are and will continue being radial.  

Finally Figure 4-3 details the connection of the Eastern underbuild to Ripon II substation.
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Figure 4-1: Eastern Underbuild Section Out of Riverbank (red) 
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Figure 4-2: Eastern Underbuild Section Out of Riverbank (red) meets Section out of Ripon (Green) 
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Figure 4-3: Eastern Underbuild Section out of Ripon (Green) 
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