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Can	  We	  Do	  More	  To	  Address	  Climate?	  
Climate	  consistently	  ranks	  near	  the	  boSom	  of	  social	  issues	  

for	  Americans	  
Yet,	  66%	  agree	  with	  the	  statement,	  “We	  need	  to	  transform	  

the	  outdated	  ways	  of	  generaYng	  energy	  into	  new	  ones	  
that	  create	  jobs	  and	  enYre	  industries,	  and	  stop	  the	  
damage	  we’ve	  been	  doing	  to	  the	  environment.”*	  

What	  if	  there	  was	  an	  opYon	  for	  consumers	  to	  reduce	  the	  
carbon	  footprint	  of	  their	  electricity	  use	  and	  save	  money	  in	  
the	  process?	  

*Source: NY Times, 1/15/15 2 
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Background	  
	  	  



What	  is	  Community	  Choice	  AggregaYon?	  
• Allows	  communiYes	  (ciYes,	  counYes,	  even	  smaller	  
communiYes)	  to	  procure	  their	  own	  power	  and	  set	  their	  own	  
rates	  
• Guaranteed	  right	  to	  communiYes	  via	  AB117	  (2002)	  
• MoYvaYon	  formerly	  to	  reduce	  rates	  but	  now	  focus	  tends	  to	  
be	  expansion	  of	  renewable	  energy	  and	  addressing	  climate	  
goals	  	  



What	  is	  Community	  Choice	  AggregaYon?	  

Source: Marin Clean Energy 



The	  Issue	  
•  How	  should	  interested	  communiYes,	  like	  Los	  Altos,	  best	  

move	  forward	  with	  implemenYng	  CCAs?	  	  
•  What	  should	  be	  the	  role	  of	  public-‐private	  partnerships,	  if	  

any?	  
•  (Much	  less	  of	  a	  problem	  than	  the	  two	  previous	  groups	  –	  

this	  is	  more	  of	  an	  opportunity!)	  
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Stakeholders	  (1	  of	  3)	  
CiYes	  (City	  Councils)	  

§  Make	  the	  iniYal	  decision	  to	  approve	  or	  disapprove	  plans	  for	  
a	  CCA	  program	  	  

§  Set	  goals	  for	  program;	  climate,	  renewables,	  savings,	  etc.	  
CiYzens	  (Consumers)	  
§  Have	  the	  opYon	  to	  opt-‐out	  of	  a	  CCA	  program	  once	  a	  city	  
council	  has	  decided	  to	  move	  forward	  

§  High	  opt-‐out	  rates	  can	  determine	  the	  financial	  success	  or	  
failure	  of	  a	  program	  
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Stakeholders	  (2	  of	  3)	  
Joint	  Power	  AuthoriYes	  	  

§  In	  2/3	  exisYng	  CA	  cases	  ciYes	  have	  joined	  together	  to	  form	  
an	  independent	  body	  	  

§  Independent	  body	  that	  adopts	  fiscal	  and	  logisYc	  
responsibility,	  with	  iniYal	  financial	  support	  from	  the	  
included	  ciYes	  	  

California	  Public	  UYliYes	  Commission	  	  

§  Must	  approve	  iniYal	  requests	  and	  all	  detailed	  
implementaYon	  plans	  
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Stakeholders	  (3	  of	  3)	  
IOU	  (PG&E,	  for	  example)	  	  

§  Must	  conYnue	  to	  provide	  T&D	  service	  to	  CCA	  customers,	  as	  
well	  as	  full	  services	  to	  opt-‐out	  populaYons	  

§  Generally	  antagonisYc	  to	  CCAs	  
Public/Private	  Companies	  and	  OrganizaYons	  	  

§  Seek	  to	  aid	  with	  implementaYon	  and/or	  operaYons	  of	  CCA	  
programs	  

§  Examples:	  California	  Clean	  Power	  and	  LEAN	  
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Interviewees	  
Joe	  Como	  
§  AcYng	  Director,	  Division	  of	  Ratepayer	  Advocates	  
Dawn	  Weisz	  
§  Chief	  ExecuYve	  Officer,	  Marin	  Energy	  Authority	  

Mayor	  Jan	  Pepper	  
§  Mayor,	  City	  of	  Los	  Altos	  

Peter	  Rumble	  
§  Chief	  ExecuYve	  Officer,	  California	  Clean	  Power	  

Shawn	  Marshall	  
§  Co-‐founder	  and	  ExecuYve	  Director,	  Local	  Energy	  AggregaYon	  Network	  
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Case	  Study:	  Marin	  
Clean	  Energy	  	  

	  	  



Program	  Design	  
Three-‐Yer	  program	  
§  “Light	  Green”	  opYon:	  default	  opYon,	  50%	  renewable	  energy	  	  
§  “Deep	  Green”	  opYon:	  100%	  renewables	  (mostly	  wind	  energy)	  
§  “Local	  Solar”	  opYon:	  100%	  energy	  from	  local	  solar	  
§  Separate	  commercial	  and	  EV-‐charging	  rate	  structures	  

MoYvaYon:	  renewable	  growth	  
Benefits	  

	  Local	  Build-‐out;	  Renewables,	  Rebates,	  Feed-‐in	  Tariff	  
	  Local	  Programs;	  EV	  charging,	  Home	  Area	  Networks,	  Energy	  Efficiency	  
	  Local	  Jobs	  and	  RetenYon	  of	  Funds	  
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Program Design 

14 Source: Marin Clean Energy 



Level	  of	  Success	  
Serve	  over	  125,000	  customers	  in	  Marin	  County,	  

unincorporated	  Napa	  County	  and	  the	  ciYes	  of	  Benicia,	  El	  
Cerrito,	  Richmond	  and	  San	  Pablo	  

§  Expanding	  farther	  in	  2015,	  including	  into	  Davis	  
Opt-‐out	  rate	  has	  fallen	  from	  ~20%	  to	  sub-‐10%	  
Saved	  ratepayers	  $5.9	  million	  in	  2014	  
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Lessons	  Learned	  
1.  Going	  first	  is	  difficult,	  but	  experience	  benefits	  future	  

projects	  
2.  IniYal	  costs	  are	  not	  insignificant	  

›  Feasibility	  study,	  proposals,	  markeYng	  

3.  Transparency	  is	  important!	  (fiscal	  and	  procedural)	  
4.  Required	  experYse	  is	  available	  through	  consultants	  and	  

not	  needed	  full-‐Yme	  
5.  Important	  to	  build	  financial	  reserves	  
6.  UYliYes	  feel	  very	  threatened	  
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Case	  Study:	  Los	  
Altos	  

	  	  



About Los Altos 
•  PopulaYon:	  30,000	  residents	  
•  Primarily	  a	  residenYal	  community	  with	  85%	  home	  

ownership	  
•  Median	  Household	  Income:	  $	  154,821	  
•  MoYvaYon	  for	  CCA:	  fulfill	  goals	  of	  their	  Climate	  AcYon	  

Plan	  
•  Community	  choice	  could	  reach	  80%	  of	  carbon	  reducYon	  

goal	  
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About Los Altos 

Source: Los Altos Climate Action Plan 



OpYons	  Under	  ConsideraYon	  
OpYon	  1:	  “Do	  It	  Yourself”	  CCA	  
§  Form	  own	  enYty	  to	  source	  power	  
§  High	  iniYal	  costs	  and	  staffing	  requirements	  
§  Assumes	  more	  risk	  
§  May	  not	  be	  cost-‐effecYve	  for	  small	  community	  
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OpYons	  Under	  ConsideraYon	  
OpYon	  2:	  Public	  Partner	  CCA—Now	  
§  Was	  originally	  a	  closed	  deal	  but	  hoping	  to	  expand	  area	  included	  
§  Funds	  and	  populaYon	  are	  pooled	  over	  a	  larger	  area	  
§  ImplementaYon	  might	  take	  longer	  –	  targeYng	  end	  of	  2016	  
§  Could	  either	  join	  now	  or	  auer	  iniYal	  phases	  
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OpYons	  Under	  ConsideraYon	  
OpYon	  3:	  Public	  Partner	  CCA—Later	  	  
§  May	  reduce	  risks	  and	  costs	  
§  Likely	  occur	  at	  much	  later	  date	  with	  delayed	  benefits	  
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OpYons	  Under	  ConsideraYon	  
OpYon	  4:	  Commercial	  Partner	  CCA	  
§  Promising	  100%	  renewables	  for	  2%	  below	  PG&E	  rate	  
§  California	  Clean	  Power	  (CCP)	  is	  a	  “Public	  Benefit	  CorporaYon,”	  and	  

required	  to	  return	  a	  certain	  amount	  of	  the	  profits	  to	  the	  community	  
§  Expect	  a	  short	  Yme	  to	  implementaYon	  
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OpYons	  Under	  ConsideraYon	  

Source: California Clean Power 



OpYons	  Under	  ConsideraYon	  
OpYon	  5:	  Green	  OpYon	   	  	  
§  EssenYally	  is	  the	  “Do	  nothing	  approach”	  
§  Can	  adverYse	  membership	  into	  PG&E’s	  upcoming	  green	  opYon	  
§  PG&E	  voluntary	  program	  has	  $.02-‐03/kWh	  premium	  
§  No	  guarantee	  for	  parYcipaYon	  rates	  	  
§  No	  addiYonal	  revenue	  for	  the	  city	  
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Options Comparison By City Environment Commission 
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Conclusions	  and	  
RecommendaYons	  

	  	  



RecommendaYons	  
1.	  	  Los	  Altos	  should	  move	  forward	  with	  the	  South	  
Bay	  JPA	  model	  (Op=on	  2)	  

•  Larger	  populaYon	  à	  increased	  buying	  power	  
•  Managed	  service	  model	  (CCP)	  makes	  sense	  for	  smaller	  programs,	  but	  

opportunity	  to	  join	  JPA	  is	  also	  a	  great	  opportunity	  
•  Reduces	  financial	  risk	  (and	  preserves	  credit	  score)	  
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RecommendaYons	  
2.	  South	  Bay	  JPA	  should	  collaborate	  with	  PPPs	  to	  get	  
programs	  set	  up,	  but	  retain	  control	  over	  
opera=ons	  	  

•  RaYonale:	  in	  order	  to	  reduce	  risk	  while	  sYll	  maintaining	  a	  lot	  of	  
control	  over	  the	  program,	  should	  try	  to	  keep	  operaYons	  local	  

•  Will	  also	  keep	  costs	  as	  low	  (and	  predictable)	  as	  possible;	  unlinks	  
uYlity	  rates	  and	  CCA	  rates	  

•  Allows	  100%	  of	  savings	  to	  be	  channeled	  back	  into	  community	  for	  
addiYonal	  projects	  (direct	  savings,	  future	  construcYon,	  efficiency	  
programs,	  etc.)	  
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RecommendaYons	  	  
3.	  South	  Bay	  JPA	  should	  leave	  door	  open	  for	  PPP	  
rela=onships	  down	  the	  line	  

•  Example	  from	  Marin:	  cooperaYon	  with	  Tesla	  home	  baSeries	  
•  Efficiency	  programs	  can	  increase	  profitability	  
•  No	  need	  to	  “reinvent	  the	  wheel”	  for	  new	  projects	  
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RecommendaYons	  
4.	  Managed	  Service	  Model	  corpora=ons	  should	  
focus	  on	  smaller	  community	  projects	  and	  project	  
upstart	  

•  Great	  for	  areas	  with	  limited	  capacity	  for	  addiYonal	  staff/agencies	  
•  Might	  consider	  a	  transfer-‐of-‐services	  model	  
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Conclusions	  
§  Los	  Altos	  has	  been	  progressive	  with	  Climate	  AcYon	  Plan	  

and	  consideraYon	  of	  CCA	  
§  Community	  choice	  is	  a	  promising	  opportunity	  to	  help	  

communiYes	  take	  control	  over	  the	  source	  of	  their	  
electricity	  generaYon	  

§  Marin	  and	  Sonoma	  proving	  that	  CCA	  works	  and	  meets	  
their	  goals	  

§  Los	  Altos	  and	  other	  south	  bay	  ciYes	  in	  posiYon	  to	  build	  on	  
work	  of	  others	  in	  developing	  successful	  programs	  
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Contact Information  
For	  comments	  or	  quesYons	  regarding	  this	  presentaYon	  

(including	  a	  works	  cited	  page),	  please	  email	  Amanda	  
McNary	  at	  amcnary.su@gmail.com	  

33 


