
October 22, 2021 
 
Dear Chair Balachandran and California Community Power Governing Board: 
 
On September 15th, 2021, California Community Power (CC Power) received a staff recommendation to 
consider a suite of labor and environmental contracting policies. The purpose of this letter is to 
communicate the views regarding labor policies of 8 environmental and social justice groups along the 
Central Coast, as expressed to Central Coast Community Energy (3CE), and to highlight the differences 
between the labor standards that our coalition has called for and the labor policies that CC Power is 
currently considering. 
 
CC Power’s consideration of labor contracting policies marks an important moment in Californian CCA 
development: now that CCAs have proven themselves to be financially stable while meeting their climate 
goals and funding a rich variety of clean energy programs, CC Power is turning its focus to creating a 
sustainable workforce. Most recently, CC Power has This is on the whole a positive development. 
 
At the same time, the recommended labor contracting policies fall short of the standards that Central Coast 
environmental and social justice organizations have called for. In August 2021, a coalition of 8 environmental 
and social justice groups submitted a letter (enclosed) to Central Coast Community Energy (3CE) calling for 
the adoption of a Sustainable Workforce Policy (SWP). Among other recommendations, the letter calls on 
3CE to commit to entering power purchase agreements (PPAs) with entities that adopt high labor 
standards such as community workforce agreements (CWAs), prevailing wages, and the use of a skilled and 
trained workforce while giving bidders an opportunity to disclose details about their labor standards to 3CE. 
This SWP exceeds the standards proposed by CC Power, and we urge CC Power to consider the 
commitments that Central Coast environmental and social justice organizations have made regarding labor 
policy standards. In order to bring CC Power labor policy in line with the enclosed recommendations, the 
following changes would have to be made to CC Power policy: 
 

• Clarify that prevailing wage requirements will apply to procurement. 
• Clarify skilled and trained workforce language in PPAs. 
• Require PLAs or CWAs in cases where CC Power directly contracts for construction in new 

infrastructure projects with a capacity of 3MW or greater. 
 
Considering CC Power’s role more broadly, there is great concern among environmental and labor groups 
on the Central Coast that CC Power is—through its de facto preemptive authority—effectively 
undermining the local control maintained by individual CCAs. There is widespread understanding of the 
economies of scale enabled by CC Power as a market actor; however, there is a lack of clarity regarding 
how CC Power might be held accountable to member agencies and communities when substantive 
decisions about labor and environmental policies are made. Short of legislative efforts to create greater 
accountability, best practice may dictate that community and member agencies should be brought upstream 
in CCP decision-making. One step that CC Power can make in this direction is to match the high standards 
that communities and member agencies advocate regarding labor and environmental policy. 
 
We trust that CCP will honor the commitments to sustainable workforces held by the environmental and 
social justice groups that have been so essential to the success of Californian CCAs. We thank you for your 
time and consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
Mariah Brennan Clegg 
Doctoral Researcher, UC Santa Barbra 
Community Organizer, CCCJN 



 
cc: 
Tom Habashi – Central Coast Community Energy Barbara Hale – CleanPowerSF 
Nick Chaset – East Bay Community Energy 
Dawn Weisz – MCE 
Jan Pepper – Peninsula Clean Energy 
Matthew Marshall – Redwood Coast Energy Authority Lori Mitchell – San Jose Clean Energy 
Geof Syphers – Sonoma Clean Power 
Mitch Sears – Valley Clean Energy 



August 26th, 2021 

Honorable Policy Board, Operations Board, and Community Advisory Council 
Members, 

The community environmental and social justice organizations represented here—Central Coast 
Alliance United for a Sustainable Economy (CAUSE), Central Coast Climate Justice Network 
(CCCJN), Community Environmental Council (CEC), Regeneración Pájaro Valley Climate Action, the 
Romero Institute, Santa Barbara County Action Network (SBCAN), the Sierra Club, and SLO 
Climate Coalition—have united to urge 3CEnergy to commit to the development and adoption of a 
Sustainable Workforce Policy. The principles outlined in this policy should be used as additional 
scoring criteria in consideration of all 3CEnergy investments in new energy generation and energy 
storage projects undertaken on behalf of Central Coast ratepayers. We maintain that a proactive 
approach towards the just treatment of workers is essential to realizing energy justice overall, and we 
recognize how the affordances of energy democracy made possible by CCAs will contribute greatly 
towards that vision. 

Our Moment 
As the Central Coast emerges from the COVID-19 pandemic, we hope that 3CEnergy attends to 
two economic lessons that follow from this crisis: first, that public entities must be financially resilient 
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to withstand political, economic, social, and environmental shocks; and second, that economic sectors 
with robust protections and organized representation are best poised to withstand those shocks. 

Regarding the first lesson, we recognize that 3CEnergy has an exemplary record in fiscal 
responsibility, becoming the first CCA to earn an A credit rating from Standard & Poor.  Regarding 1

the second lesson, we encourage 3CEnergy to commit itself more explicitly towards the community 
benefits of a high labor standards policy so that it can be attentive to both its pocketbook and the 
local workforce at the same time. 

The Promise of 3CEnergy 

With its ambitious climate goals, openness to community input, and exemplary fiscal record, 
3CEnergy is well-positioned to be a leader in transitioning our existing energy system to a just, 
equitable, and sustainable energy system. The undersigned recognize that the value of a CCA entity 
lies not only in its ability to transition our energy economy, but to do so in a way that does justice to 
the entire community, and especially to the people who will build the hard infrastructure of our 
energy future. 

In this communication, we hope to highlight the ability of CCAs to make robust commitments to 
high labor standards and to do right by existing trades workforces, especially those workers currently 
employed within the fossil fuel industry. Seizing the democratic spirit of CCAs, we call on 3CEnergy 
to use its political power and economic prowess to be an industry leader in realizing justice for local 
workers and partnering with them to meet its ambitious climate goals. 

Core Values 
The undersigned recommend a series of specific changes to ensure that 3CEnergy remains 
committed to high labor standards. To ground these suggestions, we wish to communicate a set of 
core values that should be addressed throughout these recommendations. 

• Environmental Objectives. Rather than viewing building trades workforces as opposed to 
environmental sustainability, the undersigned recognize that trades workers are on the frontlines of 
our energy systems. This means they often bear the brunt of existing environmental injustices, are 
well-poised to bring environmental concerns to the attention of their employers while on the jobsite 

 Paulson, Linda Dailey. 2020. “3CE Gets ‘A’ Credit Rating From S&P.” California Energy Markets. October 23, 1

2020.
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and will continue to be on the leading edge of our energy transformation. In short, realizing 
environmental objectives goes hand-in-hand with recognizing workers’ collective rights. Further, when 
entities dedicated to environmental justice demonstrate their commitment to high labor standards, 
they help chart a just transition for those workers and enlist their help and expertise in building our 
community’s clean energy future. 

• Build Locally. We need more power! During the transition away from fossil fuels, we need to 
simultaneously build out new sources of renewable power to meet the demands of our clean energy 
goals. The investment decisions 3CEnergy makes will determine if the energy we need is procured 
through existing resources, or if it will involve building new sources of generation and storage. We 
are advocating for investments in new resources within the 3CEnergy service area, or at least within 
this great state of California. 

• Prevailing Wages. In the context of building trades construction work, the prevailing wage is the 
publicly recognized local area wage and benefit rate paid to similarly employed workers, within a 
specific occupation, in the area where a project is built. The application and enforcement of prevailing 
wage requirements on projects with 3CEnergy funding provide assurances for fair competition in 
contracting and fair workforce compensation sufficient to afford a sustainable quality of life where 
the work is performed. In this way, prevailing wage standards help ensure that local projects benefit 
local workers and that those local workers can meaningfully contribute to the broader economies 
where they live and work. 

• Local Jobs & Local Workforce Development. The environmental benefits of clean energy go to all 
citizens of the Central Coast. By making a sincere commitment to fair local hiring practices for 
qualified applicants, 3CEnergy can ensure that the economic benefits of its investments in new 
energy projects are realized by the skilled workforce within the community it serves. 

• Career Job Opportunities. An emphasis on job quality within the building trades speaks not only 
to living wages, but to family-supporting wages with predictable wage increases and stable schedules; 
good benefits with health care, retirement, paid sick days, and paid family leave; and compliance with 
workplace laws with an emphasis on safe working conditions. The undersigned recognize that the 
trend toward deskilled, ad hoc, gig-based, and other forms of precarious work has had dire 
consequences for our most marginalized community members, and we have a responsibility to do 
better by our workers. 
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• Job Equity, Inclusion, and Access. Job equity, inclusion, and access entails correcting the injustices of 
historical and perpetual discrimination based on gender, sexuality, race and ethnicity, citizenship, and 
irrelevant handicaps. We affirm that our country’s best jobs should be accessible to all people, and 
that our public entities should be committed to hiring workers from historically and perpetually 
disadvantaged communities. 

• Utilize a Skilled and Trained Workforce. We recognize that joint apprenticeship training and 
journey level continuing education programs are the backbone of a healthy trades sector, a 
prosperous community, and resilient infrastructure. By including skilled and trained workforce 
requirements on projects undertaken or funded by 3CEnergy, we can expect ratepayer funded job 
opportunities go to the local workforce who have the on-the-job experience and classroom 
education necessary to build out our energy and economic future. 

Our Ask 

The undersigned call on 3CEnergy to adopt a range of practices that will affirm 3CEnergy’s 
commitment to energy justice and a just transition. The authors have taken Carol Zabin’s report 
Putting California on the High Road: A Jobs and Climate Action Plan for 2030 as a starting point for 
our recommendations.2

1.) Utilize Community Workforce Agreements (CWAs) on All New Infrastructure Projects with a 

capacity of 3 Megawatts or Greater 
3CEnergy has procured most of its new sources of energy from developers who utilize union labor 
for the construction and maintenance of their projects. We recognize that 3CEnergy will eventually 
engage in the construction of its own infrastructure projects and we strongly encourage the use of 
Community Workforce Agreements (CWAs) for those investments. CWAs will ensure high 
standards for prevailing wages, right of first refusal for local workforces, and skilled and trained 
workforce requirements. CWAs are not restricted to union contractors, nor are their benefits 
limited to union members. CWAs are favored by project owners because they ensure high quality 
workmanship on their projects, favored by contractors because they provide reliable access to a 
skilled and trained workforce, and favored by workers because they guarantee good wages, 
transparent and equitable hiring practices, and career training pathways for apprentices. These mutual 

 Zabin, Carol. ed. 2020. Putting California on the High Road: A Jobs and Climate Action Plan for 2030. June 2

2020. https://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/putting-california-on-the-high-road-a- jobs-and-climate-action-plan-
for-2030/
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benefits ripple throughout the local economies where the work is being performed. We recommend 
a capacity threshold of three megawatts or larger for CWAs: as Zabin notes, “sufficient scale is 
necessary to create enough jobs to successfully implement targeted hire requirements aimed at 
increasing economic equity” (2020, 22). 

2.) Commit to Entering Power Purchase Agreements (PPAs) with Entities that Adopt High Labor 

Standards 

Because the bulk of 3CEnergy’s energy is procured from third-party generation projects, it makes 
good economic and social justice sense to contract with developers who feature high labor 
standards such as CWAs, prevailing wages, and the use of a skilled and trained workforce. By 
including procurement language that gives bidders an opportunity to disclose details about their 
labor standards, 3CEnergy can be sure to support best-in-class employers who are themselves 
committed to job quality and access. We recommend that 3CEnergy use high labor standard 
commitments in solicitations for PPAs and incorporate these labor standards in their existing rubrics 
to rank bidders. 

3.) Include High Labor Standards in All Climate Incentive Programs 

In addition to including high labor standards in new infrastructure CWAs and PPA rubrics, 3CEnergy 
can also ensure that climate incentive programs also support job quality, access, equity, inclusion, and 
other core values. We encourage 3CEnergy to screen out low quality employers by setting minimum 
requirements for incentive program eligibility and basic terms and conditions of program 
implementation. In particular, 3CEnergy should incorporate skill standards (such as skilled and trained 
workforce language), wage and benefit standards, and verification of compliance with employment 
and labor laws. 

4.) Utilize Properly Licensed Electrical Contractors with Skilled and Trained Workers 

The proper installation of electrical systems and related equipment is crucial to meet the high 
expectations of our clean energy goals. 3CEnergy should ensure that all electrical work be 
performed by licensed C-10 electrical contractors and installed by workers who are state certified 
electricians, registered electrical trainees, or apprentices registered in state-approved electrical 
apprenticeship programs. 

5.) Work with Firms to Collect Workforce Data and Measure Impact of Policies on Workforce 

As 3CEnergy adopts these high labor standards, we encourage 3CEnergy to collaborate with outside 
firms to collect workforce data and measure the impact of its labor standards on job creation, job 
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quality, job access, equity, and inclusion, impacts on wages, impacts on the local economy, and more. 
The California Air Resources Board (CARB) has explored methods to do just this with Greenhouse 
Gas Reduction Fund (GGRF)-funded projects, and these methods could be adopted by 3CEnergy as 
well. 

With the enthusiastic support of organized labor and environmental organizations, we know that 
3CEnergy can accomplish any climate and social goals it sets its sights on, and we look forward to 
learning what we are capable of together. On behalf of our organizations and our unified Central 
Coast community, we thank you for recognizing our call for enhanced labor standard commitments 
as part of the mission of 3CEnergy. We look forward to hearing how this important matter is 
discussed in 3CEnergy’s CAC and other boards. 

Sincerely and in Solidarity, Coalition Contacts:  

Carlo De La Cruz 
Associate Director, My Generation 
Sierra Club 
carlo.delacruz@sierraclub.org 

Benjamin Eichert
Director of Climate Programs
Romero Institute 
benjamin@greenpower.ngo

Nancy Faulstich
Regeneración Project Director 
Regeneración Pájaro Valley Climate 
Action 
nancy@regenerationpajarovalley.org

Ken Hough 
Executive Director 
Santa Barbara County Action Network 
ken@sbcan.org

David Pellow
Steering Committee Member
Central Coast Climate Justice Network 
pellow@es.ucsb.edu

Eric Veium, CEM CEP
Chair
SLO Climate Coalition 
eric@sloclimatecoalition.org

Sigrid Wright 
CEO/Executive Director
Community Environmental Council 
swright@cecmail.org

Lucas Zucker
Policy and Communications Director 
Central Coast Alliance United for a 
Sustainable Economy (CAUSE) 
lucas@causenow.org
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To: Board Members, California Community Power (CC Power) 

Via: e-mail only to: comments@cacommunitypower.org 

From: Chuck Rosselle, a private citizen and resident of Oakland, CA  

Subject: Proposed Work Policies for CC Power 

Dear Chair and Board Members: 

I would initially like to express my gratitude that CC Power has undertaken the task of aggregating the 

purchasing power of its member and affiliate CCA’s in order to provide economic benefit for the 

beneficial growth of local power in California.  

In support of that effort, I am writing to express my concern over the inadequacy of the proposed policy 

being implemented in support of the work being conducted or contracted by CC Power on behalf of its 

member or affiliate CCA’s. 

The CCA movement in California is an effort to modify legacy practices in the way in which power is 

acquired and delivered in California. I recognize the economic tension inherent in procuring projects 

that provide the greatest economic benefit while simultaneously assuring equity and fairness. The 

former should never be sacrificed for the latter. In this case, the proposed policy falls short. In fact, the 

proposed policy even falls short in comparison to equivalent policies currently in place among the 

majority of all California CCA’s. I agree with others that these policies could actually lead to a needed 

project being rejected by a specific CCA as result of deficient work or contracting practices.  

Accordingly, I would urge you to include the following ten principles within your policies: 

1. Utilize the following priorities when engaging workers for each project: 

a. First: Workers from the specific service territory of the project 

b. Second: Workers from the same region  

c. Third: Workers from within California 

2. Employ only workers that are properly licensed for the task being assigned 

3. Utilize local apprentices wherever possible 

4. Pay worker’s the local prevailing wage for their craft 

5. Ensure workers receive adequate Worker’s Compensation coverage 

6. Ensure workers have adequate access to Medical Benefits 

7. Ensure projects across multiple CC Power jurisdictions utilize Project Work Agreements 

8. Do not pursue projects that rely on the use of Unbundled Renewable Energy Credits 

9. Ensure no project potentially creates environmental harm or impacts the environmental and 

social justice rights of local individuals 

10. Create a Public Advisory Committee comprised of at least labor, environmental, and equity 

representatives in order to assure transparency and public engagement.  

I appreciate the opportunity to present my comments and concerns. 

R/ 

Chuck Rosselle 

mailto:comments@cacommunitypower.org


 

4994-010j  

KEVIN T. CARMICHAEL 

CHRISTINA M. CARO 

JAVIER J. CASTRO 

THOMAS A. ENSLOW 

KELILAH D. FEDERMAN 

ANDREW J. GRAF 

TANYA A. GULESSERIAN 

KENDRA D. HARTMANN* 

DARIEN K. KEY 

RACHAEL E. KOSS 

AIDAN P. MARSHALL 

TARA C. MESSING 

 

Of Counsel 

MARC D. JOSEPH 

DANIEL L. CARDOZO 

 
*Not admitted in California.  

Licensed in Colorado.  

 

SO. SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE 

 
601 GATEWAY BLVD., SUITE 1000 

SO. SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94080 

T E L :   ( 6 5 0 )  5 8 9 - 1 6 6 0  

F A X :   ( 6 5 0 )  5 8 9 - 5 0 6 2  

ADAMS BROADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO 
 

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 
 

A T T O RN E Y S  A T  L A W  
 

5 2 0  C A P I T O L  M A L L ,  S U I T E  3 5 0  

S A C R A M E N T O ,  C A   9 5 8 1 4 - 4 7 2 1  
___________ 

 
T E L :  ( 9 1 6 )  4 4 4 - 6 2 0 1  

F A X :  ( 9 1 6 )  4 4 4 - 6 2 0 9  

t e n s l o w @ a d a m s b r o a d w e l l . c o m  

 

 printed on recycled paper 

 

 

 

 

 

  

October 29, 2021 

 

 

 

 

Via Email Only 

 

Tim Haines 

Board Members 

California Community Power 

70 Garden Court, Suite 300 

Monterey, CA 93940 

comments@cacommunitypower.org 

timhaines@powergridsymmetry.com 

 

Re:  Coalition Letter re Development of Environmental and Labor Policies 

for CC Power 

 

Dear Mr. Haines and Board Members: 

 

I am writing on behalf of a coalition of labor, environmental and equity 

groups to request adoption of formal California Community Power (“CC Power”) 

policies to protect local communities, workers and the environment. This Coalition 

includes the California Blue-Green Alliance, IBEW Local 6, IBEW Local 617, IBEW 

Local 595, IBEW Local 413. 

 

As discussed in detail below, the coalition urges CC Power to adopt policies 

that support the creation of local jobs, support local business, support union labor 

and apprenticeship programs that create employment opportunities, support 

maintaining area construction wage standards, support inclusive business 

practices, and ensure consideration of habitat, resource, equity, and environmental 

justice impacts when entering into agreements that will result in the siting of new 

power plants and energy storage facilities. To facilitate the finalization of these 

policies, we provide the following comments and suggested language that builds 

upon the initial draft policies CC Power released in September. 

 

 

mailto:comments@cacommunitypower.org
mailto:timhaines@powergridsymmetry.com
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I. BACKGROUND ON POLICY DEVELOPMENT 

 

CC Power is a Joint Powers Agency (“JPA”) comprised of ten community 

choice aggregation agencies (“CCAs”) and controlled by a Board made up of CCA 

staff. CC Power will negotiate region-wide energy agreements on behalf of member 

CCAs. Due to concerns that a statewide JPA controlled by administrative staff with 

no direct public official oversight reduces public-accountability and transparency, 

stakeholders requested that CC Power mitigate these concerns through adoption of 

meaningful labor and environmental policies. CC Power has been responsive to this 

request and formed a policy subcommittee to evaluate proposed policies. 

 

As an interim step to adopting general labor and environmental policies, CC 

Power adopted a project-specific labor and environmental policy to govern its 

current Long Duration Storage project RFP process. Among other requirements, 

this policy requires the Long Duration Storage project to comply with specified 

California prevailing wage provisions even if the construction project would not 

meet the definition of a public work under Labor Code section 1720. This policy 

recognized that, because third party construction projects built pursuant to a power 

purchase or energy storage service agreement would not generally fall under the 

statutory definition of a public work, CC Power would have to independently adopt 

a prevailing wage requirement to cover those types of projects. The Long Duration 

Storage project prevailing wage requirement expressly incorporated applicable 

Labor Code requirements including Labor Code section 1777.5 which requires 

contractors subject to prevailing wage compliance to request dispatch of apprentices 

from state-approved apprenticeship programs. This apprenticeship dispatch 

requirement ensures that projects developed through public or ratepayer funds 

support workforce development.   

 

Because the Long Duration Storage policy is project-specific, it contains a 

more limited policy than needed to address a general policy covering a variety of 

different types of projects. The Coalition thanks CC Power for its commitment to 

now adopt a general policy to cover future CC Power projects. 

 

II. CONCERNS WITH PRELIMINARY DRAFT PROPOSED POLICY 

  

 In September, CC Power released a draft proposed general policy.  Members 

of this coalition raised concerns with this initial policy in that it lacked sufficient 

clarity and failed to address several key issues. In particular, the coalition members 

identified the following revisions necessary to alleviate stakeholders concerns and to 

create more certainty for bidders.  
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A. Scope Requires Clarification  

 

The draft policy stated that it applies where “CC Power enters into contracts 

for utility-scale projects that provide power supply on behalf of CC Power 

Members.”  This scope is vague as written.  The term “projects that provide power 

supply” does not clearly encompass energy storage projects.  In addition, the term 

“contracts for utility-scape projects that provide power supply” should be amended 

to more clearly state that it applies to both procurement and direct construction 

agreements.   

 

 The Coalition recommends adopting a more encompassing scope that states: 

“This policy applies to the solicitation, development, negotiation and award of 

contracts by CC Power to meet the integrated resource plan needs of the CC Power 

members.” 

 

B. Prevailing Wage Requirement Requires Clarification that it 

Applies Even to Projects that Are Not Public Works and that It 

Includes Prevailing Wage Apprenticeship Requirements 

 

The prevailing wage language in the draft policy lacks clarity on its scope and 

differs significantly from the policy language adopted for the Long Duration Storage 

project. The draft policy stated that “For projects located in California, contracting 

partners shall comply with California prevailing wage provisions applicable to 

public works projects.” In contrast, the policy language adopted for the Long 

Duration Storage project stated: “Any construction work contracted by parties in 

furtherance of this agreement, whether or not it is a public work as defined by 

Labor Code section 1720, shall comply with California prevailing wage provisions 

applicable to public works projects, including but not limited to those set forth in 

Labor Code sections 1770, 1771, 1771.1, 1772, 1773, 1773.1, 1774, 1775, 1776, 

1777.5, and 1777.6 as they may be amended from time to time.” 

 

There are two substantive differences between the Long Duration Storage 

project prevailing wage language and the draft policy language. First, the draft 

policy did not contain the language clarifying that it applies even where a project 

would not otherwise be considered a public work under state law. State prevailing 

wage requirements will not apply to power purchase or energy storage service 

agreements unless CC Power independently requires application of these 

requirements because such projects generally do not meet the definition of a public  
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work under the California Labor Code. Because the draft policy did not contain this 

clarification, it creates a risk that bidders or future staff may misinterpret this 

language as only applying to projects meeting the Labor Code definition of public 

works.  

 

Second, the Long Duration Storage policy expressly lists relevant Labor Code 

sections, including Sections 1777.5 and 1777.6 which require public works 

contractors to request dispatch of apprentices from a state-approved program.  The 

draft policy deletes the references to these sections and thus could be interpreted to 

exclude the public works apprenticeship requirements – which are key to ensuring 

ratepayer expenditures support workforce development.  

 

The coalition acknowledges staff’s concern about referencing specific code 

sections and proposes the following alternative language that would eliminate the 

ambiguity in the draft policy language: 

 

“Whether or not a construction project is a public work as defined by the 

California Labor Code, contracting partners shall comply with California 

prevailing wage provisions applicable to public works projects, including but 

not limited to the Labor Code sections pertaining to employment of 

apprentices on public works projects.” 

 

C. The Policy Should Be Amended to Include a Bidding 

Preference for Local Projects that Create Local Jobs 

 

The draft policy should be amended to include a bidding preference for 

projects located within the geographic boundaries of the CC Power members so that 

ratepayer funds are spent with a preference to create local jobs. The bidding 

preference should be tiered to (1) projects within geographic boundaries of the CC 

Power members; (2) projects in California; and (3) projects whose first point of 

connection is within California.  

 

D. The Policy Should Invoke Public Contract Code § 2500 to 

Require a PLA if CC Power Directly Contracts for 

Construction 

 

The draft proposal included a bidding score preference for projects with a 

PLA. This is the right approach for procurement agreements where third parties 

construct the project. But Public Contract Code § 2500 expressly allows adoption of 

a PLA requirement where an agency directly contracts for construction. 
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Approximately 95% of all major power and energy storage projects in California are 

built under a PLA, so a PLA requirement for projects directly contracted for 

construction by CC Power would simply ensure CC Power follows standard industry 

practice. 

 

E. The Policy Should Be Mandatory 

 

The draft policy stated that CC Power will “seek to award CC Power 

contracts consistent with the following principles.”  The word “seek” should be 

replaced with “only.”  Even with this change, the Policy only requires “consistency” 

and thus provides some flexibility in its implementation. As a board-enacted policy, 

the Board inherently retains the flexibility to amend a policy for a specific project, 

but such amendment should require affirmative Board action. 

 

F. The Policy Should Bar Projects Relying on Unbundled RECs to 

Meet Renewable Energy Goals 

 

The Proposed Policy should be amended to prohibit projects involving the use 

of unbundled renewable energy credits (RECs) to meet member renewable energy 

goals. Unbundled RECs are difficult to verify and are often used to avoid 

constructing new renewable power projects.  While the Coalition acknowledges that 

there are no current plans for CC Power to develop projects that would include 

unbundled RECs, such projects could occur in the future. The Coalition would like 

to see a bar on unbundled RECs be the default policy so that it would take formal 

Board action to move forward on consideration and development of any project that 

might include unbundled RECs as a component. 

 

G. The Policy Should Require Formation of a Public Advisory 

Committee to Ensure Transparency and Public Engagement 

 

As organized, CC Power lacks public accountability and is only indirectly 

overseen by public officials. Local CCA public advisory members would not be 

consulted until after a project had been fully developed, bidders selected, and 

contracts negotiated. The Coalition urges CC Power to commit to the creation of a 

public advisory committee. Such a committee would ensure transparency, public 

engagement, incorporate the voices of affected communities, and could be made up 

of representatives of the public advisory committees that most of CC Power’s 

members already have in place.  
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III. COALITION PROPOSED POLICIES 

 

In order to address the above issues, the Coalition proposes the below 

policies: 

 

A.  Intent and Scope. 

 

CC Power shall use best efforts to ensure each construction contractor or 

subcontractor performing work on any CC Power project utilize local businesses, 

union labor, local apprenticeship, and fair compensation practices in program 

implementation including proper assignment of work to crafts that traditionally 

perform the work. These policies shall apply to the solicitation, development, 

negotiation and award of contracts by CC Power to meet the integrated resource 

plan needs of the CC Power members.  

 

B. Adopted Policies. 

 

CC Power shall only award CC Power contracts consistent with the following 

principles: 

 

1. Competitive, low carbon power supply  

 

a. CC Power Members supply low carbon power supply and services to 

customers at competitive rates. 

 

b. CC Power shall further the low carbon power supply and competitive 

rates of its Members.  

 

2. Workforce 

 

a. Whether or not a construction project is a public work as defined by the 

California Labor Code, contracting partners shall comply with 

California prevailing wage provisions applicable to public works 

projects, including but not limited to the Labor Code sections 

pertaining to employment of apprentices on public works projects.  
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b. All construction work that falls within an apprenticeable occupation in 

the building and construction trades shall be performed by a skilled 

and trained workforce in accordance with Chapter 2.9 (commencing 

with Section 2600) of Part 1 of Division 2 of the Public Contract Code. 

 

c. A preference for a Project Labor Agreement (PLA) will be incorporated 

into the bidder evaluation ranking process: 

 

i. Adopting a PLA demonstrates meeting the requirements of 

payment of prevailing wages and use of apprentices and shall 

supersede the skilled and trained workforce requirement 

ii. For projects that do not implement a PLA, an audit will be 

required to ensure compliance with payment of prevailing 

wages, compliance with skilled and trained workforce 

requirements and to evaluate use of apprenticeship programs 

 

d. Encourage the use of local labor 

 

e. CC Power-developed projects that will be jointly owned or directly 

contracted for construction by more than one CCA member shall be 

constructed through a multi-trade project labor agreement or through 

multiple such agreements, consistent with the Public Contract Code 

provisions authorizing such agreements by public agencies. 

 

3. Environmental 

 

a. All projects must meet the permitting requirements of the appropriate 

governing authority/authorities 

 

b. State a preference for projects that avoid sensitive habitat areas 

 

4. Environmental Justice  

 

a. Developers of construction projects shall state opposition to using 

forced labor in the supply chain. 
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b. Developers of construction projects shall identify project benefits to 

local communities in their responses to requests for proposals. 

 

c. Developers of construction projects shall address in the request for 

proposal how the project will avoid or mitigate, to the extent feasible, 

potential environmental and environmental justice impacts of the 

project and if, and how, it will support workforce development for 

underserved communities and disadvantaged workers (for example, 

through participation in apprenticeship programs and/or partnerships 

with community workforce development groups). 

 

5. Unbundled Renewable Energy Credits (RECs) 

 

a. CC Power shall avoid projects involving the use of unbundled 

renewable energy credits (RECs) to meet its members’ renewable 

energy goals. 

 

6. Local Jobs and Geographical Preference 

 

a. Ratepayer funds shall be spent with a preference to create local jobs. 

CC Power shall first give a preference to projects that are located in a 

county or city that receives electric service from one or more of the CC 

Power member CCAs, then to projects that are located within 

California, and then to projects whose first point of connection is 

within California.  

 

7. Public Advisory Committee 

 

a. CC Power shall form a public advisory committee, including labor, 

environmental and equity representatives, to ensure transparency and 

public engagement in CC Power's operations and procurement 

practices.  

 

  



October 29, 2021 

Page 9 

 

 

4994-010j 

IV. CONCLUSION 

 

The Coalition thanks CC Power for its commitment to address the concerns of 

stakeholders related to how this new staff-run joint powers agency will operate. We 

appreciate your consideration of our proposed amendments to your initial draft 

policy. 

 

      Sincerely, 

 

        
 

      Thomas A. Enslow 

 

 

TAE:ljl 
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Via email, Attn:  
Girish Balachandran, Chair 
Tim Haines, Interim General Manager 

 

October 14, 2021 
 

RE:  Comments of The Climate Center re California Community 
Power Competitive Rates, Labor, Environmental, and 
Environmental Justice Policy 

 

Dear Chair Balachandran and California Community Power Governing 
Board: 
 

The Climate Center is a California 501(c)3 nonprofit organization with 
a mission to rapidly reduce climate pollution at scale, starting in 
California. The Climate Center has been a strong supporter, advocate, 
and defender of Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) since 2005 
when it identified CCA as the most powerful tool available to local 
government to rapidly reduce greenhouse gases. In 2007 we 
introduced CCA to Sonoma County leaders and helped lead the effort 
that resulted in Sonoma Clean Power becoming the second CCA to 
launch in California in 2014.  
 

Over the past seven years The Climate Center has worked to expand 
CCAs in other parts of the state. In 2013 we began work to bring 
Community Choice Energy to Silicon Valley. That work culminated 
after four years of work when the City of San Jose voted unanimously 
to move forward with establishing a CCA in 2017. From 2014 to 2019 
we convened the annual Business of Local Energy Symposium, 
bringing together CCA leaders from throughout the state to share best 
practices and navigate the way forward for CCA. In 2016 we began 
work to bring CCA to the Central Valley and continue that work to this 
day. We provide this background in order to substantiate our longtime 
support for Community Choice Aggregation. 
 

We offer the following recommendations for your prospective 
Competitive Rates, Labor, Environmental, and Environmental Justice 
Policy in a spirit of constructive support. As CC Power emerges on the 
scene, we are hopeful that its activities will in no way harm the 

http://www.theclimatecenter.org/


 

 

valuable reputation CCAs have built over the past eleven years as leaders in the transformation 
toward a just and sustainable clean energy economy.  
 

Individual CCAs, governed by elected officials, establish policies regarding labor, rates, and 
climate considerations for their own organizations. It is not clear to us that the best practices, 
policies, and standards of the member CCAs carry over in any formal or binding way to CC 
Power. We think they should. Such carryover should be explicitly stated in the articles of the CC 
Power JPA. If they are not, we see that as a gap in the safeguards needed to ensure that CC 
Power is operating in a way that is consistent with member CCA policies.  
 

Some California Community (CC) Power Governing Board members have stated that CC Power 
is not a policy-making entity. However, even if this is correct, it does not mean that CC Power is 
not guided by policy or that it is free of best practice standards. The fact alone that CC Power is 
in the process of developing labor and environmental policies belies this assertion.  
 
Furthermore, de facto policy will be set over time based on actions of CC Power. Allowing this 
kind of unplanned policy-setting runs the risk of low bar precedents setting such low bars as 
acceptable policy. At a minimum, each member CCA representative on the CC Power Governing 
Board must approach prospective contracts and other programs and activities in which CC 
Power might engage bound by the policies of their respective CCA.  
 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 

1. Greenhouse Gas Reductions 
We applaud the commitment of CC Power to further the goals of its CCA Members of 
providing low carbon power supply at competitive rates. The Climate Center, in 
consultation with leading energy and climate scientists, has found that California’s 
current policy targets are inadequate and are not in alignment with the latest climate 
science. The current 2045 goals of 80% reductions below 1990 levels need to be 
accelerated to 2030. Information and substantiation for this policy can be found in the 
“Potential Pathways” section of our flagship “Climate Safe California” campaign: 
https://theclimatecenter.org/potential-pathways-to-a-climate-safe-california/ 

 

RECOMMENDATION: We strongly recommend that CC Power member CCAs and CC 
Power itself commit to contracting for resources that will help bring the power content 
of its member CCAs’ portfolios to 100% RPS-eligible and greenhouse gas-free on a 
24/7/365 time-coincident basis by 2030, 15 years earlier than the current 2045 goal. 
  

2. Community Engagement/Public Participation 
One of the hallmarks of Community Choice is the degree to which it opens up the 
energy decision-making process to the public. Community members are empowered by 
statute to be able to attend decisionmaking meetings, unlike the closed boardroom 
doors of the large for-profit utilities. This energy democracy aspect of CCA is one of the 

https://theclimatecenter.org/potential-pathways-to-a-climate-safe-california/


 

 

key reasons that The Climate Center has supported it. Being public agencies subject to 
the Ralph M. Brown Act is a helpful step in this regard, but a further and substantially 
helpful best practice among many CCAs, including many of the CCA Power membership, 
is to establish Community Advisory Committees.  

 

One of the primary purposes of an advisory committee for CC Power would be to help 
assess impacts of specific projects on nearby communities. We recognize that projects 
will have undergone environmental clearance under CEQA, however, the CEQA process 
has often proven to be inadequate to fully engaging with potentially impacted 
communities and addressing community concerns. Engagement with community based 
organizations and environmental justice organizations would be helpful in this regard. 
(See more in 3. Environmental Justice below)  

 

RECOMMENDATION: We strongly recommend that CC Power establish an Advisory 
Committee. Such a committee could be made up of liaisons from the Advisory 
Committee members of the Member CCAs. For those members that do not have an 
Community Advisory Committee, the Member CCA may appoint an at large member of 
the community. Some other formulation for such a committee may be workable and 
meaningful, but some kind of mechanism that parallels the CCA advisory committee role 
of the member CCAs for CC Power should be adopted.  

 

 

3. Environmental Justice 
The final section 4 on Environmental Justice (EJ) is inadequate. Swearing off forced labor 
and listing community benefits of a given project does not constitute sound 21st 
Century environmental justice or equity policy. We strongly suggest that CC Power 
engage with established statewide EJ groups such as the California Environmental 
Justice Alliance, the Asian Pacific Environmental Network, Communities for a Better 
Environment, and others in order to craft appropriate policy of this kind. Another 
organization that is not an EJ group, per se, but that may have helpful 
recommendations, is the California Alliance for Community Energy.  

 

RECOMMENDATION: At a minimum, such a policy should include some kind of 
commitment on the part of project developers with which CC Power might sign 
contracts, or CC Power itself, to engage with potentially impacted communities for 
specific projects. In this way, safeguards for human health, quality of life, and 
community benefits might be ensured. 

 

 

4. Use of Category 3 unbundled Renewable Energy Credits (Cat 3 RECs) 
The Climate Center has long held that the benefits of Cat 3 RECs are dubious at best and 
are always controversial. In terms of verifiable greenhouse gas reductions they have 
proven to be difficult to trace, verify, and confirm any kind of real benefit. They also 
undermine efforts to create jobs by avoiding the need to construct new renewable 
power projects.  



 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION: Prohibit contracting for projects that involve the use of Cat 3 RECs 
to meet member renewable energy goals.  

 

 

5. Labor 
The Climate Center is strongly supportive of a just transition to the clean energy 
economy of the future. Such a transition must include high road labor standards that 
will enable workers, their families, and their communities to thrive. We are pleased to 
see that the current draft labor policy includes prevailing wage provisions applicable to 
public works projects in California. We urge you to adopt such a policy for all projects.  
We are also pleased to see the provision for a preference for Project Labor Agreements. 
We understand that our labor community friends would like to see stronger provisions 
on these and other labor-related policies. We urge you to take these recommendations 
into serious consideration.   

 

One of  the reasons that The Climate Center has been a big supporter of Community Choice is 
that we see CCA as a vehicle not meant to simply meet, but to advance beyond the 
environmental, labor, and social justice standards of the existing IOUs and publicly-owned 
utilities. CCAs can and should blaze a trail on these policies. These expectations should be 
clearly stated at the very beginning of the procurement process in the RFP/RFQ so that all 
potential project developers have a clear understanding of expectations relative to labor, EJ, 
Cat 3 RECs, etc. 
 

Thank you for your consideration. We would be happy to make ourselves available to discuss 
these issues and recommendations with you and do our best to respond to any questions you 
might have. 
 

Sincerely, 

 
Ellie Cohen, Chief Executive Officer 
 

cc:  
Tom Habashi – Central Coast Community Energy  
Barbara Hale – CleanPowerSF  
Nick Chaset – East Bay Community Energy  
Dawn Weisz – MCE  
Jan Pepper – Peninsula Clean Energy  
Matthew Marshall – Redwood Coast Energy Authority 
Lori Mitchell – San Jose Clean Energy 
Geof Syphers – Sonoma Clean Power 
Mitch Sears – Valley Clean Energy 



Via Email Only
Tim Haines
CC Power CEO Board
California Community Power
70 Garden Court, Suite 300
Monterey, CA 93940
comments@cacommunitypower.org
timhaines@powergridsymmetry.com

Dear Tim Haines,

We the undersigned organizations are commenting in good faith and understanding that this agency has
the best intentions to do no harm and contribute to the renewable energy infrastructure that is desperately
needed in our transition away from fossil fuels and towards renewable energy.

More than ten million California residents will likely fall within the jurisdiction of CCAs (Community Choice
Aggregations) in the coming years. This comes with both challenges and opportunities. CCAs have the
potential to help California achieve its climate and economic goals, and provide an opportunity to redesign the
energy system with far-reaching benefits for customers, ratepayers, and EJ (Environmental Justice)
communities. CC Power (California Community Power) is a collaborative joint agency that, although
functioning on an ad hoc basis, is right in line with the transition to renewable energy many of us working on
CCAs have envisioned from the inception. This is also a shared vision of CC Power as stated in your vision:

We are ten California Community Choice Aggregators that have come together to partner on our
shared vision to accelerate the transition to a clean energy future.

In your recent letter to the CC Power Board, you found the following conclusions regarding this agency’s
policy development capability:

1. CC Power is not a policy-making body, or, at a minimum, the staff-led board of CC Power cannot
set policies that override the policies of its member CCA governing boards.

2. Since members have their own policies, procedures and practices related to competitiveness, fair
labor standards, environmental justice, environmental protection, community outreach and
transparency, it follows that CC Power should ensure that the “Project Requirements” for any
project be established by considering the policies of the member CCAs participating in those
solicitations.

Staff Recommendations

Ensure that each CC Power members’ governing board’s policies can be fully and accurately reflected in
procurement solicitations and requirements by avoiding the adoption of a secondary layer of policies at
CC Power. Enact the approach described in Attachment A to the Resolution.



Excerpt from Attachment A:

All CCA members are urged to consider the following broad categories in the development of their local
policies. This will ensure that when procurement request documents are issued by CC Power, current
local Board policies related to these areas are as current as possible.

● How does the local agency demonstrate a commitment to support fair labor standards?
● What policies does the local agency have in place related to this project, to protect the

environment and minimize the impacts on communities where development takes place?
● What EJ policies do the local agency have in place related to this project?
● How does the local agency want to obtain public input on this project?
● How does the local agency ensure that projects are provided at competitive rates?
● How does the local agency provide a preference for siting of projects in specific areas?

In the first “kickoff” meeting of this agency (dated back to February 17, 2021), it has also previously laid
out three policy development options:

Option 1: Development of High-level Policy Principles § Use Policy Principles to guide CC Power
during formation § Develop detailed policy statements as necessary, mainly to support LDS project
implementation § Based upon type of project and participants

Option 2: Adopt a Formal Policy Statement, such as: § CC Power will seek to award contracts and
negotiate contract terms consistent with our values and goals regarding environmental sustainability; local
hire; support of local business; support for union craft labor and apprenticeship programs for new
construction projects that create employment opportunities; support for maintaining area construction
wage standards; support for the use of a skilled and trained workforce; and support for inclusive business
practices § Policy statements would be developed in a timely manner with focus on those necessary for
CC Power operations and LDS project(s) execution

Option 3: Hybrid § Adopt a hybrid of the two options above, including adopting specific policy statement
on key issues now (i.e., labor, environmental and diversity) and endorsing the high-level policy principles
on a broader range of issues to help guide the organization over the first year or two of operation.

We are writing to reinforce this directive, especially with the Option 3 Hybrid. The current policy
regarding the “Long Duration Storage Project” lacks EJ standards and does not align with the “high-level
policy principles on a broader range of issues.” CC Power’s EJ standards are insufficient and if it
continues to operate without any, there will be a high risk and probability of inadvertently harming or
excluding EJ communities.

Avoiding the adoption of a layer of policy at CC Power contradicts the purpose of this agency that exists
to facilitate the joint procurement and activities of multiple CCAs. In your letter, you acknowledge the
various and diverse CCAs that exist within your membership as well as two approaches to negotiating for
procurement. This understanding is why we respectfully disagree with avoiding the adoption of
high-level policies reflective of all the CCAs. We ask the board to consider delaying this process further



to allow for the process of high-level policy development with meaningful participation from EJ
stakeholders.

We believe that the responsibility of this agency is to facilitate the collaboration of the best policies and
practices of each CCA and adopt the highest standards for unbundled renewable energy, project labor
agreements with prevailing family wages and EJ standards with meaningful engagement.

We want to acknowledge the tremendous work and positive direction that this agency is moving towards
and hope that this agency can be responsive to the public and communities of it’s member CCA’s.

CCAs have the potential to provide a framework for centering EJ communities in the energy system as well as
empowering community-led decision-making. That potential places a critical responsibility on this agency to
hear from the communities that their member CCAs serve, especially from EJ communities, to determine
whether or not their needs are being met.

Assembly Bill 1628: Environmental Justice, passed and signed by the Governor in September 2019, states
in Section 1 (b): “It is therefore the intent of the Legislature to ensure that the populations and
communities disproportionately impacted by pollution have equitable access to, and can meaningfully
contribute to, environmental and land use decision making, and can enjoy the equitable distribution of
environmental benefits.”

We recommend that CC Power staff review and bring a set of high-level policies at minimum up to
standard with California’s EJ standards. The following are areas of deficiencies for the agency in regards
to Environmental Justice:

● Meaningful engagement with Environmental Justice stakeholders.
● Using CalEnviroScreen to identify Environmental Justice communities.
● Provide an Equity Assessment and/or methods to evaluate equity.
● Nuanced Cost Impact Analysis for EJ Communities.
● Labor and workforce development.
● Environmental Justice issues up front in the procurement process.

Provide meaningful engagement with Environmental Justice stakeholders.
There has been no meaningful outreach to Environmental Justice stakeholders by CC Power in order to
get stakeholder input from these communities. There has been no presentation provided to the public at a
meaningful level that clearly defines how CC Power will meet Environmental Justice standards.

An excerpt from the 2020 Report by the California Environmental Justice Alliance, Building a Just
Energy Future: A Framework for Community Choice Aggregators to Power Equity and Democracy in
California, lays out what qualifies as meaningful engagement:

“Information should be accessible, transparent, and responsive to the community. Outreach
should employ various methods including workshops, virtual webinars, and presentations at
existing community meetings or events; provide resources to community members to ensure
participation; and be coordinated and facilitated with the community.



CCAs should ensure that input from communities and from community advisory committee
members drives decision-making and is fundamental to the decision-making process. Outreach
efforts should be assessed for their accessibility and quality of engagement to determine ways to
improve them.

Local program design should consider: increasing access to jobs with living wages and economic
opportunities for the community; development of local, renewable, and clean energy resources;
procurement of renewable and clean energy resources that reduce air pollution and greenhouse
gases; building community resilience to climate change-related impacts (e.g., power outages);
protections for low-income ratepayers; and clear and transparent emergency programs in multiple
languages to assist community members when emergencies (such as the COVID-19 pandemic)
arise.

CCAs should proactively design programs to meet the needs of EJ communities, and should
provide technical assistance or support staff to assist EJ communities with applications for
programs and develop clear ways to evaluate EJ community priorities throughout the
procurement process.”

Use CalEnviroScreen to identify Environmental Justice communities.
This policy lacks definition and criteria for determining Environmental Justice communities.
CalEnviroScreen is the tool used by state entities to assess which regions are considered “disadvantaged
communities (DAC),” which are historically excluded and harmed communities.

Provide an Equity Assessment, or methods to evaluate equity.
CC Power has no clearly defined policy that requires an Equity Assessment during project development,
nor any process mandated or described for how to develop meaningful EJ equity measures. It is unclear
how CC Power will ensure equity in projects or know what methods they will be using to evaluate equity.

CC Power needs ways to measure meaningful engagement and investment in building local assets. How
will CC Power projects support improved technical understanding and the capacity of new local
businesses, such as renewable energy project developers and contractors? How will the agency
incentivize cooperatives, minority businesses and collective enterprise developments?

Equitable policy means all ratepayers benefit.
CC Power needs to ensure that they are pursuing policies that address the concerns of those most
vulnerable to negative impacts, and with the highest barriers to adoption of benefit programs. This will
guarantee that everyone benefits. We cannot call a policy equitable if it fails to do anything to help the
ratepayers who need it the most.

Cost impacts must be analyzed at a nuanced level, and solutions must not have regressive impacts.
Many cost impact studies are aggregated or focus on a “typical” customer. For example, many building
decarbonization studies claim that residential rates will go down. However, these studies often fail to
account for ratepayers who currently do not use gas for all appliances because they do not own those
appliances, or use other fuel sources to power them. Studies can also fail to account for the dynamics of



funding affordable housing developments. In order to inform equitable decisions, any cost impact studies
must center the ratepayers that are lowest income to ensure that we fully understand how decisions will
impact them, and analyses must reflect how people are living in their homes now.

Furthermore, solutions must not regressively impact lower-income people, who have relatively low per
capita emissions impacts, either through direct costs or costs passed to ratepayers through
implementation.

Labor, workforce development and performance standards for CC Power projects:
● Clarify that prevailing wage requirements will apply to procurement.
● Clarify skilled and trained workforce language in PPAs.
● Require PLAs or CWAs in cases where CC Power directly contracts for construction in new

infrastructure projects with a capacity of 3MW or greater.
● Build pathways for local residents and disadvantaged communities into family-sustaining jobs.

We recommend reviewing the attached Achieving Energy Justice Statement and Real Climate Solutions in
California: Principles for Equitable Policymaking for reference and guidance on developing EJ language
for the agency. We hope that you take our comments into consideration and delay this process to allow for
meaningful engagement and cross collaboration with member CCAs.

In conclusion we urge the Board to vote No on the Staff’s No-Policy proposal. We recommend staff
engage in meaningful engagement of stakeholders to develop a high-level policy of the strongest
standards for environmental justice, labor and environment for CC Power.

Sincerely the Undersigned Organizations,

(CEJA) California Environmental Justice Alliance
California Alliance for Community Energy
East Bay Clean Power Alliance
East Yard Communities for Environmental Justice
Let’s Green California
Local Clean Energy Alliance
PODER ( People Organizing to Demand Environmental and Economic Rights)
SLO Climate Coalition
Sierra Club
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Overview

Due to a long history of poor planning and neglecting 

equity, our energy system is not resilient enough to 

handle increasing climate disasters like wildfires and 

extreme heat. Such disasters are straining our electric 

grid and resulting in blackouts, shutoffs, and increased 

pollution that hurt disadvantaged, low-income, and 

vulnerable community members first and worst. While 

the climate crisis exacerbates these dangers, inequitable 

policies and practices have made them far worse, and 

threaten to keep California from meeting its statewide 

climate, air quality, equity, and energy commitments.  

Environmental justice (“EJ”) communities suffer the 

most from the current energy system. In addition to 

being at the frontlines of pollution and climate disasters, 

these communities face the highest energy burden and 

are often not able to participate in the energy decisions 

that impact them and their families. This is a failure for 

the climate and a failure for equity. As California plans 

to take meaningful steps to improve grid reliability and 

resilience and transition to clean energy, environmental 

justice communities must be placed front and center.  

The opportunity presented by an energy system that is 

truly equitable and democratic not only has a moral value, 

but also a practical value that ensures that frontline 

communities craft a future that works best for them and 

by them. An energy system that meets our statewide goals 

and centers equity in the process will not only replace the 

outdated, anachronistic systems, but with its community-

led design, will enjoy much wider support.

Executive 
Summary

L I L I A N  B E L L O  F R O M  T H E  P U E N T E  P O W E R  P L A N T  C A M P A I G N  I N  O X N A R D
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E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y

What are Community 
Choice Aggregators?

Community Choice Aggregators (CCAs) have the potential to provide a 
framework for centering environmental justice communities in the energy 
system and empowering community-led decisionmaking. For decades, most 
of California’s energy was purchased and sold by investor-owned utilities 
(IOUs), which are private companies operated in large part by shareholders. 
CCAs, on the other hand, are formed by local city and county governments 
agreeing to purchase energy for their jurisdiction. CCAs are governed by 
boards of elected officials who are supposed to engage communities and 
allow them to lead. More than 10 million residents will likely fall within the 
jurisdiction of CCAs in upcoming years. This comes with both challenges and 
opportunities.

CCAs have the potential to help California achieve its climate and economic 
goals, and provide an opportunity to redesign the energy system with far-
reaching benefits for customers, ratepayers, and EJ communities. However, 
this outcome is not guaranteed. As the California Alliance for Community 
Energy states, left to its own devices, a Community Choice program can 
“become just another rigid, business-as-usual bureaucracy that’s out of 
touch with the needs of the community it serves, perhaps only marginally 
better than the competing investor-owned utility.” 

This concern and this opportunity led the local and grassroots environmental 
justice organizations of the California Environmental Justice Alliance (CEJA) 
to develop this report, which offers community-led best practices for CCAs 
and other energy entities to begin a process to achieve energy equity and 
energy democracy. 

The fundamental cornerstones for accomplishing this are: ensuring meaningful 
and active engagement with communities; prioritizing and protecting the 
most impacted populations; maximizing transparency and accountability; and 
driving decision-making through robust community input. 
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ACCESSIBLE INFORMATION AND OUTREACH 

  Accessible information and outreach 
are necessary to ensure that communities 
understand decisions and can provide input to 
shape those decisions.

  Information should be accessible, 
transparent, and responsive to the community.

  Outreach should employ various methods 
including workshops, virtual webinars, 
and presentations at existing community 
meetings or events; provide resources to 
community members to ensure participation; 
and be coordinated and facilitated with the 
community.

  CCAs should ensure that input from 
communities and from community advisory 
committee members drives decision-making 
and is fundamental to the decision-making 
process.

  Outreach efforts should be assessed for 
their accessibility and quality of engagement 
to determine ways to improve them. 

  Community-Based Organizations (CBOs) 
are trusted leaders in their communities and 
are often the best positioned to effectively 
conduct outreach. 

  CBOs can help ensure that information 
is understandable and accessible to 
community members, provide translation 
and interpretation at meetings, and co-host 
meetings in familiar locations.  

  Providing CBOs with sufficient resources 
is critical for facilitating partnerships and 
outreach by CBOs.  

  Relationships with CBOs should be 
ongoing and continuously improved over time.

  CCAs should value CBOs’ time and 
expertise as formal partners.

COORDINATION WITH LOCAL COMMUNITY-
BASED ORGANIZATIONS

Key Recommendations



7

COMMUNITY- 
DRIVEN LOCAL 
PROGRAM DESIGN

  CCAs should ensure that 
programs are designed to provide 
resilient, flexible, and responsive 
community-oriented solutions 
supported by effective energy 
democracy principles.  

  Decision-making for local 
program design should be 
community-driven and prioritize 
Environmental Justice (EJ) 
communities. 

  Local program design should 
consider: increasing access to jobs 
with living wages and economic 
opportunities for the community; 
development of local, renewable, 
and clean energy resources; 
procurement of renewable and clean 
energy resources that reduce air 
pollution and greenhouse gases; 
building community resilience to 
climate change-related impacts 
(e.g., power outages); protections 
for low-income ratepayers; and 
clear and transparent emergency 
programs in multiple languages to 
assist community members when 
emergencies (such as the COVID-19 
pandemic) arise.

  CCAs should proactively design 
programs to meet the needs of EJ 
communities, and should provide 
technical assistance or support 
staff to assist EJ communities with 
applications for programs.

  CCAs should develop ways 
to prioritize the needs of EJ 
communities in their program 
design.

  CCAs should develop clear ways 
to evaluate EJ community priorities 
throughout the procurement process.

E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y :  K E Y  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S

C E J A  M E M B E R S  D O I N G  

L O B B Y  V I S I T S  A T  T H E  C A  

S T A T E  C A P I T O L
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TRANSPARENT  
DECISION-MAKING

  All members of a community should be able 
to meaningfully participate in the decision-making 
processes that impact their lives.  

  CCAs should take steps to eliminate cultural  
and language barriers.

  CCAs should take steps to promote broad and  
balanced participation by: ensuring access to techno- 
logy used in the decision-making process, providing  
training in technology, and making language and  
sign interpretation available at all meetings. 

  Decisions must be made in a way that is open, 
inclusive, and transparent. CCA decision-making 
meetings should be accessible, understandable, and 
open to the public.

  The decision-making process should allow for input 
to be given in a variety of formats and languages.

  CCAs should conduct meaningful outreach prior 
to these meetings and provide agendas and supporting 
resources for community members before the meetings 
take place. CCAs should make efforts to ensure that 
information about meetings is widely available by taking 
steps such as broadcasting the meetings on a local 
channel. 

  CCAs should conduct meaningful outreach prior 
to these meetings and provide agendas and supporting 
resources for community members before the meetings 
take place. CCAs should make efforts to ensure that 
information about meetings is widely available by taking 
steps such as broadcasting the meetings on a local 
channel. 

 CCAs should reflect the diversity of the community.

LOCAL AND STATE  
ACCOUNTABILITY

As representatives of local entities, CCAs should strive 
for accountability to the communities they serve, which 
includes representing community concerns as best as 
possible. At the same time, CCAs should be held ac-
countable to meet statewide climate, environmental, and 
equity mandates. CCAs are a critical partner in ensuring 
that California meets its air quality and greenhouse gas 
goals and requirements. 

To ensure local accountability, CCAs should:

 Adopt policies and requirements for energy  
equity and democracy.

  Conduct trainings on environmental justice.

  Provide clear and transparent information,  
assessment, and reporting.

  Provide opportunities for community members  
to participate in an advisory position on the CCA board.

To ensure state accountability, the following should be 
considered:

  The development of a statewide CCA organization 
that provides oversight and guidance on energy equity 
and democracy.

  Legislation that allows for CCA administration and 
statewide oversight of low-income programs.

  Requirements for CCAs to prioritize Disadvantaged 
Communities (DACs) and statewide environmental jus-
tice oversight.  
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About this Report
This report is an evaluation of how Community Choice 

Aggregators and utilities, in general, could implement 

an energy democracy framework for centering 

environmental justice communities in the energy system 

and empowering community-led decisionmaking. CCAs 

can be a model for energy equity and energy democracy 

by instituting policies and requirements regarding 

transparency, accountability, outreach, and a strong 

commitment to EJ community priorities. Several CCAs 

have already developed practices and programs to 

institute these policies, while others have not yet done so. 

The goal of this report is to provide input for best 

practices, based on the recommendations of 

environmental justice communities. The report was 

informed primarily through feedback and input from  

the environmental justice community member 

organizations of CEJA. It was also informed through 

input received in meetings with allies and partners, 

including CCA staff and clean energy advocates, though 

the findings and recommendations should not be 

attributed to organizations outside of CEJA. 

These recommendations from our CEJA member and 

partner organizations are designed with our current best 

available information and experiences, which we hope 

will continue to evolve. Thus, the recommendations 

in this report are designed to represent the beginning 

of an iterative process in which community-based 

organizations, CCAs, environmental justice communities, 

clean energy allies, and other stakeholders can reach 

further conclusions and recommendations.

A B O V E :  C E N T R A L  C O A S T  A L L I A N C E  U N I T E D  F O R  A  S U S T A I N A B L E  E C O N O M Y  ( C A U S E )  M E M B E R S  C E L E B R A T E  P U E N T E  V I C T O R Y ,  2 0 1 8 
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California’s energy system is undergoing a significant 
and fundamental transformation. This shift includes 
changes in how electricity is generated, which entities 
buy electricity for customers, and how energy is stored. 
One key aspect of California’s transformation is the 
increasing emergence of Community Choice Aggregators, 
or CCAs, which allow cities and counties to take 
control of the energy purchased for their jurisdiction. 
For decades, the majority of California’s energy 
was purchased and sold by investor-owned utilities 
(IOUs). This dynamic is changing, as local city and 
county governments are forming CCAs with increasing 

frequency. In fact, more than 10 million residents will 
likely fall within the jurisdiction of CCAs in upcoming 
years.1 As CCAs are operating and being established 
across California, it is crucial for CCAs and local 
communities to discuss and formulate best practices 
for CCAs to follow in their decision-making process. 
Without identifying and following best practices, CCAs 
run the risk of perpetuating exclusionary and harmful 
practices that leave communities without a voice in the 
decisions that impact them. As the California Alliance 
for Community Energy states, left to its own devices, a 
Community Choice program can “become just another 

Introduction  
and Purpose
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rigid, business-as-usual bureaucracy that’s out of touch 
with the needs of the community it serves, perhaps only 
marginally better than the competing investor-owned 
utility.”2 While some CCAs have taken positive steps 

toward energy democracy, concerns have been raised 

by local community groups that some CCAs are not 

responsive to community needs and have not involved 

communities in decision-making. Clear guidance is 

necessary to consistently promote energy democracy 

and transparency for environmental justice communities 

across California. 

This report focuses on a specific goal of a CCA’s 

operation—the achievement of energy democracy and 

energy equity for environmental justice communities 

in California. Although this report focuses on CCAs in 

California, these lessons can be applied more broadly 

to other states and other types of energy providers. 

Energy democracy generally means that communities 

should have agency and fair representation in shaping 

their energy future. Energy equity means communities 

should have equitable access to clean and affordable 

energy and the opportunities it provides. Black, 

Indigenous, and People of Color and low-income 

communities have disproportionately experienced the 

environmental burdens and related health problems 

associated with fossil-fuel energy generation. Energy 

equity and democracy is critical for these environmental 

justice communities, also known as “disadvantaged 

communities” in California, and referred to as such in 

this report. 

Disadvantaged communities experience many 

environmental inequities. Dirty fossil fuel facilities in 

California are disproportionately located in the state’s 

environmental justice communities,3 and disadvantaged 

communities disproportionately bear the adverse 

environmental and health impacts from the use of 

fossil fuels.4 Communities that bear a disproportionate 

impact of environmental pollution also tend to have a 

higher energy burden,5 making them more vulnerable 

to fluctuating energy prices and the expected increased 

energy needs due to climate change.6 Disadvantaged 

communities are also disproportionately impacted by 

disasters, including flooding and wildfires.7 Because of 
these conditions, climate change will hit disadvantaged 
communities first and worst.8

Disadvantaged communities are also the least likely to 
benefit from California’s transition to a clean energy 
future. The benefits of the transition to a green economy 
have not been spread equally throughout the state. 
For example, California has persistently lower levels 
of solar photovoltaic (PV) installation in the most 
disadvantaged communities. 9“[W]hile falling prices for 
PV systems and cost reductions for installation have 
resulted in an expansion of solar deployment to middle- 
and upper-income households, the same benefits have 
not yet accrued for low-income households on a larger 
scale.”10 As a recent study found, California’s programs 
to subsidize rooftop solar and electric cars have 
disproportionately benefited wealthier homes, leaving 
behind lower-income families with significant energy 
burdens, even though they would  benefit greatly from 
cost-saving clean energy technologies.11

A critical component of California’s transition to a clean 
energy future is ensuring that parts of the population are 
not left behind. “This ‘climate gap’ is of special concern 
for California, home of one of the most ethnically and 
economically diverse populations in the country.”12

“With the passage of Senate  
Bills SB 350 and SB 100, 
California carved its path 
toward a future with significant 
greenhouse gas (GHG) and 
pollution reductions,  
to be achieved through  
greater reliance on clean  
and renewable energy and 
energy efficiency”
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Background
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1   
Overview of  
CCAs in California: 
Opportunities  
and Limitations 

Community Choice Aggregation allows for local govern-

ments to purchase electricity on behalf of their commu-

nity members, businesses, and municipal facilities.

Community Choice Aggregation was created in California 

in 2002 by Assembly Bill 117. AB 117 provided 

that the relevant investor-owned utility still maintains 

responsibility for providing transmission and distribution 

services, and continues to provide all metering, 

billing, collection and customer services to those who 

participate in a CCA.  13

To establish a CCA, a city or a county, or two or more 

cities or counties, through a joint powers agreement, 

must pass an ordinance.14  When a community has 

established a CCA program, community members are 

automatically enrolled in the CCA, unless they opt-out, 

as long as customers have been notified in writing of 

their right to opt-out of CCA service.15 The California 

Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has limited general 

oversight over a CCA. As is stated by CPUC:

 Generally, we find that AB 117 does not provide 

us with the authority to approve or reject a CCA’s 

implementation plan or to decertify a CCA but to 

assure that the CCA’s plans and program elements are 

consistent with utility tariffs and consistent with CPUC 

rules designed to protect customers.16

Pursuant to this general authority, the CPUC has 

adopted decisions and methodologies designed to 

prevent cost shifting to those customers that still remain 

bundled customers.17

CCAs are new,  thriving load-serving entities that are 

growing quickly in California and the United States.18 

More than 10 million residents will likely fall within the 

jurisdiction of CCAs in upcoming years. The CCA model 

has the potential to offer greater local control of energy 

siting, customer choice of energy sources, workforce 

development, and consumer protection to many 

communities and to expand the use of clean energy 

across the state.19

CCAs are administered by city and county governments 

to provide an alternative to investor-owned utility sources.  

Publicly-owned utilities (“POUs”) also provide an 

alternative to investor-owned utilities and are governed by 

locally elected officials, with key differences: the POU has 

greater responsibility for its energy system, and customers 

cannot “opt out” to be served by an investor-owned utility. 

POUs have significantly higher costs of entry for local 

governments. Local governments that desire the formation 

of a CCA can start their own CCA in their community, join 

an existing CCA, or launch a CCA in partnership with an 

existing CCA.20 Although the CCA buys the electricity, the 

investor-owned utility still provides for the transmission, 

distribution, metering, billing, collection, and customer 

service.  For this reason, the bill that a CCA customer 

receives will still come from an investor-owned utility. 

CCAs are governed by a board or a council of local elected 

representatives. These officials oversee decisions regarding 

power purchasing, programs, and rate setting. Although 

community members can participate in an advisory (non-

voting) capacity, all decisions are made by the board or 

council. CCAs all have different plans and programs related 

to clean energy goals, low-income outreach and programs, 

and involvement with local communities. CCAs have to meet 

the state’s requirements for renewable energy and reliability. 

However, CCAs can decide what type of energy they want 

to build or purchase, whether or not to operate an energy 

efficiency program, and whether or not to have different 

rates for different times of day. Additionally, CCA members 

can participate in current low-income energy programs, such 

as California Alternate Rate for Energy (CARE).  21
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The CCA structure provides several opportunities for 

energy democracy, but it also has limitations. Given 

that CCAs are made up of local government entities, 

this brings opportunities for local engagement and a 

potentially more representative and community-driven 

body to work on energy generation and procurement. 

Thus, there is the possibility for community members 

to have more direct influence over their energy choices, 

and for CCAs to set even higher goals for clean 

generation than IOUs.

CCAs, by their design, also have limitations. For one, 

they are by definition dependent on investor-owned 

utility transmission and distribution infrastructure, 

and they often rely on utility-scale energy production 

from outside the service area. Furthermore, CCAs are 

not subject to all the same requirements as investor-

owned utilities, including requirements meant to 

protect and benefit disadvantaged communities. These 

types of limitations can make it even more difficult for 

communities to understand CCA policies because, unlike 

IOUs, there is no centralized regulator overseeing the 

process and no consistent requirements with regard to 

disadvantaged communities. Additionally, CCAs do not 

have the responsibility, as the provider of last resort, to 

ensure that all energy needs are met. 

As California increasingly shifts to the CCA  

model, it is important to ensure that markers are put 

in place to give communities agency in the decisions 

that are being made. CEJA has developed this report, 

which identifies best practices, gives examples, and 

provides recommendations for concrete steps that CCAs 

can take to ensure that they achieve energy equity and 

democracy. The core of these recommendations and 

examples can also apply to other load-serving entities 

that exist in our current energy landscape, including 

investor-owned utilities and publicly-owned utilities. 

 CHOICE

CCAs choose types of  
electricity to buy.

COMMUNITY
 

CCAs serve electricity to 
community members within a 

city, county, or a group of cities or 
counties.

AGGREGATION

CCAs aggregate customer 
accounts to buy electricity.

OVERVIEW OF CCAS
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DIFFERENCES IN IOU, CCA,  
AND POU OPERATION

INVESTOR 
OWNED 
UTILITY

COMMUNITY 
CHOICE 
AGGREGATOR 

PUBLICLY 
OWNED 
UTILITY

SERVICE

IOU purchases 
power from a  
3rd party  
provider

IOU maintains 
transmission and 
distribution  
lines

IOU provides  
the majority  
of customer 
service

CCA purchases 
power from a  
3rd party  
provider

IOU maintains 
transmission 
and distribution 
lines

IOU provides 
customer  
service

POU purchases 
power from a  
3rd party  
provider

POU maintains 
transmission and 
distribution  
lines

POU provides  
the majority  
of customer  
service

PURCHASE POWER

MAINTAIN TRANSMISSION  
AND DISTRIBUTION LINES

CUSTOMER SERVICE 
 (I.E., BILLING AND QUESTIONS  

ABOUT BILLING) 
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Identifying and Describing 
Environmental Justice 
Communities in California

91 - 100% (HIGHEST SCORES)

CalEnviroScreen

CALENVIROSCREEN 3.0 RESULTS (JUNE 2018 UPDATE)

SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY

LOS BANOS

SAN FRANCISCO

BAKERSFEILD

STOCKTON

BIG SUR

81 - 90%

2
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As an initial step to ensure energy equity and democra-

cy, CCAs should adopt a clear and transparent definition 

of environmental justice (EJ) and low-income commu-

nities that can be used across programs to prioritize 

procurement and decision-making considerations. 

CalEnviroScreen is a tool that provides a clear, consistent 
definition of disadvantaged communities. The California 

Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) developed  

CalEnviroScreen to “identify communities in California 

most burdened by pollution from multiple sources and 

most vulnerable to its effects, taking into account so-

cioeconomic characteristics and underlying health sta-

tus.”22CalEnviroScreen, which was developed through a 

lengthy public process, has become an important tool for 

advancing environmental justice.  Having been vetted by 

environmental justice academics and advocates over a 

number of years, CalEnviroScreen provides decision-mak-

ers with a clear, credible, and scientific methodology for 

identifying disadvantaged communities.23  

This definition also includes “census tracts that score in 

the highest 5% of Pollution Burden (within CalEnviro-

Screen), but do not receive an overall CalEnviroScreen 

score due to unreliable public health and socioeco-

nomic data.”24 CalEPA included these census tracts 

in its definition because they are often located in rural 

areas with low population and adjacent to census tracts 

that score in the top 25% of CalEnviroScreen census 

tracts.25 These include 22 census tracts that are sig-

nificantly impacted by the most hazardous pollution 

sources in the state, including ports, airports, and heavy 

industrial areas.26 The California Public Utilities Com-

mission (CPUC) previously included these census tracts 

in the definition of disadvantaged communities in the 

Integrated Resource Planning proceeding.27 The defini-

tion of disadvantaged community should also include 

tribal lands. This is crucial for increasing equity, par-

ticularly given that some tribal communities would not 

otherwise be identified within CalEnviroScreen’s top 

25% of census tracts. 

CalEnviroScreen is currently the leading assessment 

framework that distills layers of complex and comprehen-

sive information into a format usable for broader policy 

decisions.28 Using a clear definition will promote trans-

parency and ensure that disadvantaged communities can 

be considered in decision-making. 

There are several different definitions of “low-income”, 

depending on the context. For example, AB 1550 de-

fines low-income households as: “those with household 

incomes at or below 80 percent of the statewide income 

or with household incomes at or below the threshold 

designated as low-income by the Department of Hous-

ing and Community Development’s list of state income 

limit.”29 Another definition is provided by the Califor-

nia Poverty Measure, which accounts for local costs of 

living.30 Using this measure, 21 percent of Californians 

live in poverty, and another 20 percent live near the 

poverty line. Different energy programs have their own 

eligibility thresholds. For example, the California Alter-

native Rates for Energy (CARE) program has an eligibili-

ty threshold of 200 percent of the federal poverty level. 

However, not all eligible low-income customers are on 

CARE rates.31 Given the differences among potential 

measurement techniques, the California Energy Com-

mission’s Barriers Report chose not to adopt a definition 

of low-income,32 and a specific definition for low-income 

is not recommended here. 

CalEPA recommends  
adopting a definition  
of disadvantaged 
communities as those 
communities that score at,  
or above, the 75th percentile  
in the CalEPA’s 
CalEnviroScreen  
3.0 on a statewide basis.
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When CCAs develop a program, it is important to ensure 

that the populations most vulnerable to rising energy 

prices are protected. This should include meaningful 

prioritization of vulnerable communities when devel-

oping programs and targeting actions that maximize 

benefits to impacted communities most in need. This 

is accomplished by balancing inclusivity of the many 

low-income community members, with an understand-

ing that an overly broad threshold weakens the impact 

of the intended support. 

When thinking about how to ensure that disadvantaged and 

low-income communities and residents are considered in 

energy decisions, it is important to start by considering the 

general characteristics of these populations.

Many of these characteristics translate into barriers that 

can inhibit the ability of households to participate in 

the transition to a greener, cleaner grid. For example, 
due to the high number of tenants, home ownership can 
often be a barrier for any type of capital development. 
These barriers often lead to disparities in the adoption 
of programs that lower energy costs. This is why many 
high-density, low-income areas in Los Angeles served by 
Southern California Edison score low on the amount of 
net-energy metered rooftop solar per 1,000 people.33

Disadvantaged communities also face disparities in 
air pollution burden. In particular, a disproportionate 
share of peaker power plants are located in disadvan-
taged communities.34 Furthermore, these communities 
have not had the same economic and environmental 
benefits from the transition to a clean energy economy. 
The benefits of residential solar adoption in Califor-
nia have largely bypassed our state’s most vulnerable 
populations.35The Richmond community, located in the 
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RICHMOND

The Richmond community, located in the San Francis-
co Bay Area, faces increased environmental, economic, 
and social burdens. This is due to its low socioeconomic 
status, housing burden, distance from health services, 
and cumulative impacts from hazardous waste sites, the 
Richmond port, and the Chevron oil refinery. Richmond 
contains various sources of air pollution, including major 
industrial activities, port activities, and three major high-
ways with high traffic volume. Richmond is recognized 
as one of California’s communities that is most overbur-
dened by pollution and poverty. Some areas in Richmond 
score in the 90th to 95th percentile on CalEnviroscreen, 
with significant linguistic isolation among immigrant 
and refugee communities, such as Latinx and Asian 
American households. These census tracts are around 
60 percent Latinx and 30 percent African American. 
Asthma rates are in the 100th percentile--the highest in 
California. The area’s hospital closed in 2015. 

Since the 1980s, Richmond has been home to many 
Southeast Asian refugees, who were uprooted from their 
homelands by the Vietnam War, and who now live on 
the fence line of the Chevron Refinery. They experience 
impacts from contaminated air, soil, and water due to 
close proximity to industrial sites and toxic hazards. A 
major chemical explosion at the Chevron Refinery in 
March 1991 revealed Contra Costa County’s inadequate 
emergency response system, as many of the area’s 
non-English-speaking residents were poorly informed of 
emergency safety procedures.

OXNARD

In the Oxnard community of Ventura County, the 
densely-populated Southwinds neighborhood near 
Ormond Beach is in the 95th percentile for poverty, 
93rd for housing burden, 99th for education access, 
and 99th for linguistic isolation. Here, many residents 
primarily speak Indigenous languages from Southern 
Mexico, and several families may live in one apartment. 
Many residents perform agricultural labor in nearby 
fields and have attained only an elementary school level 
of formal education.36 The neighborhood is burdened 
by a Superfund toxic waste site, diesel trucking from 
the nearby port, a paper mill that is one of the county’s 
biggest polluters, and exposure to high levels of 
agricultural pesticides. 

As shown by these examples, communities across  
the state face many different, compounding burdens 
and have different conditions and populations. Hence, 
although there are unifying and related best practices  
to be shared, achieving energy equity and democracy  
for each community must be tailored to their specific 
needs. 
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33%   
of California households are classified 
as low-income

47%
California’s low-income population live in multi-
family housing

54%   
of California’s low-income population speak a primary language other than English

64%  of California’s low-income population identify as nonwhite.37 

70% of California’s low-income 
population are renters

CEC’S SB 350 BARRIERS REPORT
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M E T H O D O L O G Y

The goal of this report is to provide input for 
best practices, based on the recommendations of 
environmental justice communities, that call for: 
community engagement and local program design; 
partnerships and engagement with community-based 
organizations; transparency in decision-making;  
and accountability to the public, especially EJ 
community residents. 

The scope of this report was primarily informed through 
feedback from two meetings. The first meeting focused 
on grassroots environmental justice organizations that 
are members of CEJA. In that meeting, the organizations 
identified areas of interest for exploration in the report, 
along with potential best practices and policy ideas. 
In the second meeting, CEJA discussed these issues 
with CCA representatives and other environmental 
and community-based organizations in order to gather 
additional ideas for the development of these best 
practice recommendations.  CEJA then held several 
follow-up discussions with community and CCA 
representatives to gain additional insight. Based on the 
information gathered in these meetings, we conducted a 
literature review of studies and reports on energy equity 
and democracy, and related examples. This information 

provides the basis for the report’s recommendations 
and analysis. After these initial scoping events, another 
meeting was held to review the draft report with the 
local organizational members of CEJA.

The findings in this report do not represent the opinions 
of the individuals and organizations outside of CEJA who 
participated in the meetings and discussions leading 
to this report. While these meetings and discussions 
informed the report, the findings reflect the collaborative 
views of CEJA organizations. 

These recommendations from our CEJA member and 
partner organizations are designed with our current best 
available information and experiences, which we hope 
will continue to evolve.  Thus, the recommendations 
in this report are designed to represent the beginning 
of an iterative process in which community-based 
organizations, CCAs, environmental justice communities, 
clean energy allies, and other stakeholders can reach 
further conclusions and recommendations.

Methodology

A B O V E :  C O M M U N I T Y  M E M B E R S  R E V I E W I N G  M A T E R I A L S 

D U R I N G  S O M A H  P U B L I C  W O R K S H O P  I N  O A K L A N D
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To make strides  
toward achieving

ENERGY  
EQUITY 

+ 
ENERGY 

DEMOCRACY, 
the report recommends  

five focus areas.
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RECOMMENDATIONS  
FOR BEST  

PRACTICES

C O O R D I N A T I O N  W I T H  

L O C A L  C O M M U N I T Y  B A S E D 

O R G A N I Z A T I O N S

1

L O C A L  A N D  S T A T E 

A C C O U N T A B I L I T Y

5
T R A N S P A R E N T  

D E C I S I O N - M A K I N G

4

A C C E S S I B L E  A N D  

T R A N S P A R E N T  

I N F O R M A T I O N  A N D  

O U T R E A C H

2

C O M M U N I T Y - D R I V E N  

L O C A L  P R O G R A M  

D E S I G N

3
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  Has the CCA identified DACs and 
low-income communities within its 
service territory?

  Has the CCA identified languages 
spoken in DACs and low-income 
communities?

  Has the CCA identified and 
coordinated with relevant CBOs in these 
communities to facilitate community 
input and outreach?

  Has the CCA ensured that the 
relationships with CBOs are ongoing?

  Does the CCA value the time and 
resources the CBOs devote to the 
process? 

  Has the CCA made efforts to ensure 
that its information is accessible, trans-
parent, and responsive to EJ communi-

ties?  

   Has the CCA ensured that its 
outreach uses various methods, provides 
resources to engage, and is coordinated 
with the community?

  Has the CCA ensured that the 
input obtained in outreach drives and is 
fundamental to decision-making?

  Has the CCA maintained, evaluated, 
and improved relationships among 
CCAs, the community, and CBOs over 
time?

FOCUS AREA

1  
COORDINATION WITH 
LOCAL COMMUNITY-BASED 
ORGANIZATIONS (CBOS)

 
2

ACCESSIBLE  
INFORMATION  
AND OUTREACH

ASSESSMENT QUESTIONS

For each of these focus areas, this report recommends that CCAs 
strive to meet several goals aimed at achieving best practices.  

The table below summarizes these recommendations and  
provides an assessment tool with a series of questions CCAs  
and communities can use to evaluate their progress in  
achieving energy equity and democracy.
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  Has the CCA taken steps to elimi-
nate cultural and language barriers?

  Does the CCA promote broad and 

balanced participation? 

  Does the CCA ensure access to the 
technology necessary to participate in 
the decision-making process? 

  Does the decision-making process 
allow for input to be given in a variety of 
formats and languages?

  Does the CCA reflect the diversity of 
the community?

L O C A L  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S : 

  Has the CCA adopted policies and 
requirements for energy equity and  
energy democracy?

  Has the CCA conducted training  
on environmental justice?

  Does the CCA provide clear and 
transparent information, assessments, 
and reporting?  

  Does the CCA provide opportunities 
for community members to participate in 
the decision-making process? 

S T A T E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S :

  Does the CCA meet statutory climate 
and equity goals and requirements?

  Has the CCA contributed to a di-
verse, statewide resource portfolio?

  Does the CCA center statewide 
equity goals?

  How do the CCA’s equity-oriented 
programs compare with its neighboring 
utilities?

FOCUS AREA

  Has the CCA developed a process to 
ensure that its program design is com-
munity-driven? 

  Has the CCA devised a process to 
consider whether potential resources and 
programs provide benefits to DACs? 

  Are CCAs proactively designing 
programs to meet needs identified by 
communities?

  Does the CCA evaluate job benefits, 
local distributed energy development, 
and environmental benefits in the pro-

curement process?  

  Does the CCA have a method for 
prioritizing procurement that provides 
jobs and economic development opportu-
nities, local distributed energy resources, 
air quality, low-income optimization, and 
protections for DACs during emergencies?

4  
TRANSPARENT  
DECISION-MAKING

5  
LOCAL AND STATE 
ACCOUNTABILITY

ASSESSMENT QUESTIONS

 3  
COMMUNITY-DRIVEN LOCAL 
PROGRAM DESIGN
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The following discussion describes the 
importance of each of these components 
and provides examples of best practices. 

C E C E  C A R P I O  P A I N T I N G 
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1

Coordination 
with local 
community-based 
organizations  

When designing outreach and material, a CCA should 
first identify the disadvantaged and low-income 
communities in its territory and the languages spoken 
there. This identification should utilize a well-understood 
and transparent definition, and ensure that communities 
are not left behind. To identify languages that are 
spoken in a given area, a CCA can utilize the American 
Community Survey information from the U.S. Census 
Bureau and the California Complete Count.38 Particular 
care should be taken to identify communities that speak 
Indigenous languages because these communities are 
often left out of census and other information used to 
identify languages spoken.39 This information will help 
the CCA identify relevant community-based organizations 
in low-income and disadvantaged communities. 

Coordination with local, on-the-ground organizations is 
essential to help overcome some of the language and 
trust barriers that CCAs are likely to face when working 
with a community. Coordination with CBOs and other  
local organizations is also crucial to ensure that potential 
programs and resource decisions are driven by commu-
nity input. This type of coordination can deliver a more 
holistic picture to CCA boards about which programs  
and workforce development opportunities residents  
want to see in their communities. Many local organiza-
tions work to generate this input by integrating members 

into existing networks, engaging community leaders, 
and coordinating local meetings aimed at building upon 
community expertise.40  

Some organizations have developed effective processes 
for identifying what languages are spoken, and how 
information is best communicated. For example, CEJA 
hosts an annual statewide gathering, where it actively 
engages community members from each of its member 
and partner organizations. In addition to English 
and the other statutorily-required languages, CEJA 
member language needs include Mien and Hmong, 
among others. CEJA has been successful not only in 
communicating with people who speak many different 
languages, but also in engaging them to give input and 
act as decision-makers.

CBOs are leaders in their communities, and often 
best understand how to effectively conduct outreach 
with communities. CBOs can also help ensure that 
information that is being presented by CCAs is 
understandable and accessible to community members. 
They can provide translation and interpretation at 
meetings, and co-host meetings in familiar locations.41

If a trusted community-based organization is not 
available, CCAs can collaborate with non-profits 
in other sectors, such as housing and community 
development, faith-based organizations, or other local 
service providers. When creating a relationship with a 
CBO, the CCA should be clear about the needs, time 
requirements, and resources available. The CBOs’ 
expertise and time provide valuable connections and 
often require additional resources. Providing funding for 
CBO outreach can help ensure that the CBO can deploy 
the necessary resources to engage their communities in 
CCA processes. 

There are several examples of CBO partnerships used 
to help perform outreach and ensure information is 
accessible. The CBO-led approach for outreach was 
effective in the California Public Utilities Commission’s 
San Joaquin Valley proceeding. Best practices from 
the Commission’s San Joaquin Valley Affordable 
Energy Proceeding resulted in meaningful community 
engagement, where community preference formed a 



2 8

R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  F O R  B E S T  P R A C T I C E S :  C O O R D I N A T I O N  W I T H  L O C A L  C B O S

guiding principle for the authorization of affordable 
energy pilot projects and a community energy navigator 
role was poised to continue community engagement 
throughout deployment of pilot projects. 42 The San 
Joaquin Valley proceeding focused on a community-led 
design that directly engaged with targeted San Joaquin 
Valley residents throughout the pilot design process and 
integrated their feedback into decision-making. This 
community-led process helped to ensure that outreach 
was effective and accessible.  Importantly, the design 
process was led by a team of local, trusted community-
based organizations with a collective 80 years of 
experience serving the target communities. This process 
showed that trust and local organizing experience can 
be more impactful to residents than solely knowledge 
and experience in energy, decarbonization, utilities, 
or commission procedures. For greater effectiveness, 
community-based organizations partnered with technical 
experts familiar with Commission processes and energy.  

CCAs have also started to develop relationships with 
CBOs to help facilitate community input and outreach. 
For example, East Bay Community Energy (EBCE) has 
worked with the Asian Pacific Environmental Network 
(APEN), the Local Clean Energy Alliance, and other local 
organizations to ensure that the community’s values are 
heard. As part of this process, EBCE offered a set of 
grants to CBOs to create potential energy projects for 

planning and deployment.43  The Clean Power Alliance, 
Peninsula Clean Energy, and Monterey Bay Clean Power 
have also contracted with CBOs to help with community 
engagement with customers in their service areas.44 
This type of solicitation for assistance with outreach 
and communication provides a valuable example of 
how to engage a local organization to assist CCAs 
with reaching some of the hard-to-reach community 
members. In addition, Marin Clean Energy formed a 
Community Power Coalition with advocates from 35 
local organizations, including APEN and Communities 
for a Better Environment (CBE), to discuss regulatory 
and legislative issues, provide feedback on procurement 
and programs, build community awareness, and hear 
updates on the Community Choice movement.45  

When looking for partnerships with CBOs, it is important 
to recognize that many CBOs have resource constraints 
and may only be able to participate in limited ways, 
unless they receive additional resources to help with 
their participation. Grants like those Clean Power 
Alliance are offering are helpful, but may not eliminate 
all the limitations that some organizations have on time 
and capacity. It is useful if CBOs can have a variety of 
ways to participate and partner with CCAs, depending 
on their internal limitations. Sometimes the most 
productive partnerships are formed by CCA staff going to 
already-scheduled CBO meetings.

“CBOs are leaders in their communities,  
and often best understand how to effectively  

conduct outreach with communities.  
CBOs can also help ensure that  

information that is being presented  
by CCAs is understandable and accessible  

to community members.”
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Accessible Information 
and Outreach

A key environmental justice principle is engaging com-

munities to give them a say in decisions that impact 

their health and well-being. CCAs can offer a critical 

opportunity for locally-based decision-making by mean-

ingfully involving communities in decisions that impact 

them. Accessible and understandable information and 

outreach is essential to provide this opportunity. 

Environmental justice community members face a num-

ber of barriers to engaging in outreach including: the 

inability to make meeting times or get to locations; lan-

guage barriers; lack of resources such as transportation, 

childcare, time, and familiarity with technical energy pro-

cesses; and a history of exclusion and marginalization in 

these settings. 46 In order to obtain meaningful input from 

community members, these barriers must be addressed. 

CBOs and CCAs should make it a priority to provide en-

ergy literacy so that community members can participate 

in an informed manner. For example, the Local Clean 

Energy Alliance has worked to mobilize its community to 

advocate on behalf of its own energy needs by organizing 

monthly “Clean Power to the People” workshops, in which 

participants learn about current energy issues and oppor-

tunities in their area.47
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Input from the community is important because 
community members are experts about their 
communities. Outreach, accessible and transparent 

information, and coordination with CBOs are essential 

first steps for equitable and just energy management. 

“Insufficient outreach and education are critical barriers 

to expanding energy efficiency and renewable energy 

resources in disadvantaged communities.”48 

In the SB 350 Barriers Study, the CEC found that its 

outreach to disadvantaged communities “provided an 

opportunity for community members to speak about 

experiences with renewable energy, energy efficiency, 

and weatherization programs.”49 The CEC further found 

that its outreach provided “crucial insights, such as 

grassroots desire to participate in community solar 

projects, potential participants’ interest in energy 

upgrades for the related non-energy benefits, and a 

degree of skepticism toward government action and 

program offers.”50 The CPUC has also noted the benefit 

of including meaningful public participation when 

examining energy procurement.51 Creating a public 

process is a critical component to achieving energy 

democracy and encouraging communities to speak for 

themselves and advocate for their interests. 

Insufficient outreach can result in programs not 

reaching the communities that need them most. Low-

income customers may distrust programs marketed to 

them unless an organization that they trust is included 

in the outreach. Language barriers can also inhibit 

participation. For example, an analysis of California 

energy programs found that households that speak 

Asian languages “have lower participation rates than 

low-income households in general, suggesting the need 

for more exploration of their needs and opportunities to 

engage them.”52

CCAs should utilize best practices related to outreach 

and coordinate with CBOs to ensure that information 

is transparent and accessible. This is especially 

important when a CCA is being developed and when it 

is choosing its energy resources. There are a number 

of sources to draw on for establishing best practices 

in outreach that can help CCAs create a meaningful 

public process in disadvantaged communities. The 

CEC initiated a stakeholder process with disadvantaged 

communities related to SB 350 implementation that 

utilized some of these elements.53 The San Joaquin 

proceeding at the CPUC provides another example of 

best practices. In addition, CEJA’s SB 1000 Toolkit 

describes the elements of meaningful community 

outreach in detail.54 The discussion that follows draws 

on these and other sources. 

Importantly, there appears to be wide agreement among 

CCAs about the need to meaningfully engage with 

communities. CalCCA has stated that a best practice 

is “engag[ing] meaningfully with the community and 

provid[ing] responsive equitable service” along with 

“transparent and culturally appropriate outreach.”55

There are also examples of best practices being 

developed by CCAs. For example, Clean Power Alliance 

solicited applications from community members to 

join a community advisory committee.56 Marin Clean 

Energy formed community advisory committees that 

engaged  community leaders to help with outreach.57 

This type of partnership with communities can help 

ensure that accessible information is made available. 

These examples of outreach to disadvantaged 

communities can be taken as models for existing and 

emerging CCAs. A clear plan for outreach is critical 

for ensuring that communities have a real voice in 

decisions that impact them. 

Although CCAs are developing their own best practices 

around outreach and transparency, these processes 

have room for improvement. It is important to develop 

specific markers to ensure ongoing improvement. The 

list below summarizes some best outreach practices 

that were identified through stakeholder discussion 

and literature review. It is important to keep in mind 

that outreach and information must be specifically 

tailored for the particular community or communities 

it is meant to engage.
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To overcome some of the barriers faced 
by environmental justice communities, 
information related to CCAs should be 
accessible, transparent, and responsive 
to communities. There are many barriers 
to providing accessible information, 
especially considering how technical and 
complex CCAs and all utility operations 

are. A CCA is also a new and unknown 
concept to most people. Many CCA 
customers are not even aware that their 
energy services have changed because the 
bill is still coming from the IOU. To ensure 
that customers are aware of CCAs and 
their operations, CCAs should proactively 
work with CBOs and local organizations to 
develop accessible information.  

Some of the technical challenges to pre-
senting accessible information are not 
unique to CCAs, but they do present some 
new challenges. For example, it can be 
confusing to community members to un-
derstand the design of CCAs, since they 
only control part of the energy system, and 
the bills they receive still come from the in-
vestor-owned utility. Furthermore, commu-
nities often don’t trust new energy entities.  

One example of confusion that a commu-

nity organization raised was the descrip-

tion and the decision-making process 

about a CCA’s default level for energy 

services. CCAs make these decisions in 

different ways, and information related to 

this should be transparent and accessi-

ble. Other CCA matters that can be diffi-

cult to understand are customer options 

for energy portfolios, which options are 

available to move to higher green portfo-

lios, where the energy comes from, and 

how energy decisions are made.

58Accessible and clear information is a 

critical initial step toward conveying this 

complex information, so that community 

members can fully understand the deci-

sions being made about their energy. 

I    
CCA INFORMATION 
SHOULD BE 
ACCESSIBLE, 
TRANSPARENT,  
AND RESPONSIVE

J U A N  F L O R E S  S P E A K I N G  A T  C O N G R E S O  2 0 1 9  A W A R D S  C E R E M O N Y
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OUTREACH SHOULD USE 
DIFFERENT METHODS, 
PROVIDE RESOURCES TO 
ENSURE PARTICIPATION, 
AND BE COORDINATED AND 
FACILITATED WITH THE 
COMMUNITY  

II

SOCIAL MEDIA

OUTREACH TO TRUSTED 
COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS 

TEXT MESSAGES

PHONE CALLS

PAID AND EARNED MEDIA 

Outreach should be designed with the community in mind. It 
should use a variety of tactics that fit the targeted communities’ 
needs and preferences including, but not limited to: phone calls, 
door-to-door outreach, text messages, emails, in-person meet-
ings, virtual meetings, virtual webinars, one-on-one meetings, 
written surveys, and oral surveys. The type of outreach deployed 
will depend on the needs of the community. 

Potential communication channels can include text messages, 
live or pre-recorded phone calls, paid and earned media (print, 
radio, and online), social media, outreach to trusted community 
organizations and community leaders, and in-person meetings.

O UT R E A C H  TA C T I C S
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Text messages can be effective if commu-
nity members have high rates of literacy in 
their native languages, and if community 
members tend to keep the same phone 
number over a long period of time. These 
two factors are not always present. Some 
languages, such as Shoshone,59 have lim-
ited or no written form. Others, like the 
Hmong spoken in Laos, have developed 
written forms, but are not widely taught, 
so native speakers living in California may 
not understand texts sent in their native 
languages.60 Additionally, community 
members in English-limited communities 
rely on a series of inexpensive “burner” 
phones that they acquire as needed. Each 
disposable phone comes with a different 
phone number, so community members 
may not receive text messages sent to a 
previous phone number. 

When community members maintain a 
consistent phone number, phone calls 
in their language can be very effective. 
This allows people to ask questions and 
gain clarity on the information the util-
ities are conveying. If misinformation is 
being shared within a community, direct 
interpersonal communication can be use-
ful for clearing things up. This also allows 
the utility to confirm that the message 
was conveyed to the target person and 
that they understood it. In cases where 
individual calls made by people are not 
possible, pre-recorded in-language mes-
sages could be effective, although they 
are generally less so. As noted for text 
messages, phone numbers may change 
more frequently than anticipated. Where 
a relationship has already been estab-
lished, utilities can provide a phone num-
ber for community members to call to get 
information in specific languages.

Paid and earned media can reach some 
community members. Some English-lim-
ited communities are served by specific 
news outlets. For example, Radio Indí-
gena in central California broadcasts in 
several Indigenous American languag-
es.61 Online media can be helpful, as 
well, although some community members 
may have less internet and broadband ac-

cess than the population-at-large. Many 
English-limited communities are strongly 
connected through social media, such as 
WhatsApp, WeChat, and Facebook. Some 
social media accept paid in-language ad-
vertising. For others, utilities would have 
to build relationships to convince com-
munities to “follow” their posts.

Leaders in English-limited communities 
already have effective outreach methods. 
Trusted organizations can partner with 
utilities to establish phone trees, con-
nect through social media, disseminate 
information, and share in-person meeting 
schedules and locations. CBOs can help 
identify community members that speak 
other languages, or use other modes of 
communication.

Outreach should  be designed to provide 
resources that help ensure participation. 
For meetings, this includes making sure 
the meeting location is accessible, and 
that food and child-care are offered if 
they are factors that make it possible for 
community members to participate. Vir-
tual options should be made available 
to participants who might not be able to 
attend in person due to transportation, 
child-care, time, or location limitations. 
Marin Clean Energy has noticed an in-
crease in attendance since the COVID-19 
pandemic began, due to the switch to vir-
tual meetings. This can be taken as a les-
son to diversify meeting options post-pan-
demic as well. 

Outreach should be conducted in the 
languages spoken by the community, and 
translation services should be made avail-
able for additional languages. Before con-
ducting meetings, the community should 
be given a clear and transparent timeline 
with advanced notice. Translators and in-
terpreters should be made available, and 
the meeting should use engaging and di-
verse modes of communication. Meeting 
content should be accessible to all skill 
levels in the community and be designed 
to build up a baseline of knowledge about 
energy and energy issues.  

Often, a barrier to meeting participation 

is esoteric language designed to make 

decision-making spaces inaccessible to 

community members. Reducing the use 

of acronyms and defining technical terms 

can lower this barrier. Engaging commu-

nity members through popular education, 

visual and activity-based learning, and 

group discussion can make meetings 

more useful for the community and make 

it more likely that people will continue 

to participate. For example, some of the 

most effective ways to engage a com-

munity in demand-side type programs, 

such as solar installations and energy 

efficiency improvements, could include: 

demonstrating deployment in the com-

munity; providing support to people nav-

igating the program application process; 

outreach through community-based orga-

nizations; and meeting childcare, food, 

and other needs to recognize the value of 

community members’ time. 

For the San Joaquin Valley proceeding at 

the California Public Utilities Commis-

sion (CPUC), outreach was conducted in 

the language spoken by the community in 

a culturally sensitive and locally relevant 

manner.62  The outreach was communi-

ty-led and facilitated by residents of the 

targeted communities. Translation and 

interpretation in Spanish were available 

at all public meetings and in all outreach. 

Summaries of the written proposals were 

also provided in Spanish.  Outreach be-

gan with a series of needs assessments for 

targeted communities, which took place 

over several months. Residents led tours 

of the communities for decision-makers 

and CPUC staff early in the planning pro-

cess. These were followed by a series of 

in-person, in-community opportunities 

for public comment on defined questions, 

as a way to identify and utilize communi-

ty preferences as a guiding principle for 

selecting criteria. There were also weekly 

calls among representatives of communi-

ty-based organizations, utilities, and pro-

posed project administrators.
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In addition to adequate and accessible 
outreach, it is important to guarantee to 
community members that their input will 
be taken into account. In other words, 
community engagement cannot simply 
be a box to check off. Rather, community 
input should be used to help define CCA 
decisions and resource procurement. 

Community input should be fundamental 
to the process of defining values for pro-
curement decisions. It should establish 
the resources and opportunities people 

want for their communities, and define 
the overarching values of the CCA. Out-
reach will be more successful if commu-
nities are convinced that their input and 
expertise is valued. 

Community members have many 
demands on their time, and they will 
want to prioritize those where their 
participation matters. For example, in the 
San Joaquin Valley proceeding, ensuring 
community preference for pilot projects 
was critical for selection criteria. The 

involvement of Commissioner Guzman-
Aceves, who spoke Spanish with 
Spanish-speaking residents at public 
meetings and expressed respect and 
gratitude for their participation, helped 
demonstrate the commitment to take 
community input seriously.  

In addition, CCAs should further formalize 
and strengthen existing community advi-
sory committees or groups and establish 
them in CCAs that do not yet have them. 
Existing community advisory committees 
have inherent limitations on community 
influence because community advisory 
committee members lack voting author-
ity. To ensure a stronger representation 
of communities, CCAs should consid-
er increasing the number of community 
members allowed on a community advi-
sory committee. They should also public-
ly track the ways in which communities’ 
needs are addressed in decisions and how 
input from the community advisory group 
drives the decision-making process. Fi-
nally, as further discussed below, we 
recommend considering legislation that 
provides voting power for community ad-
visory committee members.

III

OUTREACH AND COMMUNITY  
ADVISORY ROLES SHOULD BE  
STRENGTHENED TO ENSURE THAT  
COMMUNITY INPUT AND PREFERENCES  
DRIVE DECISION-MAKING

G Z  T O U R
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Relationships among CCAs, the commu-
nity, and CBOs should be designed to 
continue throughout the entire course of 
a CCA’s operation. To reap the benefits of 
involving the community in decision-mak-
ing, the relationship must be maintained 
and developed over time. Some ways to 
promote long-term commitment include 
periodic evaluations of outreach efforts 
and strategies and scheduling regular 
community meetings to report on prog-
ress. It is important to continue to be 
transparent to the community about de-
cisions being made so that communities 
can engage in and influence them. 

The outreach process and the accessi-
bility of information should be evaluated 
to determine how  to improve them. The 

metrics for assessing the success of out-

reach should focus both on how well it 

reaches isolated populations and how well 

the information is understood. Outreach 

will not be successful if the information 

is not understood because the communi-

cation takes place through media that is 

not accessible to the community or if the 

information is too technical or difficult to 

understand.  

Some ways to measure whether different 
outreach methods are reaching the in-
tended population include:

  Metrics for text contact that include 

the number of confirmed “read” messag-

es (text messages should be set up to re-

quest recipient response)

 Metrics for telephone calls include 
the number of calls answered

 Metrics for media include the number 
of media carrying the information, size of 
circulation (if print), size of listenership 
(if radio), number of “clicks” (if online)

 Metrics for social media include the 
number of shares

 Metrics for outreach through trusted 
leaders and organizations and community 
engagement include the number of meet-
ings held, number of participants in each 
meeting, and the number of participants 
who indicate contact information so they 
can be reached regarding an event 

Metrics can be used to assess whether 
communications are understandable.63 
This can be evaluated through surveys 
or evaluations conducted by communi-
ty-based organizations or an independent 
evaluator. 

In the San Joaquin Valley Proceeding, 
CBOs exercised leadership in collect-
ing information gained through outreach 
along with an assessment of the outreach 
process.64 In particular, the California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) di-
rected community-based organizations to 
collect information from targeted commu-
nities and submit it to the proceeding’s 
record. The CPUC also extended a formal 
leadership role to community-based orga-
nizations leading on community outreach 
and needs assessments. The CPUC fur-
ther directed investor-owned utilities to 
collaborate with community-based orga-
nizations.

Outreach with clear and accessible  
information is a critical first step to de-
signing an equitable and just CCA. This 
provides the backbone to ensure the pro-
gram design reflects the needs and input 
of communities. 

IV

RELATIONSHIPS AMONG CCAS, THE 
COMMUNITY, AND CBOS SHOULD BE 
DEVELOPED, MAINTAINED, EVALUATED,  
AND IMPROVED OVER TIME

L E F T :  R E G E N E R A T E  C A  H O S T S  A  G A S 

P L A N T S  1 0 1  T R A I N I N G



3 6

R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  F O R  B E S T  P R A C T I C E S :  C O M M U N I T Y - L E D  D E S I G N

CCAs should privilege input from disadvantaged 

communities and the public when determining how to 

prioritize resources to strengthen diversity, sustainability, 

and resiliency. Planning should be carried out through 

a public process. As CalCCA states, a best practice for 

CCAs would be to “[s]erve community identified goals 

and local policy objectives, including greenhouse gas 

reductions and increased renewable energy supply” 

and “[p]rotect, engage, and empower vulnerable and 

disadvantaged sectors of the community.”65 This means 

that CCA staff should work diligently to engage in the 

programs most needed in their local communities.  Some 

organizers have expressed concerns that some CCAs are 

investing significant resources in programs that do not 

reflect the community’s priorities, such as investing in 

electric vehicle programs when the community prefers 

energy efficiency programs. 

Concrete ways should be developed to ensure programs 

provide the most benefits to disadvantaged communities, 

and meet their goals to transition away from dirty fossil 

fuel resources and develop clean energy. This will likely 

require coordination with other CCAs. CCAs should also 

work to develop programs, such as grant opportunities, and 

provide technical assistance to communities so they can 

participate directly in such programs. Jobs and economic 

opportunities should be central to all programs and policies. 

During the energy procurement process, the communities’ 

wishes should be prioritized. These may include improving 

air quality, and other environmental and economic issues. 

In considering a project, CCAs could take into account air 

quality and environmental and economic impacts as well 

as whether the location is in a community that fits the 

definition of disadvantaged. For example, where an offer 

requires site-control, bidders could be required to include 

information on where the project location ranks under the 

most recent version of CalEnviroScreen. For offers that 

may not require site control, such as energy efficiency, 

the applicant could indicate a minimum percentage of 

contract performance that would be achieved through 

projects in disadvantaged communities. CCAs could 

then use a type of scoring bonus or some other factor 

when examining bids to ensure that preferred resources 

in disadvantaged communities are prioritized. Siting 

projects in a disadvantaged community can have multiple 

benefits. As the CEC stated, “[r]ooftop PV in urban 

environments can provide value to these communities by 

reducing the health and environmental impacts of fossil-

fueled power and increasing economic revitalization and 

creation of local green jobs.”66 

Community-Led Local  
Program Design

3
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DISTRIBUTED ENERGY 
RESOURCES IN EJ 
COMMUNITIES

LOCAL DEVELOPMENT 
BUSINESS PLAN

 

FINANCIAL SUPPORT 

 F E E D -

I N  T A R I F F 

P R O G R A M

C O M M U N I T Y 

I N N O V A T I O N

G R A N T S 

U T I L I T Y  B I L L 

P R O T E C T I O N

D I S P L A C E M E N T 

P R O T E C T I O N

G R I D  

R E S I L I E N C E

L O W E R  

E L E C T R I C I T Y  B I L L S

L O W E R  

A I R  P O L L U T I O N 



3 8

R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  F O R  B E S T  P R A C T I C E S :  C O M M U N I T Y - L E D  D E S I G N

I

JOBS AND  
ECONOMIC  
DEVELOPMENT  
OPPORTUNITIES
Disadvantaged and low-income commu-
nities will likely have a preference for 
projects that provide employment and 
economic benefits to their communities 
and include high-quality jobs and work 
standards. Importantly, high quality jobs 
and other economic benefits for disad-
vantaged communities are of interest to 
ratepayers as well.67 CCA projects could 
promote economic benefits in disadvan-
taged communities by providing long-
term, stable employment opportunities 
for community members that incorporate 
workforce education and job training. 

Jobs that provide community members 
with competitive wages, financial se-
curity, and upward mobility are an im-
portant non-energy benefit because they 
increase preferred resources in disadvan-
taged communities. “[D]eveloping local 
workforce participation in clean energy 
programs is integral to enabling the full 
range of benefits for low-income cus-
tomers.”68 Due to the number of bene-
fits these jobs provide, APEN has been 
advocating for worker opportunities for 
clean energy jobs through a variety of av-
enues, including training and apprentice 
programs and prioritizing contracts with 
Black, Indigenous, and People of Color 
(BIPOCs) and worker cooperatives. 

The nexus between clean energy and jobs 
is key for communities. A strong local hire 
preference and an evaluation of whether 
the project leads to economic develop-
ment in a local community should be 
key components of any program. There 
should be a local hire component through 
which community members can access 

jobs. For example, for any renewable en-
ergy project located in Marin Clean Ener-
gy (MCE)’s service area, the seller must 
certify that all employees hired during 
construction are paid at least the prevail-
ing wage, and a minimum of 50 percent 
of construction work-hours are provided 
by permanent residents who live in the  
county.69

As a driver for change, CCAs have the 
power to work with labor to ensure that 
employment benefits stay in the commu-
nity.  Such benefits must be transparent 
and benefit the community. CCAs can 
work with communities to ensure that lo-
cal businesses and community members 
are hired to develop preferred resources. 
The emphasis should be on long-term, 
stable employment opportunities for 
members of disadvantaged communities. 
Workforce education and training should 
be included in the plan.

CCAs have started to develop projects 
that provide direct local benefits, con-
sistent with CalCCA’s best practice of  
“programs designed to create economic 
opportunities” for vulnerable and disad-
vantaged sectors of the community. 70

An example of a CCA program designed 
to provide local job and economic bene-
fits was MCE’s Solar One project, which 
required that 50 percent of the workforce 
be local residents and 50 percent of con-
tractors and suppliers be based in Rich-
mond.71 East Bay Community Energy’s 
projects include a commitment to use 
union labor and allocate funds for com-

munity investment.72 These connections 
to economic and environmental benefits 
are critical for reducing the gap between 
disadvantaged communities and the rest 
of the state. 

II

LOCAL  
DISTRIBUTED  
ENERGY  
RESOURCES
Disadvantaged communities may want to 
see development of local73 energy resourc-
es that support resiliency and provide 
economic benefits. A focus on distributed 
generation resources can help strengthen 
community and energy resilience.74  As a 
Department of Energy report states: “In-
vestments in energy efficiency, smart grid 
technologies, storage, and distributed 
generation can contribute to enhanced 
resiliency and reduced pollution.”75  Re-
silience can be achieved through a variety 
of demand-side options, including energy 
efficiency, demand response, distribut-
ed energy storage, and solar PV in local 
communities, with the goal of enhancing 
the resilience of local communities with a 
mix of diverse resources. Increasing grid 
resilience is one way to help vulnerable 
communities adapt to climate change.76

L E F T :  R E - V O L V  S O L A R  I N S T A L L

A B O V E :  S O M A H  W O R K S H O P
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Distributed energy resources can provide 
other benefits for a local community. 
“Residential PV adoption can help low-
er electricity bills for low-income house-
holds and make energy expenses more 
stable from month to month.”77  The 
benefit can be significant for low-income 
community members, who often spend a 
higher percentage of their income on en-
ergy.78 Distributed energy resources can 
also provide environmental benefits. For 
example, as one analysis found, deploy-
ment of solar in disadvantaged commu-
nities, when paired with storage to re-
duce electricity consumption during peak 
times, can yield co-benefits that include 
lowering air pollutant emissions. It can 
do this by displacing local marginal fossil 
fuel electricity generation in transmis-
sion-constrained load pockets.79 Given 
these multiple benefits, the CEC Barriers 
Study recommends that: “[w]here feasi-
ble, community solar installations should 
be deployed in the low-income and dis-
advantaged communities they serve, with 
priority given to locations that maximize 
benefits to the distribution system.”80

More focused attention by CCAs is needed 
to close the gap between the distributed 
energy resources that exist in disadvan-
taged communities and other communities 
across the state. California has persistently 
lower levels of PV installation in the most 
disadvantaged communities.81 “[W]hile 
falling prices for PV systems and cost re-
ductions for installation have resulted in an 
expansion of solar deployment to middle- 
and upper-income households, the same 
benefits have not yet accrued for low-in-
come households on a larger scale.”82  This 
is in part due to the many barriers that 
these communities face, including lack of 
access to financial instruments, lack of in-
formation, language barriers, and barriers 
due to the split incentives between tenants 
and owners.83

Increasing distributed energy resources 
is likely to require increased financial 
support for low-income programs along 
with targeted outreach to these com-
munities.84 Financial support may need 

to include third-party financing models 
to help overcome financial barriers that 
many community members face. An es-
sential part of any distributed energy 
program should include utility bill protec-
tion, since community members cannot 
afford higher energy bills. 

An initial step toward increasing distrib-
uted energy resources in a community 
can be a local development business plan 
that maps the landscape and identifies 
opportunities. The plan should be driven 
by the community to ensure that mem-
bers get a choice in the resources they 
want to see developed. 

In addition to bill protection, CCAs 
should include displacement protection 
to ensure that renters are not displaced 
when landlords receive incentives from 
the program, and that the statutory pur-
pose of benefiting low-income commu-
nities and improving housing affordabil-
ity is fulfilled. Standards for receiving 
incentives or the benefits of particular 
programs should include appropriate pro-
tections against rent increases that would 
diminish net financial benefits. Factors to 
be considered are: the cost and expect-
ed useful life of the improvement, owner 
contribution requirements, projected en-
ergy savings, current and projected rent 
levels, trends in local rental market con-
ditions, and type of owner.85  

Many CCAs are taking steps to develop 
local, clean, and renewable energy, con-
sistent with community objectives. CalC-
CA provides that a best practice for CCAs 
should be to “build community capacity 

by offering complementary programs that 
serve community interests, such as energy 
efficiency, demand response, community 
solar, advantageous net energy metering, 
Feed-in Tariffs, local workforce develop-
ment, EV charging, and battery storage.”86

Several CCAs are currently developing 
programs focused on local clean energy 
development. For example, Marin Clean 
Energy (MCE) has a feed-in tariff pro-
gram in a disadvantaged community.87 
MCE’s Local Sol program allows custom-
ers to subscribe to the shares of a PV ar-
ray, and the community solar bill credits 
are distributed to those who subscribe.88 

This type of program encourages further 
adoption of solar in those communities. 
A number of CCAs have plans to pursue 
community solar programs,89 which pro-
vide a way for residents in disadvantaged 
communities to reap the ownership bene-
fits of solar when they would not be able 
to participate otherwise. 

Another example of a best practice is 
East Bay Community Energy’s community 
innovation grants, which allow commu-
nity-based organizations to develop local 
clean energy projects that provide com-
munity benefits.90  When offering grants, 
it is important to provide technical assis-
tance for communities to assist them with 
the application process.

L E F T :  M C E  L O C A L  L A N D F I L L  G A S - T O - E N -

E R G Y  P R O J E C T :  R E D W O O D  L A N D F I L L

A B O V E :  M C E  S O L A R  C H A R G E  P R O J E C T 

A T  M C E ’ S  S A N  R A F A E L  O F F I C E S
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Disadvantaged communities are likely to want reductions 
in greenhouse gas and air emissions. These communities 

bear the burden of air pollution and the impacts of the 

already changing climate, and will be hit first and worst 

by future impacts of climate change. Air pollution can 

cause many serious health effects, including respirato-

ry and cardiovascular disease.91 Some areas of California 

have some of the most polluted air quality in the country, 

due to ground-level ozone and particulate matter.92

III

GREENHOUSE 
GASES AND AIR 
QUALITY 

A B O V E :  C O M M U N I T Y  

M E M B E R S  D U R I N G 

T H E  R E G E N E R A T E  C A 

L A U N C H  W E A R I N G 

C A R D B O A R D  F A C E 

M A S K S  A T  T H E  S T E P S 

O F  T H E  C A  C A P I T O L 
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CCAs can offer portfolios that exceed Cal-
ifornia’s requirements for renewable ener-
gy and greenhouse gases. Notably, many 
CCAs have set goals that exceed these 
requirements.93 Several cities, including 
Berkeley, San Diego, and San Francisco, 
have integrated CCAs into 100% renew-
able energy plans.94 Communities often 
want these goals considered during pro-
curement when renewable resources can 
be sited to replace polluting resources. 

During procurement, the California Pub-
lic Utilities Commission (CPUC) is re-
quired to consider whether resources are 
located in disadvantaged communities  
because the California Public Utilities 
Code requires all load-serving entities, in-
cluding CCAs, to ensure minimization of 
air emissions in their long term planning. 
The CPUC provides that: 

Load Serving Entities (LSE) must also im-
plement evaluation criteria with respect to 
generation or storage resources located in 
disadvantaged communities. LSEs must 
describe their planned evaluation criteria, 
including any scoring bonuses or other 
approaches to ensure “early priority” as 
required by the statute. LSEs must then, 
at the time of procurement, demonstrate 
that they followed the identified criteria. In 
addition, LSE plans must describe policies 
and evaluation criteria to apply in planning 
and deciding when to retire, cancel, or not 
renew contracts for existing gas generation 
units that emit air pollutants that impact 
disadvantaged communities.95

To ensure that environmental concerns 
are taken into account, CCAs should as-
sess the overall impact that generation 
and procurement from each utility is 
having on the air quality, environmental, 
and/or economic impact of disadvantaged 
communities. When evaluating bids or 
proposals, the CCAs could determine 
whether potential projects are located 
in a disadvantaged community or would 

impact air emissions in a disadvantaged 
community. CCAs could then develop 
concrete requirements for how to eval-
uate projects. For example, CCAs could 
require that a certain percentage of pre-
ferred resource procurement occur in dis-
advantaged communities and work with 
those communities to maximize job and 
other economic benefits.  

While these considerations of air quality 
and greenhouse gas emissions are im-
portant, it is critical that decisions be 
made based on community preferences, 
and some communities may ultimately 
rank economic concerns as high, or high-
er than other immediate concerns. There-
fore, projects should be weighed for all 
benefits and decisions should be made 
based on community preference. 

An example of a best practice is the ma-
trix that Clean Power Alliance presented 
to its community advisory committee. 
The Clean Power Alliance presented 
general information about how the bids 
it received ranked in relation to environ-
mental stewardship, benefits to DACs, 
workforce development, project location, 
and development risk score.96 It also ex-
plained the decision-making process and 
showed how community preferences were 
being taken into account.

In addition, there are examples of re-
quests for offers that take air emissions 
into account. Southern California Edison 
(SCE)’s request for offers for the Moor-
park area solicited preferred resources 
and energy storage for a particular loca-
tion to eliminate the need for a natural 
gas plant.97 As another example, Marin 
Clean Energy is developing a demand re-
sponse program to lower emissions from 
industrial facilities in its territory.98 This 
comprehensive review of resources is the 
type of analysis and evaluation we believe 
is necessary to make informed decisions 
about emissions reductions. 

Reducing Energy Costs

In addition to examining individual 
procurement decisions, an assessment 
should be done on the overall pene-
tration of resources in disadvantaged 
communities. 

The measurement and monitoring of 
these substantive requirements will need 
to be ongoing, and will require regular re-
porting from the load-serving entities. 

To be more transparent, CCAs could re-
quire that a percentage of all preferred 
resource procurement be located in 
disadvantaged communities or provide 
benefits to them. The specific makeup 
of preferred resources to be deployed in 
disadvantaged communities should be in-
formed through a robust public process.

The overall effectiveness of the disad-
vantaged community programs should 
be measured annually to decide whether 
the CCAs should develop new programs 
or targets to lower the disparity between 
disadvantaged communities and the rest 
of the state.

A S S E S M E N T 
Q U E S T I O N S

   What percentage of distrib-
uted energy resources and energy 
efficiency is being sited in disad-
vantaged communities?  

   Is the gap between disadvan-
taged communities and the rest of 
the state being reduced and elim-
inated?99  

   Is air pollution related to 
power plant generation in disad-
vantaged communities continuing 
to lower? Why or why not?
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IV

LOW-INCOME 
PROGRAMS 
OPTIMIZED TO 
INCLUDE ALL WHO 
QUALIFY 

Energy costs are a significant concern for 
low-income and disadvantaged communi-
ties. Low-income families generally pay 
a higher percentage of their income for 
energy. Some estimates have found that 
low-income families pay up to 15 percent 
of their income on energy bills, compared 
with 2 percent for higher income fami-

lies.100 In a study by Evergreen Consult-

ing, a third of low-income households 

indicated that they struggle with energy 

bills, either often or constantly, and most 

of them said they could not heat or cool 

their homes any less to try to lower their 

energy bills without negatively impacting 

their household.101 Bills in some areas of 

the state are very high. For example, more 

than 23,000 households in Southern Cal-

ifornia Edison low-income census tracts 

received an August 2014 electricity bill 

that totaled more than $300.102 The de-

gree of hardship varies depending on lo-

cation and circumstances. As Evergreen 

summarized, “[l]ow-income households 

in all major housing types face some form 

of elevated [energy] hardship, but the 

type of hardship varies by housing type of 

ownership status.”103 Given this disparity 

in energy costs, it is not surprising that 

low-income customers face a dispropor-

tionate risk of utility disconnection.104
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In order to relieve this energy burden, 
proactive steps should be taken to ensure 
that low-income households are able to 
receive the program benefits they qualify 
for. CCA customers in California are eligi-
ble to participate in California Alternate 
Rates for Energy (CARE), Family Electric 
Rate Assistance (FERA), and the Medical 
Baseline programs.105 

Another concern is that the CARE pro-
gram does not cover all of the population 
that qualifies for it. Although the CARE 
program covers some of the low-income 
population, it does not cover all low-in-
come households, especially those where 
English is not the primary language. A 
survey conducted by Evergreen found that 
36 percent of low-income households 
that did not speak English as the prima-
ry language were unaware of CARE, and 
that only 66 percent of eligible house-
holds were enrolled.106  To fill this gap, 
CCAs should ensure that CARE/FERA 
customers that qualify for the lower rate 
are automatically enrolled. Another issue 
with CARE/FERA programs is that some 
community members do not have all the 

documentation they need to receive the 
benefit. Better outreach is needed, and 
more should be done to allow for self-cer-
tification to ensure that community mem-
bers get the protection they need.107  

In addition to programs such as CARE/
FERA, other programs such as energy 
efficiency should be examined for ways 
to lower energy bills for low-income cus-
tomers in the long-term while making 
the buildings that community members 
reside in healthier places to live. Energy 
efficiency is an important strategy to help 
reduce energy burden108 because it can 
strengthen resilience in the low-income 
households most vulnerable to power 
shut-offs, power outages, and increased 
temperatures due to the impacts of cli-
mate change.109 Although energy efficien-
cy programs have historically been admin-
istered by the Investor Owned Utilities 
(IOUs), CCAs can administer energy effi-
ciency programs for their customers, or for 
both their customers and IOU customers 
in their jurisdiction. 110 Marin Clean Ener-
gy (MCE) is authorized to administer its 
energy efficiency programs, and an anal-

ysis found that its multi-family energy 
efficiency program is more cost-effective 
than the comparable IOU program.111 Ad-
ministration of an energy efficiency pro-
gram can be an effective way to reduce 
energy bills for low-income community 
members. For example, residents of the 
multi-family properties participating in 
the Low Income Weatherization Program 
are projected to save an average of 30 
percent on their energy bills.112

MCE’s Low Income Family and Tenants 
(LIFT) Pilot Program is an example of a 
CCA energy efficiency program designed 
to improve the efficiency of homes while 
improving residents’ health by including 
strong partnerships with public health 
departments.113 This nexus is critical for 
disadvantaged communities that often 
face negative health impacts due to their 
polluted environment.

Finally, CCAs can design and offer a spe-
cial low-income rate product.114 They 
have the ability to design a product that 
specifically meets the needs of their 
community. 

AUTOMATIC  
ENROLLMENT IN 
CARE, FERA AND 
MEDICAL BASELINE  
PROGRAMS

R E D U C I N G  E N E R G Y  CO S T S

CCA ADMINISTRATION 
OF AN ENERGY 
EFFICIENCY PROGRAM
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V

EMERGENCY 
RESPONSIVENESS 
AND COMMUNITY 
PROTECTION 

Emergencies harm all communities, 
but they can be especially catastrophic 
for disadvantaged and low-income 
communities that already bear the burden 
of compounded health, safety, and 
economic threats. In times of crisis, social 
inequities are exacerbated. Community 
members that already have difficulty 
paying their electricity bills become 
faced with the potential of utility shut-
offs. Vulnerable communities need extra 
protections during these difficult times to 
ensure that they do not lose power. Homes 
need sustained, reliable, and affordable 
power for storing and accessing food and 
medical equipment, providing heat and 
cooling, and accessing information and 
virtual school or work responsibilities, 
along with other critical needs.

While CCAs are only one of the players 
in the energy landscape, it is important 
for them to develop a long-term plan for 
dealing with emergencies when they arise, 
and to plan for resiliency to lessen the 
impact of potential emergency situations. 
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    DEVELOPING PAYMENT PLANS  
for community members to allow more 
time for paying bills and avoiding 
charging late fees

    AVOIDING ANY INCREASE 
IN ENERGY RATES AND BILLS 
DURING AN EMERGENCY.  

The State of California has taken some 
of these measures during the COVID-19 
pandemic,115 but long-term planning 
is needed so that communities will 
know what steps will be taken when 
emergencies arise. 

In addition to economic relief, CCAs 
should take steps to increase resilience 
in the most-impacted parts of the 
community by installing distributed 
generation and energy efficiency 
mechanisms as described above.

   PROACTIVE EFFORTS TO ENSURE 
THAT COMMUNITY MEMBERS WHO 
QUALIFY FOR REDUCED RATES ARE 
AUTOMATICALLY ENROLLED IN 
PROGRAMS SUCH AS CARE/FERA. 
Economic downturns and layoffs  
impact who in a community qualifies 
for reduced electricity rates. It is 
important that community members 
are aware of these programs and 
are enrolled in them as soon as  
they qualify.

    WORKING WITH UTILITIES 
TO PROVIDE MORATORIUMS ON 
SHUT-OFFS DURING AND AFTER 
EMERGENCIES. 
Moratoriums need to last beyond the 
emergency to provide a grace period for 
families to recover from the economic 
impact of the pandemic.

 WORKING WITH UTILITIES  
TO FORGIVE DEBTS incurred by low-
income community members who lost 
employment during the emergency and 
ensure that cost recovery for these debts 
does not fall on vulnerable ratepayers.

A  LO N G -T E R M  P L A N  S H O U L D  I N C L U D E :
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Energy democracy requires effective policies that 
ensure all members of a community can meaningfully 
participate in a transparent decision-making process. 
The following decision points by CCAs have been 
identified as requiring additional transparency: 

Transparency 
in Decision-Making

    CCA FORMATION, OPT-OUT 
When a CCA forms, a community member has 60 days to 
decide whether or not to opt-out before paying a fee called 
the “power charge indifference adjustment” (PCIA). In 
our discussions with community groups that are members 
of CEJA, they identified this transition as an area of 
confusion. It is important that community members fully 
understand the decision before them, and what opting out 
of a CCA entails. 

     DEFAULT LEVEL 
CCAs can decide what energy level is the default level. 
In the meetings that helped shape this report, there was 
confusion about how these decisions are made, and what 
is included in the default level. CCAs in California often 
develop a portfolio that includes more green power than 
is found in other portfolios. CCAs can then either opt all 
their customers into the green portfolio, or allow customers 
to decide whether or not to opt into the green portfolio.116

    TIME OF USE RATES
Time of use rates are rates that change based on the time of 
day. CCAs can utilize time of use rates, and have expressed 
a desire to do so. They can also design their own rates.  
Community members might find these rates confusing, 
especially if detailed rate comparisons are not available. 
There may also be confusion because  CCA customers 
receive a bill from the IOU, which shows the amount a 
customer owes a CCA for procurement and how much 
they owe the IOU for the remaining electrical services. If 
CCAs utilize time of use rates, they should ensure that the 
information on the rates is accessible and understandable, 
and conduct outreach related to this with trusted local 
CBOs.117 

4

C E J A  &  A P E N  S O L A R  E Q U I T Y  T O U R 

I N  R I C H M O N D .  P H O T O  C R E D I T : 

B R O O K E  A N D E R S O N .
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A D D I T I O N A L  B E S T  P R A C T I C E S  F O R  

O U T R E A C H  T O  E N S U R E  T R A N S P A R E N C Y :

ELIMINATING CULTURAL  
AND LANGUAGE BARRIERS
Effort should be made to eliminate cultural and language 
barriers in decision-making meetings and processes. 
Examples of ways to accomplish this include: providing 
notice of meetings in multiple languages; requiring the 
use of interpreters at meetings; and partnering with CBOs 
that have relationships, trust, and cultural competency 
with target communities.118 

PROMOTING BROAD AND  
BALANCED PARTICIPATION
CCAs should work to promote broad and balanced 
participation in decision-making meetings and processes. 
In order to do this, community members should be able to 
choose the medium through which they will receive notice 
of meetings. In addition, when signing up for meeting 
notifications,  community members should be able to 
indicate the language that they use, and be informed 
of the phone number to use for language translation 
during meetings. CCA should also: engage community 
members by including speakers with diverse expertise, 
both community-based and technical; hold meetings at 
accessible locations and times, especially evenings; target 
outreach to communities most impacted by the decision 
being made; and ensure materials are distributed well in 
advance of meetings. 

ENSURING ACCESS TO TECHNOLOGY

As technology is increasingly used for meetings, CCAs 
should ensure that communities are not left behind. They 
can do this by: providing language and sign translation on 
the technology service; allowing community members to 
access meetings on different technologies; ensuring that 
community members that do not have the technology can 
still access the meetings; and ensuring that technology-
based meetings are well-publicized to the community. 
CCAs should broadcast their meetings on accessible 
channels, such as local stations.
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PROVIDING A VARIETY OF  
FORMATS FOR RECEIVING 
INPUT

There should be ample 
opportunity for community 
members to provide input to 
decisions. They should be able 
to deliver their comments by 
mail, phone, or other means. 

ENSURE CCAS REFLECT  
COMMUNITY DIVERSITY

CCA staff have the power to 
shape CCA operations and 
decisions. For example, CCA 
boards often rely on staff for 
the research, planning, and 
outreach that informs their 
decisions. Therefore, it is im-
portant for CCA staff to be rep-
resentative of the communities 
most impacted by their deci-
sions. Establishing hiring prac-
tices at CCAs that ensure staff 
diversity and hiring of Black, 
Indigenous, and People of Col-
or (BIPOC) is one important 
way to support transparency in 
the decision-making process.

MAKE INFORMATION  
ACCESSIBLE AND PUBLIC

To the extent possible, it is im-
portant that the information on 
websites or in mailings be ac-
cessible and publicly available, 
and not be withheld as confiden-
tial. In addition, CCAs should 
document and make public how 
decisions are made, and how 
community input is taken into 
account.

   

   

   

   

S O M A H  P U B L I C  W O R K S H O P  I N  O A K L A N D
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CCAs are local entities that should be responsive to 
the communities they serve. At the same time, CCAs 
are critical partners in ensuring the state meets its 
air quality and greenhouse gas reductions goals and 
requirements. 

Local and State 
Accountability

5

LOCAL STATE

EQUITY AT  
THE CENTER

ENVIRONMENTALLY  
JUST 

GRID  
RELIABILITY 

BALANCED ENERGY 
PORTFOLIO

COMMUNITY- 
LED

AUTONOMOUS 
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Currently, each CCA decides how it wants to be account-

able to the communities in its jurisdiction. While flexi-

bility is necessary to ensure that CCAs are responsive to 

the needs of local community members, reporting must 

be done to describe how decisions are made and how 

community input is taken into account and integrated. 

Without some type of reporting or check, there is danger 

that some CCAs will strive to achieve energy democracy, 

while others will leave their most vulnerable communities 

and their members behind. Although CCAs are governed 

by local elected officials, this alone does not ensure local 

accountability for the decision-making process.

Local accountability is especially important when CCAs 

enter into partnership with each other. CCAs can and 

have entered into intergovernmental agreements to work 

together to fund staff, develop programs, and purchase 

energy. These partnerships can be beneficial for develop-

ing economies of scale, which can, in turn, lower rates, 

but it is important that local communities continue to 

have a voice in decision-making for their local CCA. Part-

nerships can be unbalanced and favor some communities 

over others, depending on how the decision-making board 

is structured.119 To ensure that all communities have a 

voice, some CCAs have developed mixed-weight voting 

systems that allow both a one-vote per community struc-

ture and a structure that is weighted by population size.120

Some ways to help ensure local accountability:

 ADOPT POLICIES AND REQUIREMENTS FOR  
ENERGY EQUITY AND ENERGY DEMOCRACY
Policies and requirements for considering energy equity 

and energy democracy should be adopted when CCAs are 

formed. It is important that these initial policies and re-

quirements include provisions related to local community 

governance and a local development business plan. An 

example of this is CleanPowerSF’s Community Benefits 

Policy, which allows community members to provide input 

in designing and implementing projects that benefit their 

community.121 Policies and requirements that build upon 

the recommendations in this report are an initial step 

toward achieving energy equity and democracy.  These 

policies should also promote diversity of staff to ensure 

that it reflects diversity within the community, and hiring 

of BIPOC to ensure that CCAs represent the communities 

they are serving. Finally, these policies should include 

a document that reflects the rights of the community to 

participate in decision-making and receive services in an 

accessible document, such as an energy bill of rights. 122 

The development of this document should be informed 

through robust outreach.

 TRAINING ON ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Training in environmental justice issues and concerns 

is an important way to ensure that decision-makers and 

staff understand the issues facing the community. This 

training could include tours of environmental justice 

communities so that staff, decision-makers, and mem-

bers of community advisory committees understand first-

hand the challenges they face. These types of tours and 

training can also help illuminate the potential and need 

for renewable development and economic opportunities 

in these communities. An example of this are the toxic 

tours led by Communities for a Better Environment (CBE) 

that include visits to facilities and sources of pollution, as 

well as personal stories shared by local residents.123 

 CLEAR AND TRANSPARENT INFORMATION,  
ASSESSMENTS, AND REPORTING

Reporting should occur on a regular basis, at least annu-

ally, and be updated in an accessible format on the web-

site. This information should include, but not be limited 

to, the following: 

A. How procurement decisions are made:  This should in-

clude what information is taken into account when mak-

ing decisions of what energy to purchase, and how that 

information is factored into the decision-making. While 

some bid information may be confidential, the overall 

process for evaluating bids should be accessible to the 

community so that they can understand how their values 

are being translated into actual decisions.

I    LOCAL ACCOUNTABILITY 
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B.  Energy data and information California has requirements 
for information about where CCAs acquire their energy. This 
information does not necessarily include information re-
lated to smaller resources and the air pollution impacts of 
the resources.124 Clear information about where the ener-
gy is generated and the impacts to local communities is 
important for communities to know so they can make in-
formed input in the process and understand the impacts 
that energy resources are having on their communities. 
For example, Clean Power Alliance included a presenta-
tion to its community advisory committee about the power 
content label and what type of energy it was considering 
for its portfolio.125

C. Local hiring and local programs: CCAs should report on 
local jobs and programs with clear, accessible information, 
describing the number of jobs and programs in local commu-
nities with estimates of the benefits.

D. Response to Community Comments and Concerns:  
CCAs should include information about the comments 
they receive from communities and what responses have 
been given. 

Concerns around clear reporting are not limited to CCAs. 
Other load serving entities also lack significant accessi-
bility to ensure that local communities understand de-
cisions being made. CCAs are in a unique position to 
provide leadership to other entities by providing clear, 
understandable information about how their decisions are 
made. An example of this is the matrix that Clean Power 
Alliance provided to its community advisory group that 
describes the information it takes into account in deci-
sions about procurement.

   COMMUNITY ADVISORY POSITIONS

Although CCAs by statute are governed by local officials, CCAs 
can create non-voting, community-based positions to ensure 
there is local accountability in decision-making. CCAs should 
take steps to ensure that the input of these advisory positions 
will be taken into account during decision-making. 

A. Community Advisory Position on Board: One option is for 
the CCA to create a community advisory position or positions 
through which these non-voting  members can provide input 
to the board. East Bay Community Energy uses this model, 

and has found it helpful for ensuring that the demands of 
the communities are communicated to the board. 

B. Community Advisory Committee: Another option is to cre-
ate a separate advisory committee made up of community 
members. This advisory committee can provide input to the 
board based on community preferences and a larger commit-
tee can better reflect the diversity that the CCA represents. 
With this model, it is important to ensure that the Advisory 
Committee’s input is being considered and relied on in the 
decision-making process.

CCAs have taken steps to increase transparency and ac-
countability, consistent with CalCCA’s recommended best 
practice of ensuring transparency and accountability to the 
community.126 As described above, East Bay Community 
Energy and the Clean Power Alliance have included com-
munity advisory positions in their governance. Other CCAs 
have also developed Community Advisory Committees.127 As 
another model to ensure community feedback, Marin Clean 
Energy has formed a Community Power Coalition composed 
of advocacy organizations that represent the interests of 
under-represented and historically marginalized communi-
ties.128 When developing these committees, it is important 
to provide the resources and outreach described earlier in 
the report to ensure that all communities are represented, 
especially those that face additional barriers to participation.

While forming these positions, it is critical to ensure that 
community members’ input is used to inform decisions. 
We further suggest that legislation that ensures local ac-
countability be explored. Some possibilities include leg-
islation that provides community members and represen-
tatives with voting power, or legislation that designates 
decision-making authority to community representatives 
for decisions impacting DACs. Another option would be 
to consider legislation that requires recommendations by 
the community advisory committee for decisions impact-
ing DACs are taken seriously by requiring the CCA Board 
to adopt such decisions, or otherwise present specific 
facts and analysis about why they chose another path.  
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In addition to local accountability, it is important to have 
a level of statewide accountability to ensure that no com-
munities are left behind and that the basic standards 
of energy democracy are met, as well as our pursuit of 
climate and equity goals. CalCCA provides that a best 
practice for a CCA is to “[e]nsure transparency and ac-
countability to the community and oversight agencies.”129 
CCAs are covered by basic statewide requirements related 
to transparency and energy procurement, but there is no 
overall body that regulates a CCA’s actions in relation to 
energy equity and democracy. 

CCAs must meet basic requirements with regard to reliabil-
ity, renewable energy, and greenhouse gases. In particu-
lar, CCAs have a responsibility to meet resource adequacy 
needs, which means that the generation resources must be 
able to supply energy reliably. CCAs also have requirements 
to meet the Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS), but the 
CPUC only “accepts” Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) 
plans for CCAs, while it “approves” plans for IOUs, which 
can result in a different level of scrutiny and review.130  The 
CPUC does not need to approve RPS solicitation and pro-
curement contracts of CCAs. CCAs also have requirements 
to develop a long-term plan for the CPUC, but the CPUC 
does not approve procurement contracts associated with 
the planning as it does for the IOUs. 

CCAs have been resistant to CPUC oversight in relation 
to their procurement, which can raise concerns about the 
ability of the State to meet overall goals and requirements. 
Particular concerns have been raised that the state will 

fail to procure a diverse and balanced portfolio of resourc-
es, which is needed to ensure statewide grid reliability, 
due to individual and disaggregated choices made by the 
growing number of load-serving entities.  

CCAs have a requirement to minimize GHGs and air 
pollution with an early priority in disadvantaged com-
munities.131 Although this is required to be included in 
a CCA’s long-term plan, the CPUC does not review the 
procurement contracts to assess whether emissions have 
actually been minimized with a priority in disadvantaged 
communities.132 Therefore, unlike IOUs, there is no sin-
gle, centralized statewide entity that reviews and enforces 
DAC requirements for procurement contracts. In addition, 
some procurement requirements related to disadvantaged 
communities only apply to IOUs. For example, the Public 
Utilities Code requires that IOUs give preference to renew-
able procurement that provides economic and environ-
mental benefits to communities afflicted by low-income 
and high unemployment or high emissions.133 This pro-
vision does not apply to CCAs. Other provisions for IOUs 
require that gas and electricity savings are maximized in 
disadvantaged communities. These requirements only ap-
ply to CCAs if they are administering an energy efficiency 
program, but do not apply otherwise.134

These limits in oversight can provide valuable autonomy for 
local decision-making, but they can also hinder meeting 
broader statewide requirements and risk leaving some com-
munities behind. In addition, some requirements--such as 
reducing greenhouse gases--will take greater coordination 
across the state. In particular, the movement toward phas-
ing out polluting resources will likely require great coordi-
nation between CCAs and the State. 

Although communities want the flexibility to be local-
ly-led, they also want consistency and assurance of a high 

II  STATE ACCOUNTABILITY

C E J A  S P R I N G  L O B B Y  D A Y  A T  T H E  C A  C A P I T O L
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level of service and affordability. Some of this is provided 

for under the current regulatory and statutory scheme, 

but there are some gaps. There is no way to hold CCA 

boards accountable if they ignore the needs of their com-

munities. In addition, CCAs have expressed mistrust of 

the CPUC, which results in mistrust of the agency’s cur-

rent responsibilities over CCAs. 

Some ways to address these gaps include and ensure 

state accountability include: 

 OVERSIGHT AND GUIDANCE BY A STATEWIDE 
CCA ORGANIZATION OR NON-PROFIT UTILITY 

CCAs in California have already established CalCCA, which 

is an organization that allows CCAs to advocate before 

the legislature and state regulatory agencies with a more 

unified voice. Although not all CCAs are members, having 

a statewide entity has helped to create coordination and 

unified positions. This unity is especially helpful for com-

munity-based groups with limited resources to advocate 

for potential changes. A next step would be to build upon 

CalCCA, or create a new statewide organization or nonprof-

it, that would provide guidance and oversight and ensure 

that minimum requirements are met. This statewide en-

tity should consider a community-led governing council 

that could develop policies and provide oversight to ensure 

that programs meet energy democracy principles. Although 

CalCCA did publish an overview of best practices,135 more 

should be done to ensure CCAs are accountable to their 

local communities. This includes prioritizing the needs of 

disadvantaged and low-income communities, contributing 

to a diverse and balanced energy portfolio, and assuring 

that CCAs as a whole are meeting the State’s climate and 

air quality goals and requirements. Another potential option 

is for the statewide CCA organization to organize an annual 

convening to hear from EJ and community advocates.

 REVISE STATUTES TO ALLOW CCA  
ADMINISTRATION OF PROGRAMS 

Another way to add more statewide accountability is to 

explicitly allow CCA administration of programs, such as 

the low-income solar programs, in statute. The admin-

istration of these programs is overseen by State regula-

tory agencies, which would then ensure that minimum 

requirements are met. This would also have the benefit of 

allowing CCAs to be more responsive to community mem-

bers by providing funds for low-income programs that the 

communities want to see. 

 REQUIREMENTS FOR CCAS TO CONSIDER  
DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITIES 

As described above, the California Public Utilities Code re-

quires IOUs to consider potential environmental and econom-

ic benefits to disadvantaged communities when procuring 

renewable energy.136 A revision of these types of requirements 

to explicitly include CCA procurement would ensure that im-

pacts to disadvantaged communities are considered in pro-

curement and distributed generation programs.

 STATEWIDE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE OVERSIGHT

Another option would be to strengthen statewide over-

sight of the energy system, in general, to ensure that 

energy equity and energy democracy are considered 

in all elements of the decision-making process. Issues 

related to energy equity and energy democracy must be 

addressed by all load serving entities, not just CCAs. 

Decision-making related to energy is fragmented be-

tween different state and federal regulatory agencies and 

local decision-makers. A statewide body that identifies 

ways to reduce the gaps between the most disadvan-

taged communities and the rest of the state could help 

ensure more consistency across these regulatory arenas 

and ensure that communities have a voice in decisions 

impacting them. To ensure that this body represents the 

community, there should be community advocate repre-

sentation either through the Disadvantaged Communities 

Advisory Group (DACAG), formed pursuant to SB 350, 

or through EJ seats on the oversight committee.  In 

addition, the DACAG could be used to advise this body. 

It would be important for this body to have the ability 

to directly impact regulatory decisions to ensure that 

energy equity and democracy are upheld, while allowing 

CCAs to retain local decision-making authority. 

All of these ideas will need to balance local autonomy with 

state oversight because it is important that CCAs have the 

local autonomy and authority necessary to respond to the 

needs of their communities.
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Conclusion 

The fundamental cornerstones for accomplishing energy equity and energy democracy 
include ensuring meaningful and active engagement with communities, promoting 
equity by prioritizing and protecting the most vulnerable populations, maximizing 
transparency and accountability, and driving decision-making through meaningful 
community input. The recommendations in this report are focused on CCAs, but many 
can and should apply to other types of energy providers including IOUs, POUs, and 
all load-serving entities. As previously stated, the recommendations from our CEJA 
member and partner organizations are designed with our best available information 
and experiences. The recommendations in this report are designed to represent the 
beginning of an iterative process in which community-based organizations, CCAs, 
environmental justice communities, clean energy allies, and other stakeholders can 
reach further conclusions and recommendations. It should also serve as a foundation 
to further explore how to democratize the entire energy system.

People must have a say in the energy decisions 
impacting their lives and communities and 
the health and sustainability of our planet. To 
transition to a clean, reliable, and resilient 
energy system, we must center energy equity 
and energy democracy. This means respecting 
communities’ rights to shape their own energy 
futures.  
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WORKING DEFINITIONS 
CALENVIROSCREEN: CalEnviroScreen is a map-

ping tool that helps identify California commu-

nities that are most affected by many sources 

of pollution, and where people are often espe-

cially vulnerable to pollution’s effects. CalEn-

viroScreen uses environmental, health, and so-

cioeconomic information to produce scores for 

every census tract in the state.

The scores are mapped so that different com-

munities can be compared. An area with a high 

score is one that experiences a much higher pol-

lution burden than areas with low scores.

CalEnviroScreen ranks communities based on 

data that are available from state and federal 

government sources. (Cal. OEHHA) 

CLEAN ENERGY PROGRAM: A program focused 

on developing clean, renewable resources such 

as solar and wind energy combined with ener-

gy storage, energy efficiency, and demand re-

sponse resources. 

COMMUNITY-BASED ORGANIZATION: An organiza-

tion that interacts with members of the commu-

nity and are often located in the neighborhood. 

COMMUNITY CHOICE AGGREGATOR: Programs that 

allow local governments to offer procurement 

service to electric customers within boundaries.  

(Cal. Public Utility Commission)

ENERGY DEMOCRACY: Frames the international 

struggle of working people, low-income commu-

nities, Asian and Pacific-Islander, Black, Brown 

and Indigenous nations and their communities 

to take control of energy resources from the en-

ergy establishment and use those resources to 

empower their communities literally (providing 

energy), economically, and politically. It means 

bringing energy resources under public or com-

munity ownership and/or governance—a key 

aspect of the struggle for climate and energy 

justice, and an essential step toward building a 

more just, equitable, sustainable, and resilient 

economy. (Fairchild, Denise and Weinrub, Al. 

Energy Democracy: Advancing Equity in Clean 

Energy Solutions)

ENERGY EQUITY: The goal of achieving equity in 

both the social and economic participation in 

the energy system, while also remediating so-

cial, economic, and health burdens on those 

historically harmed by the energy system. (Ini-

tiative for Energy Justice)

ENERGY DISTRIBUTION: The interconnected lines 

that carry electricity from the transmission sys-

tem to individual households. 

ENERGY PROCUREMENT: The act of purchasing 

or buying energy through either a contract with 

an existing resource or constructing a new re-

source.  

ENERGY TRANSMISSION: The interconnected 

lines that facilitate the movement of electricity 

from a generation station, such as a large solar 

facility, to an electrical substation.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE (DISADVANTAGED)  

COMMUNITIES: Disadvantaged communities re-

fers to the areas throughout California which 

most suffer from a combination of economic, 

health, and environmental burdens.  These 

burdens include poverty, high unemployment, 

air and water pollution, presence of hazardous 

wastes as well as high incidence of asthma and 

heart disease.  (Cal. OEHHA, Cal Public Util. 

Commission)

INVESTOR OWNED UTILITY: These firms partici-

pate in all aspects of the power markets value 

chain, including generation, transmission, and 

load aggregation. These firms operate for-profit 

and have legal monopolies in their service ter-

ritory. In trade for their monopoly status, they 

have an obligation to serve all customers in their 

territory, and are subject to economic regula-

tion. (Berkeley Lab)

PUBLICLY OWNED UTILITY: These utilities are 

typically non-profit and owned by the local gov-

ernment or the ratepayers themselves. See, for 

example, the California Energy Commission’s 

comparison of IOUs and POUs across a variety of  

functions and metrics. Municipally Owned Utili-

ties or Municipal Utility Districts (MOUs or MUDs) 

are operationally similar, but are sometimes listed 

separately in statistics. (Berkeley Lab)

AB

Assembly Bill

CAISO

California Independent System Operator

CALCCA

California Community Choice Aggregators

CCA

Community Choice Aggregator

CEC

California Energy Commission

CPA

Clean Power Alliance

CPUC

California Public Utilities Commission

DAC

Disadvantaged Communities

EBCE

East Bay Clean Energy

EE

Energy Efficiency

IOU

Investor Owned Utility

MCE

Marin Clean Energy

PCE

Peninsula Clean Energy

POU

Publicly Owned Utility

PV

Solar Photovoltaic

RPS

Renewable Portfolio Standard

SB

Senate Bill

SCE

Southern California Edison

RELEVANT  
ACRONYMS 

Reducing Energy Costs

Appendix 
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AIR QUALITY CONCERNS RELATED  
TO ELECTRICITY GENERATION

Areas of California have some of the most polluted air quality 
in the country especially in relation to ground-level ozone and 
particulate matter. The American Lung Association’s State of the 
Air 2019 report found that California cities have the worst air 
pollution in the country: “Los Angeles remains the city with the 
worst ozone pollution…Fresno-Madera-Hanford, CA returned to 
the most polluted slot for year-round particle pollution, while 
Bakersfield, CA maintains its rank as the city with the worst 
short-term particle pollution.”137 In the country, California cities 
include seven of the top-ten worst cities for ozone, six of the 
ten worst cities for year round particle pollution, and four of the 
top-ten worst cities for short-term particle pollution.138 No other 
state has as many polluted cities. 

This context is important because many parts of California are 
not attaining protective health standards for ground ozone and 
particulate matter.139   NOx, which is emitted when natural gas is 
burned, is a precursor for both fine particulate matter and ground 
ozone. Thus, reducing NOx from both electrical generation and 
buildings is likely to be an important way for California to come 
into attainment with health protective standards. Thus, each ton 
of pollution matters especially in disadvantaged communities 
in California since many air basins throughout the State are 
not attaining ambient air standards. In fact, “[i]n its 2015 
Clean Power Plan, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
estimated the 2020 health benefit of reducing NOx emissions 
to be highest in California, at $22[,000]-49,000/ton in PM2.5 
specific benefits and $14[,000]-59,000/ton in ozone-specific 
benefits.”140

 In addition to increased emissions from startups and shutdowns, 
natural gas facilities also emit more when operating at partial 
load. CAISO’s SB 350 Study described that during partial load, 
the NOx emission increases “may be around 30%” as compared 
to steady state operation.141 There is also a potential that natural 
gas facilities will be more frequently operated at partial load to 
backup renewables. Power plants are also likely contributing to 
exceedances of air quality standards. In an analysis conducted 
of whether peaker power plants are contributing to exceedances 
of ambient air quality standards, researchers found that 86% 
of peaker plants generated more electricity on days when ozone 
standards were exceeded in their basin.

142Climate change is expected to exacerbate air pollution with 
particulate matter concentrations expected to increase.143

BACKGROUND RELATED TO RPS,  
GHG AND DAC REQUIREMENTS

 

The Legislature also recognized the need for renewable energy 
and GHG requirements to help protect air quality and public 
health in disadvantaged communities. When passing the RPS, 
the Legislature specifically found that “[s]upplying electricity to 
California [] customers that is generated by eligible renewable 
energy resources is necessary to improve California’s air quality 
and public health, particularly in disadvantaged communities.”144 
The Legislature further prioritized minimizing air pollution in 
disadvantaged communities in the integrated resource planning 
process.145  These and other provisions require the Commission 
and load-serving entities (“LSEs”) to consider the impacts of 
energy procurement on disadvantaged communities. 

With the passage of Senate Bill (“SB”) 350, California carved its 
path toward a future with significant reductions in greenhouse 
gases (“GHG”) and other air pollutants achieved through 
increased usage of renewable energy and energy efficiency. 
California recently further solidified its commitment to this future 
with the passage of SB 100 and the signing of Executive Order 
B-55-18, which require that California achieve carbon neutrality 
and transform the energy sector to rely on only renewable and 
GHG-free energy by 2045.146

Toward this end, SB 350 tasks the California Public Utilities 
Commission with developing an integrated resource planning 
process in which each Load Serving Entity (“LSE”) including 
CCAs develops an integrated resource plan (“IRP”) that achieves 
this future. 

To achieve the SB 350 mandates and the future envisioned by 
SB 100 and Executive Order B-55-18, the IRP process and the 
IRPs themselves require a new, comprehensive vision and ap-
proach. They must consider procurement and dispatch while also 
determining how best to integrate demand side and supply side 
resources. The analysis must also include evaluation of impacts 
on disadvantaged communities (“DACs”), air quality impacts, 
and GHG emissions. Consistent with the statutory direction, the 
California Public Utilities Commission set forth a comprehensive 
framework for IRPs in its February 8, 2018 Decision Setting Re-
quirements for Load Serving Entities Filing Integrated Resource 
Plans.147 That Decision requires CCAs and other Load Serving 
Entities to include descriptions of disadvantaged communities, 
programs for disadvantaged communities, and plans on how to 
minimize emissions in disadvantaged communities.148 
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Briefing Packet:
East Bay Community Energy Board Members

1. A Community-Development-Focused East Bay Community Energy
Program, December 2015
Vision of a Community Choice energy program that can meet community benefits goals

2. Put Our Communities in Community Choice Sign-On Letter, September
2016
57 organizations call for a program committed to community benefits and community
involvement in governance

3. Unity Proposal: Alameda Labor Council and East Bay Clean Power
Alliance, September 2016
Letter introducing joint proposal to add language to JPA agreement to strengthen
commitment to local renewable resource development and meeting program goals

4. Exhibit D of JPA Agreement, October 2016
JPA agreement language calling for a Local Development Business Plan and other
measures adopted from the Unity Proposal in ushering in Phase 2 of program launch

5. The Importance of the Local Development Business Plan, October 2017
Describes the key role of the Local Development Business Plan in providing a high-level
roadmap for local renewable generation, demand reduction, storage, and other
distributed energy resource programs in Alameda County

6. East Bay Community Organizations Win a Groundbreaking Plan to Develop
Local Clean Energy Benefits in Alameda County, July 2018
Announces the adoption of the Local Development Business Plan by East Bay
Community Energy Board

7. The Role of Community Engagement, July 2018
Excerpt: The role of the community in developing the Local Development Business Plan

8. A Groundbreaking Green New Deal is happening in the East Bay, June 2019
East Bay Community Energy Board approves $5.1 million for the Local Development
Business Plan—Alameda County’s groundbreaking local Green New Deal

9. Fight Against Nuclear Energy in the East Bay, 2020 (starting from the most
recent article)

a. East Bay Community Energy Votes to Sell PG&E’s Nuclear Energy
Despite Notable Comments by Youth, December 2020
Newsletter piece about the EBCE Board’s decision to accept an allocation of
nuclear power from PG&E and flip it to a third party to sell, in return for half of the
profit.
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b. Monetization of Nuclear, December 2020
Letter urging the Board to reject the staff’s proposal that would require the agency
to become a wholesale broker of Diablo Canyon’s nuclear energy.

c. Keep EBCE’s Brilliant 100, Nuclear Free, October 2020
Letter urging the Board to reject any proposal that would add nuclear energy to
EBCE’s power content label.

d. East Bay Community Energy Rejects Nuclear Deal: Victory for East
Bay Clean Power Alliance, May 2020
Case study of successful community organizing to hold EBCE accountable to the
community it is supposed to serve.

e. Keep East Bay Community Energy Program Nuclear-free!, March
2020
Fact Sheet to explain to the Board and the community the nature and
implications of PG&E’s offer of Nuclear Energy to East Bay Community Energy.

10. Glossary of Community Choice Energy and Related Terms, April 2021
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News Articles
1. East Bay Express: Electricity May Go Green and Local, June 2014

Alameda County Board of Supervisors votes unanimously to move toward creating a
Community Choice energy program

2. Community Choice Victory in Alameda County, October 2016
Highlights groundbreaking measures in JPA agreement approved by County Board of
Supervisors on October 4, 2016

3. East Bay Express: East Bay Community Energy Wants to Power the
Community, July 2018
East Bay Community Energy launches, delivering power to commercial and industrial

customers, with a Local Development Business plan in the works
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East Bay Clean Power Alliance Vision: 

A Community-Development-Focused  

East Bay Community Energy Program 

We envision an East Bay Community Energy (EBCE) program in Alameda County that prioritizes the development 
of local renewable energy resources (both demand reduction and new generation) as a way to meet its stated 
community benefit goals.  

This kind of community-development-focused Community Choice program differs in some substantial ways from 
an investor-owned utility. In addition, this kind of Community Choice program would include a number of 
features to help it meet its community benefit goals, as outlined below. 

Basic characteristics of a community-development-focused program 

The following table shows a few important ways in which a community-development-focused East Bay 
Community Energy program would be substantially different from an investor-owned utility. 

Community-development-focused EBCE program Investor-owned utility 

Non-profit public agency For-profit private corporation 

Purpose is to maximize community benefits: meet GHG 
reduction, economic development, good clean energy jobs, 
rate stability, social equity, local ownership and control of 
energy, and other community benefit goals 

Purpose is, by law, to maximize 
shareholder returns 

Net electricity revenues remain in the community: to expand 
services, invest in new assets, build reserves, or reduce rates 

Net electricity revenues leave the 
community as utility profits and 
shareholder dividends 

Based on an Energy Service Provider model (provide optimum 
energy services to community: cut waste, reduce demand, 
lower overall system costs of electricity service) 

Based on a Utility model (buys and sells 
electricity to ratepayers: the more 
electricity delivered, the better)1 

 

Features of a community-development-focused program 

The following table shows the features of a community-development-focused East Bay Community Energy 
program and the impacts these features would have on meeting community benefit goals.  

Feature Impact 

Implements a local build-out plan for renewable energy 
resource development: 

 Builds and Integrates local renewable resources 

 Integrates local resources with market procurement 

 Specifies 10 year build-out scenarios to meet portfolio 
targets 

 Identifies financing/capitalization requirements, sources, 
and mechanisms, as well as return on investment 

Builds economic development platform, 
which includes: 

 greenhouse gas reduction 

 clean energy jobs 

 rate stability 

 social equity 

 local ownership and control of energy 

 community resilience 

 other community benefit goals 

                                                           
1
 The CPUC does not allow PG&E to profit directly from electricity sales, only from the delivery of electricity, based on a 

return on investments in distribution and transmission infrastructure. 



Feature Impact 

Flattened electricity load profile: reduces/spreads out peak 
loads: 

 Uses load data to identify sources of peak loads 

 Designs programs to reduce/eliminate peaks 

 Uses storage, demand response, etc, to shift peak loads 

Significantly lowers overall system costs of 

electricity by reducing expensive peak-load 

electricity 

Reduced overall electricity load: 

 Promotes conservation, energy efficiency, demand 
response, building retrofits, etc. 

 Provides energy efficiency services for commercial, 
residential, non-profit, and public buildings, and 
monetizes the savings 

 Creates neighborhood-based programs to foster 
ratepayer consciousness of electricity consumption/waste 

 Promotes building retrofit financing for low-income 
property owners and multifamily residences  

 Saves money for ratepayers 

 Increases economic development in 
energy efficiency and demand 
reduction 

 Reduces local greenhouse gas 
emissions 

 Creates local clean energy jobs 

 Increases social equity 

 Increases community energy 
consciousness 

High renewable portfolio content: Exceeds California 
renewable portfolio standard (RPS) 

Maximizes reduction of greenhouse gas 
emissions 

High local renewable portfolio content: Prioritizes 
community-based renewable generation  

 Identifies prospective sites for development and initiates 
development projects 

 Invests in building local assets 

 Builds technical capacity of new local businesses as 
renewable energy project developers and contractors 

 Incentivizes cooperatives, minority businesses, and 
collective enterprise development 

 Reduces local greenhouse gas 
emissions 

 Increases local business development 

 Creates local clean energy jobs 

 Builds a more reliable, disaster-secure, 
and resilient electricity system 

 Increases social equity 

 Stabilizes electricity rates 

Integrated power planning: scheduling local and market-
purchased power to lower costs, hedge against market 
volatility, and provide adequate reserves 

 Increases reliability 

 Lowers overall system costs of 
electricity 

Promotes behind-the-meter development: energy efficiency 
and renewable generation resources: 

 Markets behind-the-meter services and financing to 
building owners 

 Creates neighborhood or sector-based programs to 
promote building upgrades  

 Establishes easy financing mechanisms 

 Increases local ownership of energy 

 Increases social equity 

 Increases community resilience 

 saves money for building owners 

New programs to incentivize local build-out: 

 Prices for excess net-metering production that encourage 
maximum rooftop installation 

 Feed-in Tariff program for new generation 

 Shared renewables program (virtual net-metering) 

 PACE financing 

 On-bill repayment 

 Streamlined solar permitting for all participating 
municipalities 

 Incentives for demand response implementations 

 Reduces local greenhouse gas 
emissions 

 Builds local business 

 Generates ratepayer savings 

 Increases social equity 

 Increases local ownership of energy 
assets 

 Creates local clean energy jobs 

  



Feature Impact 

Labor, workforce development, and performance standards 
for EBCE projects: 

 Negotiates EBCE Community Workforce Agreements (or 
project labor agreements) 

 Aggregates large numbers of small projects into larger 
projects done under Community Workforce Agreement 

 Builds pathways for local residents and disadvantaged 
communities into family-sustaining jobs 

 Improves wages and benefits for clean 
energy jobs: increasing skill level of 
workers, increasing union jobs, and 
building union strength 

 Stabilizes communities 

 Increases social equity 

 Reduces costs of unemployment, 
crime, health care and other safety net 
programs 

Experimental/pilot programs for new technologies: micro-
grid development, new local business development, 
neighborhood involvement, and partnerships with the water 
districts (like EBMUD) and transportation agencies (like BART) 

 Increases new business development 
and innovation 

 increases local economic development 

 creates local clean energy jobs 

 builds a more reliable, disaster-secure, 
and resilient electricity system 

Builds synergy with electric vehicles: for public 
transportation, goods movement, private travel, etc. 

 Lowers pollution and greenhouse gas 
emissions 

 Makes optimum use of resources 

 Improves local health 

Social Equity: Programs to benefit communities most 
impacted by environmental and economic injustice: 

 Incentive programs and financing tailored to needs of low 
income communities 

 Local hire and workforce development programs for 
disadvantaged communities 

 Minority and small business development programs 

 Opposition to utility shut-offs 

 All neighborhoods benefit from energy 
resource development and improved 
environmental health 

 Historically disadvantaged 
communities benefit from local 
business growth and clean energy 
employment development 

Promotes community participation in shaping and 
implementing the EBCE program. 

 Empowers communities 

 Increases social equity 

 Increases democracy 
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Put Our Communities 

in Community Choice 

We want a Community Choice energy program for Alameda County that invests in the 
development of local renewable energy resources as key to providing many community 
benefits. As a public, not-for-profit alternative to PG&E for providing electricity services, 
such a program can bring equitable economic development and jobs to communities 
throughout the County, along with increased renewable energy resources and reduced 
greenhouse gas pollution.  

Community-based development, control, and ownership of renewable resources can 
retain energy wealth within our communities, spur economic development in low income 
communities and communities of color, create family-sustaining and union jobs, and 
benefit local businesses. 

To ensure the creation of a Community Choice program focused on delivering these 
kinds of community benefits, we call for the Joint Powers Agreement that establishes 
the program to include: 

1. Direct community involvement in the governance of the program

2. A stated commitment to the goals put forward for Alameda County’s Community
Choice program (attached, on reverse side).

 Organization Name   Authorized Representative    Signature  Date 

5/25/16 

http://www.localcleanenergy.org/files/EBCPAProposalPacket_4-26-16.pdf


	

East	Bay	Clean	Power	Alliance	Organization	Signatory	List	
As	of	September	13,	2016	
	
1.	 Asian	Pacific	Environmental	Network	(APEN)	 30.	 California	Nurses	Association	

2.	 Causa	Justa	Just	Cause	 31.	 Sierra	Club,	San	Francisco	Bay	Chapter	

3.	 Ella	Baker	Center	for	Human	Rights	 32.	 California	Interfaith	Power	&	Light	

4.	 Sustainable	Economies	Law	Center	 33.	 Communities	for	a	Better	Environment	

5.	 International	Longshore	and	Warehouse	Workers	
Union,	Local	6	

34.	 Everett	and	Jones	Barbeque	-	Jack	London	

6.	 Vote	Solar	 35.	 Mujeres	Unidas	y	Activas	(MUA)	

7.	 Sun	Light	&	Power	 36.	 Center	for	Environmental	Health	

8.	 Alameda	County	Democratic	Party	 37.	 Community	Energy	Services	Organization	

9.	 Allen	Temple	Health	&	Social	Services	 38.	 League	of	Conservation	Voters	of	the	East	Bay	

10.	 Oakland	Climate	Action	Coalition	 39.	 West	Oakland	Environmental	Indicators	Project	

11.	 PUEBLO	-	People	United	for	a	Better	Life	in	
Oakland	

40.	 Oakland	Rising	

12.	 Emerald	Cities	Oakland	 41.	 Bay	Area	Labor	Committee	for	Peace	&	Justice	

13.	 Wellstone	Democratic	Renewal	Club	 42.	 House	Kombucha	

14.	 Berkeley	Climate	Action	Coalition	 43.	 East	Bay	Young	Democrats	

15.	 Planting	Justice	 44.	 Berkeley	Community	Choice	Energy	Working	Group	

16.	 Alameda	Interfaith	Climate	Action	Network	 45.	 Green	Party	of	Alameda	County	

17.	 Sunflower	Alliance	 46.	 350	Bay	Area	

18.	 Ecology	Center	 47.	 Transition	Berkeley	

19.	 Transition	Albany	 48.	 Skyline	Community	Church	

20.	 Local	Clean	Energy	Alliance	 49.	 Energy	Solidarity	Cooperative	

21.	 Urban	Peace	Movement	 50.		 Communities	United	for	Restorative	Youth	Justice	
(CURYJ)	

22.	 Kehilla	Community	Synagogue	 51.	 PLACE	for	Sustainable	Living		

23.	 Carbon	Neutral	Albany	 52.	 Earth	Justice	Associates	of	The	First	Unitarian	Church	
of	Oakland	

24.		Alliance	for	Climate	Education	 53.	 Rooted	in	Resilience	(formerly	Bay	Localize)	

25.	 SunWork	Renewable	Energy	Projects	 54.	 API	Youth	Promoting	Advocacy	&	Leadership	(AYPAL)	

26.	 Rooted	in	Community	 55.	 Bay	Area	Green	Tours	

27.	 Oakland	Mind	 56.	 Greenaction	for	Health	and	Environmental	Justice	

28.	 The	Playground	Affordable	Housing	Corporation	 57.	 MyDomino	

29.	 SightWorks	Architecture	&	Interior	Design	 	 	

	



Goals for Alameda County’s  

Community Choice Energy Program 

 
The following goals have been formulated by County staff and approved by the 
County’s Community Choice Steering Committee: 
 
Overall rates and customer bills that are lower or competitive with those offered by 
PG&E for similar products. 
 
Differentiated energy options (e.g. 33% or 50% qualified renewable) for default service, 
and a 100% renewable content option in which customers may “opt-up” and voluntarily 
participate. 
 
An electric supply portfolio with a lower greenhouse gas (GHG) intensity than PG&E, 
and one that supports the achievement of Alameda County’s Climate Action Plan 
greenhouse gas reduction goals and comparable goals of all participating jurisdictions. 
 
An energy portfolio that prioritizes the use and development of renewable resources 
and minimizes the use of unbundled renewable energy credits. 
 
An energy portfolio that incorporates energy efficiency and demand response programs 
and has aggressive reduced consumption goals. 
 
A program that demonstrates quantifiable economic benefits to the region (e.g. union 
and prevailing wage jobs, local workforce development, new energy programs, and 
increased local energy investments).     
 
A program that promotes personal and community ownership of renewable resources, 
spurring equitable economic development and increased resilience, especially in low 
income communities and communities of color, which are most impacted by climate 
change. 
 
An administering Agency that is financially sustainable, responsive to County and 
regional priorities, and well managed. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Send all correspondence to: 

Executive Secretary-Treasurer 

Josie Camacho,  CWA 39521 

 
President 

David Connolly, SUP 

 
1st Vice President 

Martha Kuhl, CNA 

 
2nd Vice President 

Gary Jimenez, SEIU 1021 

 
Executive Committee 

Doug Bloch,  IBT JC 7 

Jazy Bonilla,  IUPAT DC 16 

Cheryl Brown, AFSCME DC 57 

Greg Bonato, IBEW 595 

Cathy Campbell, AFT 1078 

Andreas Cluver, BCTC 

Don Crosatto, IAM 1546 

Adolph Felix, IBT 853 

Chris Finn, ATU 1555 

Keith Gibbs, CWA 9412 

Eugenia Gutierrez, SEIU-USWW 

Mike Henneberry, UFCW 5 

Wei-Ling Huber, Unite Here 2850 

Terry Keller,  OPEIU 29 

Ben Kim, IAFF 689 

Brian Lester, IUOE 3 

Maricruz Manzanarez, AFSCME 3299 

Jennifer Root, SEIU 2015 

Shawn Stark, IAFF 55 

Hunter Stern, IBEW 1245 

Obray Van Buren, UA 342 

Yvonne Williams, ATU 192 

Cindy Zecher,  CSEA 27 

 
Trustees 

William Schechter, IAM 1546 

Christine Garrett, IUPAT 3 

Joyce Lau, OPEIU 29 

 
Sergeant at Arms 

Garry Horrocks, IAM 1546 

 

Alameda Labor Council, AFL-CIO 

 
 

September 26, 2016 
 
President Scott Haggerty and Supervisors 

Alameda County Board of Supervisors 

1221 Oak Street, Suite 536 

Oakland, California 94612 
 

 
 

RE: Proposed Amendments to Draft Joint Powers Agreement for 

East Bay Community Energy Authority 
 

 
 

Dear President Haggerty and Supervisors: 
 
The Alameda Labor Council and the East Bay Clean Power Alliance hereby submit 

language that is strongly supported by both parties to be incorporated into the 

proposed JPA Agreement of the East Bay Community Energy Authority. 
 

Please substitute the attached proposed language for the draft sent earlier in the 

week. 
 

We find that the addition of this language will help ensure that Alameda County’s 

Community Choice program (“CCA Program”) is committed and on track to fostering 

local economic benefits, such as job creation, community energy programs, local 

power development and other community benefit goals. The Business Plan provides a 

CCA Program the opportunity to provide the foregoing benefits while also facilitating 

a transition to a clean energy economy. Having a roadmap for the integration of local 

energy resources will provide the CCA Program the guidance it needs to balance its 

energy procurement options at launch. 
 

We strongly urge the adoption of these amendments, and we appreciate the 

opportunity to comment on this matter. 
 

Respectfully,  

Josie Camacho  Jessica Tovar 

Executive Secretary-Treasurer  Coordinator 

Alameda Labor Council, AFL-CIO East Bay Clean Power Alliance 
 
cc: Alameda County CDA Staff 

 
Alameda Labor Council, AFL-CIO 

7750 Pardee Lane, Ste 110., Oakland  CA 94621 
(510) 632-4242 fax (510) 632-3993 www.alamedalabor.org 

JPA.CCA.Sups.Ltr.doc opeiu:29/afl-cio vjc 

http://www.alamedalabor.org/
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EXHIBIT D 
RELEVANT EXCERPTS FROM JPA AGREEMENT 

 

RFP No. 16-CCA-2   
Alameda County Community Choice Aggregation /  

East Bay Community Energy:  Local Development Business Plan   
 

The following are relevant excerpts from the approved Joint Powers Authority (JPA) Agreement for 
the East Bay Community Energy Authority which specify preparation and completion of the Local 

Development Business Plan and the policies under which it would be analyzed and implemented.  A 
complete JPA Agreement may be obtained upon request from the Alameda County Planning 

Department; to request the JPA Agreement, please contact Bruce Jensen at bruce.jensen@acgov.org 
or at (510) 670-6527. 

 
 

Section 5.4 Business Plan. The Authority shall cause to be prepared a Business Plan, which will include 
a roadmap for the development, procurement, and integration of local renewable energy resources 
as outlined in Section 5.3 of this Agreement. The Business Plan shall include a description of how the 
CCA Program will contribute to fostering local economic benefits, such as job creation and community 
energy programs. The Business Plan shall identify opportunities for local power development and how 
the CCA Program can achieve the goals outlined in Recitals 3 and 6 of this Agreement. The Business 
Plan shall include specific language detailing employment and labor standards that relate to the 
execution of the CCA Program as referenced in this Agreement. The Business Plan shall identify clear 
and transparent marketing practices to be followed by the CCA Program, including the identification 
of the sources of its electricity and explanation of the various types of electricity procured by the 
Authority. The Business Plan shall cover the first five (5) years of the operation of the CCA Program. 
The Business Plan shall be completed by the Authority no later than eight (8) months after the seating 
of the Authority Board of Directors. Progress on the implementation of the Business Plan shall be 
subject to annual public review. 
 
Section 5.3 Integrated Resource Plan. The Authority shall cause to be prepared an Integrated 
Resource Plan in accordance with CPUC regulations that will ensure the long-term development and 
administration of a variety of energy programs that promote local renewable resources, conservation, 
demand response, and energy efficiency, while maintaining compliance with the State Renewable 
Portfolio standard and customer rate competitiveness. The Authority shall prioritize the development 
of energy projects in Alameda. Principal aspects of its planned operations shall be in a Business Plan 
as outlined in Section 5.4 of this Agreement. 
 
Recital 3. The purposes for the Initial Participants (as such term is defined in Section 1.1.16 below) 
entering into this Agreement include securing electrical energy supply for customers in participating 
jurisdictions, addressing climate change by reducing energy related greenhouse gas emissions, 
promoting electrical rate price stability, and fostering local economic benefits such as jobs creation, 

mailto:bruce.jensen@acgov.org
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community energy programs and local power development. It is the intent of this Agreement to 
promote the development and use of a wide range of renewable energy sources and energy efficiency 
programs, including but not limited to State, regional and local solar and wind energy production. 
 
Recital 6. By establishing the Authority, the Parties seek to: 
(a) Provide electricity rates that are lower or competitive with those offered by PG&E for similar 
products; 
(b) Offer differentiated energy options (e.g. 33% or 50% qualified renewable) for default service, and 
a 100% renewable content option in which customers may “opt-up” and voluntarily participate; 
(c) Develop an electric supply portfolio with a lower greenhouse gas (GHG) intensity than PG&E, and 
one that supports the achievement of the parties’ greenhouse gas reduction goals and the 
comparable goals of all participating jurisdictions; 
(d) Establish an energy portfolio that prioritizes the use and development of local renewable 
resources and minimizes the use of unbundled renewable energy credits; 
(e) Promote an energy portfolio that incorporates energy efficiency and demand response programs 
and has aggressive reduced consumption goals; 
(f) Demonstrate quantifiable economic benefits to the region (e.g. union and prevailing wage jobs, 
local workforce development, new energy programs, and increased local energy investments); 
(g) Recognize the value of workers in existing jobs that support the energy infrastructure of Alameda 
County and Northern California. The Authority, as a leader in the shift to a clean energy, commits to 
ensuring it will take steps to minimize any adverse impacts to these workers to ensure a “just 
transition” to the new clean energy economy; 
(h) Deliver clean energy programs and projects using a stable, skilled workforce through such 
mechanisms as project labor agreements, or other workforce programs that are cost effective, 
designed to avoid work stoppages, and ensure quality; 
(i) Promote personal and community ownership of renewable resources, spurring equitable economic 
development and increased resilience, especially in low income communities; 
(j) Provide and manage lower cost energy supplies in a manner that provides cost savings to low-
income households and promotes public health in areas impacted by energy production; and 
(k) Create an administering agency that is financially sustainable, responsive to regional priorities, well 
managed, and a leader in fair and equitable treatment of employees through adopting appropriate 
best practices employment policies, including, but not limited to, promoting efficient consideration of 
petitions to unionize, and providing appropriate wages and benefits. 
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Key to East Bay Community Energy (EBCE): 

Local Resource Development 

The Importance of EBCE’s Local Development Business Plan 

One of the unique features of East Bay Community Energy (EBCE) among Community Choice energy 

programs in California is its commitment to developing local renewable energy resources. In addition to 

the climate benefit of reducing greenhouse gas emissions, the development of local renewable resources: 

• Creates healthier and more sustainable communities through local control of electricity and resilience 

to the impacts of climate change. This can help address the economic and social justice needs of our 

communities, while increasing tax revenues from new business activity. 

• Provides family-sustaining clean energy jobs and careers by supporting strong labor standards, local 

workforce development, and overcoming barriers to employment in disadvantaged communities.  

• Improves long-term stability of the Community Choice program by shielding it from the volatility of 

the energy market. Investments in local energy projects come with more stable and more manageable 

costs and result in more secure and self-sufficient energy supplies. 

EBCE Founding Documents Call for Local Resource Development 

EBCE’s commitment to local renewable energy resource development is expressed in the Joint Powers 

Authority (JPA) Agreement, which explicitly calls for a Local Development Business Plan as a “roadmap 

for the development, procurement, and integration of local renewable energy resources.” 

As specified in the JPA Agreement, the Local Development Business Plan will include a description of 

how the Community Choice program can contribute to fostering local economic benefits, such as job 

creation and community energy programs. It will also identify opportunities for local power development, 

explain how to achieve the Community Choice program’s community benefits goals, and provide 

employment and labor standards for adoption by the EBCE program. 

The JPA Agreement also specifies that the Local Development Business Plan is to cover the first five 

years of operation of EBCE and be completed within eight months of the seating of the EBCE Board of 

Directors. The County allocated $500,000 to support development of the Plan. 

Why Does EBCE Need a Local Development Business Plan? 

The development of local renewable energy resources requires a transition 

over time from procuring renewable electricity on the wholesale market to 

creating an optimized system1
 of local distributed energy resources (DER)2

 

that play a larger and larger role in addressing the energy needs of our 

communities. But this transition does not happen by accident or a 

spontaneous market; it requires a roadmap for making it happen within an 

aggressive yet achievable timeframe.  

The Local Development Business Plan is meant to provide this high-level 

roadmap for local renewable generation, demand reduction, storage, and 

other distributed energy resource programs in Alameda County. It will 

                                                      

1 Optimizing the energy system in this context means minimizing waste, lowering costs, assuring reliable service, 

and minimizing the carbon footprint. 

2 Distributed energy resources (DER) refer to energy technologies, such as solar PV, solar thermal, micro-turbines, 

energy efficiency, storage, demand response, combined heat and power, microgrids, and others that can be 

developed and deployed locally.   

EBCE
POWERING OUR

OWN FUTURE !
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provide a timeline for developing local projects and programs—either on its own or in partnership with 

private sector developers—and lay out how projects can be prioritized, financed and coordinated. It will 

also discuss cost implications, trade-offs and other challenges to implementation. Finally, the Plan will 

provide policy guidance that will inform the development of the EBCE’s power resource plan over the 

long term. 

The Plan should answer questions such as the following. How many megawatts of local renewable energy 

development and demand reduction can be developed as a result of EBCE, and over what time period? 

How does EBCE address the credit, development and implementation issues involved? How can the local 

development benefits of this Community Choice program be achieved, and what are the priorities and 

trade-offs involved?  

A Key Effort 

As described above, the Plan is intended to develop a comprehensive framework for accelerating the 

development of clean energy assets within Alameda County. To achieve that goal, the County sought a 

team of consultants to conduct a thorough analysis of local resources and perform the other complex and 

interrelated tasks required in its request for proposals (RFP) for the Plan, as shown below.  

Preparing the Local Development Business Plan 

 

Completing these tasks requires an integrated and inter-disciplinary team of consultants. The team was 

selected through a competitive process early in 2017 and it began work on the project this past April. The 

Project Team includes the following vendors and their roles:  

• ALH Economics: Prime Contractor & Chief Economist 

• The Offset Project: Project Management & Stakeholder Outreach 

• Clean Coalition: Solar Site Mapping & Tariff Design 

• EcoShift Consulting: Energy Analysis & Scenario Planning 

• Optony: Integrated Resource Assessment & Planning 

• Betony Jones: Labor & Workforce Advisor 

• Gary Calderon: Energy Storage & Demand Response Advisor 

In June the Project Team organized a series of roundtables and focus groups as part of a rigorous 

stakeholder engagement process. Through that process the Project Team established a dialog with over 

100 community stakeholders and industry professionals, helping to ensure that the plan is feasible and 

well-aligned with community goals. Response of the community has been overwhelmingly positive. 

With delays in the anticipated launch date of EBCE, and with the hiring of EBCE CEO, Nick Chaset, in 

July, the completion date of the Local Development Business Plan has been pushed back. Nevertheless, 

the Local Development Business Plan process remains the centerpiece for engaging our community in the 

design of a sustainable, community-focused EBCE program.  

1 Grid-side DER Assessment: Large-scale Local Clean Energy Potential

2 Customer-side DER Assessment: Behind-the-meter Energy Resources

3 Development Models and Strategies: Local DER Programs and Incentives

4 EBCE Development Issues: Labor and Workforce, Finance and Ownership Models

5 Implementation and Policy Issues: Permitting, Equity, Transparent Reporting

6 Integrated Resource Planning: Integrating LDBP w/Long-term Planning (IRP)

7 Preliminary Plan Scenarios: Develop Local Development Business Plan

Task # Description
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East Bay Community Organizations Win a Groundbreaking Plan to 
Develop Local Clean Energy Benefits in Alameda County 

 

Hayward, CA Wednesday July 18, 2018. Community organizations led by the East Bay Clean 
Power Alliance are thrilled with the adoption of a groundbreaking plan for local clean energy 
investment by East Bay Community Energy (EBCE) — Alameda County’s new Community 
Choice energy program. A portion of East Bay Community Energy net revenues from electricity 
sales will now be invested into providing local clean energy benefits.  
 

The Local Development Business Plan (LDBP), as it is called, can maximize community 
benefits such as local solar, wind and energy efficiency projects and incentives for the East 
Bay.  In addition, East Bay Community Energy is utilizing outside grants to fund some local 
development projects such as solar and storage on critical facilities such as fire stations and 
hospitals. 
 

Many community leaders gathered for a “Clean Power to the People” rally in support of the 
Plan’s adoption before the EBCE Board meeting. These leaders have been advocating for an 
East Bay Community Choice program with a commitment to local clean energy solutions for 
years.  
 

“Thanks to efforts of the East Bay Clean Power Alliance, the East Bay Community Energy 
program has the potential to bring equitable economic development and jobs to 
communities throughout the county as well as increase the amount of electricity that 
comes from local clean energy resources,” said Jessica Tovar, coordinator of the East Bay 
Clean Power Alliance.  
 

“The Local Development Business Plan will ensure East Bay Community Energy is on 
track to fostering local economic and climate benefits, such as creating clean energy 
jobs and developing local renewable resources, while also moving toward a clean energy 
economy,” said Luis Amezcua, member of the Executive Committee of the Sierra Club San 
Francisco Bay Chapter. 
 

For Rev. Ken Chambers, Pastor of Westside Missionary Baptist Church in Oakland. creating 
jobs and keeping energy wealth in our community has been an important goal for our 
community. “We need to create opportunities for low income people traditionally shut out 
of the clean energy economy.  We need to train and employ local people like the formerly 
incarcerated and people of color with family sustaining wage jobs so that we can afford 
to stay in the Bay Area,” 
 

Community health and safety is critical for our frontline environmental justice communities. “As 
Nurses, we witness how extreme forms of energy extraction impact human health. 
Nurses at the bedside see the daily impacts that pollution and toxic emissions have on 
our health - environmental toxins lead to higher rates of asthma, liver damage, heart and 
lung disease, cancer, and birth defects,” said Martha Kuhl, RN, Board of Directors Treasurer 
for California Nurses Association and First Vice President of the Alameda Labor Council. 
 

The creation of EBCE aims to bring climate justice to disadvantaged communities. As a 
government agency, EBCE has the ability to take in the needs and voices of the people. “About 



800 of the Asian Pacific Environmental Network (APEN) members, which reside in 
Alameda county, have tirelessly fought for climate justice on both the state level and the 
local level. We believe the implementation of the Local Development Business Plan is 
essential to advancing structural changes and outcomes that create opportunities for 
low-income communities,” said Jing Jing He, Asian Pacific Environmental Network. 
 

The plan for local clean energy investments in East Bay Community Energy is a game changer. 
“There is a myth that says we must choose between our jobs and our environment, but 
we know that there are no jobs on a dead planet. We don’t have to choose between jobs 
and our environment; we can create quality, green jobs through rebuilding our 
infrastructure and investing in renewable and sustainable energy,” said Anne Olivia 
Eldred, Chair of East Bay Community Energy’s Community Advisory Committee. 
 

With this achievement in place, East Bay Clean Power Alliance is organizing to further engage 
the community to call for millions of dollars of investments towards local clean energy 
development from a portion of the projected $43 million in net revenues in the first year of EBCE 
operations. 
 

Background 

In October 2016, East Bay Clean Power Alliance, an Alameda County-wide alliance, called for a 
ground-breaking program that would prioritize equitable development of local renewable 
resources, creating union- and family-sustaining jobs, stimulating local businesses, and include 
direct community representation in the governance of the program. East Bay Clean Power 
Alliance called for a business plan to study where and how East Bay Community Energy can 
invest and incentivize solar, wind and energy efficiency projects.  Alameda Board of Supervisors 
agreed by allocating $500,000 towards a Local Development Business Plan study for East Bay 
Community Energy.  
 

Local Development Business Plan agenda item and document for July 18, 2018 can be 
found here on the East Bay Community Energy’s website.   
 

https://murikey-dot-yamm-track.appspot.com/Redirect?ukey=1IbrRXKiYbAaf-WOKKDC0U5vC9Q9pJGApGSI1emk6ANo-1717939773&key=YAMMID-69850887&link=https%3A%2F%2Febce.org%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2FItem-9-Approve-Local-Development-Business-Plan.pdf


—over— 

Excerpted from the Local Development Business Plan: 

Role of Community Engagement  

The importance of community involvement in the establishment of East Bay Community Energy 

(EBCE) and formation of the bold vision embodied by the Local Development Business Plan 

(LDBP) cannot be overstated. Simply put, without the passion, persistence, and sustained efforts of 

many dedicated members of the East Bay community over a period of many years, neither EBCE nor 

the LDBP would exist. The centrality of local energy resource development in the vision that 

emerged for Community Choice in Alameda County was pivotal to the push for a Local 

Development Business Plan to guide the new EBCE agency. 

A coalition that included many local community organizations, Community Choice advocates, labor 

and workforce organizations, and dedicated individuals came together to advance the concept of an 

innovative, locally-focused Community Choice program in the East Bay. A diverse, thirty-five-

member Steering Committee was created, with representatives from many community constituencies 

and interested cities from throughout the Alameda 

County community. The Steering Committee worked 

with the Alameda County Board of Supervisors, County 

staff, and consultants over a period of years, weighing in 

on the feasibility study that was performed and the 

priorities that would inform the establishment of EBCE. 

In 2016, the coalition of East Bay community 

organizations, Community Choice advocates, and local 

labor and workforce organizations joined forces to 

successfully advocate for language in the founding 

EBCE Joint Powers Agreement, which mandated the 

creation of the current Local Development Business Plan 

as a framework for meeting the community benefit goals 

of EBCE. The coalition also successfully advocated for a 

provision in the JPA Agreement that established a 

Community Advisory Committee to inform the new 

program and provided for the chair of that committee to 

serve as a non-voting member of the EBCE governing board. 

These two examples of successful community engagement in the EBCE development process— 

which effectively led to the creation of the LDBP and the Community Advisory Committee role in 

governance of the agency—are unique, ground-breaking aspects of EBCE, realized through the 

active and sustained engagement and mobilization of over 60 East Bay community and labor 

organizations. 

With the establishment of EBCE in January 2017, and the subsequent selection of the consulting 

team to create the LDBP, many community-based advocates and organizations have continued to 

play a strong role in shaping EBCE—through engagement with EBCE’s Community Advisory 

Committee, through direct program and policy advocacy at the EBCE Board, and by directly 

representing community interests in the LDBP process. 



—over— 

In tune with the strong community orientation of EBCE, the LDBP Consultants actively engaged the 

community in the creation of the LDBP. This began with a series of focus groups organized by the 

LDBP Consultants in June 2017 to solicit community input. These focus groups attracted more than 

100 individuals representing community organizations, businesses, labor, and public officials. 

In addition, the LDBP process has involved the publication and public review over the past year of 

the more than 25 work products and analyses that form the foundation of the recommendations in 

this LDBP document. This process involved open public review and comment periods and public 

webinars for each of these work products, as well as an all-day symposium in March 2018 and 

multiple community review workshops in June 2018. The LDBP work products were also subject to 

review by industry expert review panels, which included community advocates and local clean 

energy experts. The community has actively responded to this process of review and commentary, 

ultimately informing, enhancing, and enriching the work products. 

The EBCE Community Advisory Committee has also played a key role in representing community 

interests in the LDBP process. The Committee participated in all of the LDBP community 

stakeholder engagement activities, and hosted multiple special meetings dedicated to review and 

discussion of LDBP work products and community input. 

Community engagement has been a unique and intrinsic characteristic of EBCE’s identity, and it is a 

foundational element of many of the LDBP recommendations. This strong community engagement 

will continue to be crucial as EBCE implements the ongoing, iterative, and inclusive LDBP 

framework recommended herein.  



A Groundbreaking Green New Deal is happening in the East Bay

June 19, San Leandro City Hall- After hearing from several community members, the East Bay
Community Energy (EBCE) Board of Directors approved $5.1 Million dollars for the Local
Development Business Plan (LDBP)—Alameda County’s groundbreaking Green New Deal.

Representatives from the East Bay Clean Power Alliance; Asian Pacific Environmental Network,
Communities for a Better Environment, Food and Water Watch, Sierra Club East Bay Chapter,
Youth vs. the Apocalypse, Local Clean Energy Alliance and many more, waited over 2 hours to
call for an increase in the proposed funding for local clean energy projects for 2019-2020 fiscal
year. Community Organizations asked for an additional $3.6 Million dollars, but the final amount
approved by the Board was to increase the budget by $1.5 Million dollars.That $1.5 Million will
increase the total EBCE proposed expenditures for local development projects to $5.1 Million.
The additional amount is yet to be allocated to the Local Development Business Plan.

The proposed LDBP budget is heavily weighted toward vehicle electrification, with almost half of
the budget allocated to those programs, including an anticipated $900K in outside funds.
Building Electrification, Collaborative Procurement and the Community Investment Fund are the
next biggest budget items, each receiving atround $600K each. East Bay Clean Power Alliance
is working on a proposal for how to spend the additional $1.5 million on projects that will most



benefit low income communities and communities of color whom are historically left out of the
clean energy economy.

While the Green New Deal is being held hostage on a National level, East Bay Community
Energy board is setting a precedent to do Community Choice energy the right way, by allocating
multi-millions of dollars toward programs and projects that reduce energy waste, electrify
vehicles and buildings, fund and incentivize community projects.  The transition is happening,
but who benefits and who loses, is what matters. We must be positioned to ensure that the
investments of programs and projects are actually reaching low-income people, people of color,
renters and working-class homeowners who cannot afford to solarize their own homes.

The approval of a $5.1 Million dollar budget for 2019-2020 in local development was a victory
for community advocates, overcoming staff arguments that EBCE should not utilize any of the
$68 Million proposed for the reserve fund, and will increase the benefits of local clean energy
projects in Alameda County communities.  Social, economic and environmental justice for our
East Bay communities cannot wait, we must continue to demand, “Clean Power to the People.”



East Bay Community Energy Votes to Sell PG&E’s Nuclear Energy Despite Notable
Comments by Youth

Unfortunately, on December 16, the EBCE Board, voted in favor of staff’s third proposal to
accept an allocation of nuclear power from PG&E and flip it to a third party to sell, in return for
half of the profit. Only Hayward’s Al Mendall and Albany’s Peggy McQuaid opposed the
proposal. The majority of the Board was convinced by staff’s rather tenuous statements that the
proposal would bring money to EBCE, force PG&E to utilize more gas-fired power, preventing
PG&E from having a carbon-free power mix, and keep EBCE from having to account for the
nuclear energy on their power content label.

The Board’s approval was clearly a slap in the face to community members who showed up with
little notice to speak, many who have spoken against this issue several times this year. The
most notable comment was made by Natalia Balderas, 17, this year's Climate Resilience Fellow
for the Rose Foundation: New Voices Are Rising, hosted by the Local Clean Energy Alliance.

Natalia is a Senior at Skyline High School in the Green Energy Pathway and the school’s ASB
Secretary. Natalia’s job this year as the Climate Resilience Fellow is to prepare the East Bay for
climate solutions and fighting false solutions that make environmental racism worse, like nuclear
energy.

Natalia Balderas' Public Comment to East Bay Community Energy Board:

“...I first just want to start by thanking you all for declining PG&E’s offer to use nuclear energy in
our community, by doing that you just truly showed that you care about us and our well-being.
But it feels like a stab in the back now that you want to start selling it.

Any business with nuclear does not represent Environmental Justice. With this, you make us
feel like our health and well-being and that of others and the earth, is nothing but a mere price
tag to you. You have this striking opportunity to sell something that injures and kills thousands of
people and permanently damages our Earth’s beautiful grounds. One shake, one blow, one drop
of water has the chance to destroy absolutely everything when you have nuclear energy up and
running.

And you think that 'well we won't be using it, so let's give it to others' is perfectly ok. What you're
doing is enabling other communities to absolutely destroy themselves. Is that what you want to
represent? Is that how you want to impact the kids that look up to you? The teenagers like
myself who want to see what the future has in store?

The community made a choice months ago, and here we are today. We don't want nuclear in
our communities and you heard us, so be kind to others as you would your own and don't sell
nuclear to other communities.



Go ahead and disappoint all the adults, but don't disappoint the younger generations who feel
like you already don't hear us. We want to live, but we also want our neighbors, our earth, and
everything in it to live. Nuclear energy has no place in a Green New Deal or the clean energy
future we demand.

Thank you for your time.”



 
Jessica Tovar  
339 15th Street #208 Oakland, 
CA 94612  
jessica@localcleanenergy.org 
415-766-7766 
  
 
 

Subject: Monetization of Nuclear; “Carbon Free Allotment 2021 item 13” 
 
December 14, 2020 
 
Dear EBCE Board Members, 
Due to community opposition and values shared by the EBCE Board,  PG&E’s offer of 
Diablo Canyon’s nuclear energy has been rejected twice: first on April 22, 2020 and 
again, November 18, 2020, after a unanimous decision by the City of Hayward to reject 
nuclear in Brilliant 100. Understandably, we are disheartened that accepting PG&E’s 
nuclear energy is yet again on the Board’s December agenda, despite CEO Nick 
Chaset’s having stated in November that it would not be.  
 
We learned at the December 4, 2020 Executive Committee meeting that the staff is 
presenting a proposal at the December 16 Board meeting that the agency become a 
wholesale broker of Diablo Canyon’s nuclear energy. It should come as no surprise that 
the Alliance strongly opposes this proposal. 
 
First and foremost, the East Bay community has strongly opposed nuclear energy 
because it is not safe, “clean,” or renewable. It is not locally produced and violates the 
principles of Environmental Justice. Rather than providing community benefits, nuclear 
power offers constant risk of accidents that could result in radioactive contamination of 
broad swaths of California for thousands of years. California as a state has decided 
nuclear energy is not worth the risks. The Alliance is opposed to EBCE accepting 
nuclear energy not only to serve the East Bay community but to sell it to anyone else. 
EBCE should stay out of the nuclear energy business altogether. 
 
EBCE was not established to be a third party wholesale energy broker. In the Recitals 
section of the Joint Powers Authority agreement that established EBCE, Item 6 states 
11 purposes for establishing East Bay Community Energy. EBCE was established to 
create a public alternative to the investor-owned utility: a load-serving entity for 
providing energy for the local jurisdictions in the JPA. None of those purposes include 
being a wholesale power broker for energy EBCE does not intend to use. Adopting this 
role would be straying from the mission of the agency.  
 
Selling the soul of the agency is bad enough; selling it for almost nothing is hard to 
comprehend. From the first mention of taking PG&E’s nuclear energy to now, the 
projected financial gain for EBCE has fallen from $8/MWh to as low as $0.50/ MWh. At 
the Executive Committee, CEO Chaset admitted that EBCE’s benefit in selling nuclear 
energy most likely would be between $350,000 and $1 million. (Note Chaset’s comment 



at the November 22, 2019 Executive meeting that, “... you might have to pay someone 
to take it [the nuclear energy].”1) Would such small benefits justify the staff and Board 
time already wasted on this issue, let alone pay for the resources to implement energy 
transactions, should the Board undertake the role of being a wholesale nuclear broker 
for PG&E? 
 
At the executive Committee meeting we heard that if EBCE accepts the nuclear it will 
hurt PG&E because the IOU will replace it with gas-fired non-GHG free energy. It would 
be more likely that PG&E will replace any nuclear that CCAs take with excess 
renewable energy resources they hold. PG&E holds excess energy resources due to 
past and future departing load to Community Choice programs. For example, if PG&E 
serves bundled customers in 2021 with the same amount of renewable energy as in 
2019, it would increase its renewable content from 29% to 34%, simply due to the 
projected decrease in load. Dumping its excess nuclear energy allows PG&E to meet 
RPS requirements and continue to be 100% carbon-free while increasing its renewable 
energy content. 
 
We would also like to point out that increasing PG&E’s GHG content is bad for the 
IOU’s image, but it is also bad for the planet, and hardly an outcome we should 
applaud.  
 
The Alliance urges the Board to reject this latest proposal, yet another attempt to 
involve EBCE in taking PG&E’s excess dirty nuclear energy, while failing to address the 
pressing local energy development and resilience initiatives needed by our East Bay 
communities. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Jessica Tovar, East Bay Clean Power Alliance 
 
 

1 Nick Chaset makes that comment at 46:03. 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1-TOgnyqc4ghb9YBWaDwI3l35ULLi7KI7/view 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1-TOgnyqc4ghb9YBWaDwI3l35ULLi7KI7/view


 
 
October   15,   2020  
 
To:     East   Bay   Community   Energy   Board   Members  
cc:    EBCE   Community   Advisory   Committee,     Brilliant   100   Cities;   Hayward,   Albany   &   Piedmont  

 
 
Subject:    Keep   EBCE’s   Brilliant   100,   Nuclear   Free  
 
 
 
Dear   EBCE   Board   of   Directors,  
 
East   Bay   Clean   Power   Alliance   urges   you   to   honor   the   Community’s   call   to   reject   any   proposal   that  
would   add   nuclear   energy   to   EBCE’s   power   content   label,   including   a   proposal   that   would   extend  
the   life   of   the   “Brilliant   100”   product   by   accepting   nuclear   energy   from   PG&E’s   Diablo   Canyon  
power   plant.   If   the   Board   decides   it   is   essential   to   continue   a   third   product   there   are   other   options  
that   staff   could   explore   and   present   for   the   Board’s   consideration   that  
would   not   endanger   the   public’s   opinion   of   EBCE.  
 
In   2014   the   Alliance   began   advocating   with   the   support   of   Supervisor  
Scott   Haggerty   for   the   formation   of   an   East   Bay   Community   Choice  
program   that   would   prioritize   local   clean   energy   resources   to   bring  
economic   as   well   as   environmental   benefits   to   our   communities   in  
addition   to   other   benefits   like   affordability.   From   the   beginning   of  
negotiations,   it   was   assumed   that   this   agency   would   promote   renewable  
energy   resources   and   not   include   coal   or   nuclear   in   its   power   mix.   That  
assumption   was   still   operating   in   January   of   2018   as   the   Board   worked  
to   establish   customer   product   options,   power   supply,   and   rates   for   the  
new   agency.   
 
When   the   EBCE   Board   decided   to   reject   PG&E’s   offer   of   nuclear   energy   in   April   of   this   year,   it  
stood   with   eight   of   eleven   Community   Choice   programs   in   PG&E’s   territory--a   75%   rejection   of  

PG&E’s   nuclear   energy   offer.   As   a   result   of  
public   outcry,   several   agencies   went   so   far   as  
to   establish   a   policy   banning   nuclear   energy   as  
a   possible   power   source.  
 
The   Alliance   has   previously   submitted   a   letter  
and   fact   sheet   as   to   why   nuclear   energy   has  
no   place   in   EBCE’s   power   mix.   Below   we   have  
summarized   the   arguments   as   to   why   nuclear  
should   not   be   included   in   EBCE’s   power   supply  
as   a   means   of   extending   the   Brilliant   100  
product   and   offer   suggestions   of   alternatives  
for   a   third   product   that   would   be   cleaner   than  
Bright   Choice   and   on   rate   parity   with   PG&E.   
 

No   Nuclear   in   Brilliant   100  
● Reversing   the   Board’s   position   to   reject   nuclear   in   April   in   order   to   maintain   Brilliant   100  

would   amount   to   a   violation   of   public   trust   and   mar   public   confidence   in   East   Bay  
Community   Energy,   especially   after   having   heard   overwhelming   opposition   to   EBCE  
accepting   PG&E’s   nuclear   energy.  



● Accepting   nuclear   to   continue   Brilliant   100,   even   if   it   is   only   used   in   a   single   product   and   for  
some   cities   in   EBCE,   adds   PG&E’s   nuclear   energy   to   EBCE’s   overall   power   mix.   That  
nuclear   energy   would   show   up   on   EBCE’s   power   content   label   at   percentages   much   higher  
than   the   1%   nuclear   in   Bright   Choice,   which   is   an   incidental   part   of    power   coming   from  
asset   controlling   supplier   (ACS).   

● Accepting   nuclear   energy   from   PG&E’s   Diablo   Canyon   Nuclear   Power   Plant   does   not  
decrease   California   GHG   emissions;   that   “carbon-free”   electricity   is   generated   at   a   constant  
level   and   is   always   

● placed   on   the   grid.   If   EBCE  
“takes”   electricity   from   Diablo  
Canyon,   it   is   only   an   accounting  
shift   from   PG&E   to   EBCE.   It   will  
not   increase   the   amount   of  
carbon-free   electricity   available  
in   the   state   nor   off-set   any  
additional   GHG   emissions.  

● Because   accepting   the   nuclear  
allocation   would   reduce   EBCE’s  
need   to   purchase   other   GHG  
free   energy   for   Brilliant   100   it  
could   result   in   a   statewide  
increase   in   GHG   emissions.   

● Cities   subscribing   to   a   Brilliant  
100   product   does   not   reduce  
local   emissions   and   therefore  
does   not   improve   local   health   in   Alameda   County   cities   or   in   Tracy.   Local   GHG   emissions   in  
Hayward,   Albany   and   any   other   Brilliant   100   city   would   remain   the   same.  

● Cities   that   switch   from    Brilliant   100    to    Bright   Choice    will   not   increase   local   emissions,  
because   EBCE   would   not   be   contracting   with   local   power   plants,   such   as   the   Russell   City  
power   plant   in   Hayward   to   provide   the   gas-fired   power;   it   would   come   from   the   grid.   

● There   are   other,   less   controversial   ways   to   extend   the   ability   of   cities   to   access   a   third  
product   such   as    Brilliant   100    that   should   be   presented   by   staff   for   Board   consideration.   
 

At   the   EBCE   Executive   Committee   meeting   on   September   25,   staff   estimated   that   it   would   cost    $3  
million   to   subsidize   Brilliant   100   at   rate   parity   with   PG&E    for   those   accounts   currently   enrolled.  
Given   that   the   EBCE   Board   approved   a    Rate   Stabilization   Fund    in   September,   funded   by   a  
portion   of   the   net   position   from   last    fiscal   year,   couldn’t   $3   million   from   that   fund   be   utilized   to   keep  
the   Brilliant   100   product   at   rate   parity   with   PG&E   and   avoid   the   damage   to   EBCE’s   reputation   of  
including   nuclear?   We   have   heard   Board   members   request   the   staff   to   present   other   options   as  
well,   such   as   a   third   product   at   rate   parity   with   PG&E,   that   was   higher   GHG   free   content   than  
Bright   Choice.   
 
Finally,   as   our   Alliance   has   pointed   out   many   times,   nuclear   energy   does   nothing   to   advance   the  
goals   of   EBCE   to   create   good   jobs,   stimulate   local   economies,   provide   clean,   safe,   and   local  
renewable   energy.   In   this   time   of   increasing   climate   emergencies   and   power   shut   offs   it   becomes  
ever   more   urgent   to   address   local   energy   resiliency   as   well.   Only   local   solar,   wind   and   battery  
storage,   along   with   programs   to   reduce   energy   waste,   such   as   those   described   in   EBCE’s   Local  
Development   Business   Plan,   can   move   us   forward   towards   a   sustainable   and   equitable   future.  
 
Sincerely,  

 

Jessica   Tovar,   East   Bay   Clean   Power   Alliance  
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Case Study: 
East Bay Community Energy Rejects Nuclear Deal 
Victory for East Bay Clean Power Alliance 

On the 50th Anniversary of Earth Day, The governing board of East Bay Community Energy 
(EBCE), the public energy services provider for Alameda County cities, voted 10-5 to keep 
PG&E’s dangerous Diablo Canyon nuclear energy out of EBCE’s 2020 power mix.  

The vote represented a big victory for the East Bay Clean Power Alliance, which mobilized 
community opposition to a scheme by which PG&E intended to dump nuclear power on EBCE, 
an agency set up to develop local renewable energy to benefit East Bay community residents and 

businesses. “Buying nuclear power from PG&E was the last 
thing on anyone’s mind when we created EBCE in 2017” said 
Jessica Tovar, Coordinator of the Alliance. “It was 
outrageous that we should have to fight this battle in 2020.” 

The decision to reject nuclear showed how grassroots 
organizing can be successful even against daunting odds. The 
highly contested vote took place on live stream, in the midst 
of a global pandemic, while communities were sheltering in 
place and public participation was limited. Sixty-four 
community members—including youth—waited four hours 
for the last item on the EBCE Board’s agenda to give 
passionate public testimony against buying nuclear energy to 
power the East Bay. 

Background 

Back in early October 2019, the Alliance was hearing rumors of East Bay Community Energy’s 
CEO pitching nuclear energy to other Bay Area Community Choice energy programs1 and later 
that month, he casually mentioned to the EBCE Board a deal by which EBCE would be able to 
obtain carbon-free energy from PG&E—mostly nuclear—for “free.”   

The statement alarmed clean energy advocates. In November, the Alliance informed the Board 
that community members who advocated for establishing EBCE would not be okay with 
including nuclear energy in the agency’s power mix.   

EBCE staff referred to the PG&E offer as “carbon free energy,” consisting of large hydro and 
nuclear. The majority of the offer was PG&E’s nuclear energy from Diablo Canyon in San Luis 
Obispo.2 PG&E was seeking to dump its excess nuclear power on Community Choice customers 
so as to continue to ensure that the utility profits from Diablo Canyon’s overpriced nuclear 
energy through the financial support of the California Public Utility Commission (CPUC).  

But understanding the nature of the nuclear offer proved elusive, as the EBCE Board and 
community continued to be mystified by staff reports. Was PG&E’s offer of nuclear energy 
actually at no cost, as claimed by staff? How much money would EBCE actually save by 

http://www.ebce.org/
http://www.ebce.org/
http://www.tinyurl.com/eastbaycleanpower
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accepting that energy? Why would it be in the interest of EBCE and our community to provide a 
market for PG&E’s excess Diablo Canyon nuclear power?  

Confronted by confusing and inconsistent staff reports, East Bay Clean Power Alliance 
developed its own fact sheet to inform the community and board about PG&E’s nuclear offer. 

The fact sheet showed that the purported savings to EBCE of buying PG&E’s nuclear energy 
was just a fraction of the costs to EBCE customers that continued operation of Diablo Canyon 
was adding to their electricity bills through the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA). 
The PCIA is an ongoing fee that the CPUC assesses on EBCE customers for having left PG&E. 
It is estimated that about one-third of the PCIA fees subsidize Diablo Canyon nuclear power.  

The bigger picture looked more like PG&E dumping nuclear power on EBCE as a way to bail 
out the utility while at the same time saddling EBCE customers with unwanted nuclear energy.  

Community Response 

In the months leading up to the April 22 vote, the East Bay Clean Power Alliance, consisting of 
over 60 East Bay organizations, went into high gear to oppose any addition of nuclear energy to 
EBCE’s mix. Doing so would not only violate Oakland, Berkeley, and Hayward’s “nuclear-free 
city” ordinances, but also the understanding that established EBCE as a coal-free, nuclear-free 
energy provider, one committed to safe, clean energy sources like solar, wind, and battery 
storage and programs that reduce energy waste and consumption.  

The Alliance researched and provided information regarding the 
actual conditions of purchase of PG&E’s nuclear energy, spoke 
out at all EBCE Board meetings for five months, wrote numerous 
letters to and met with individual Board members, created and 
distributed buttons and stickers opposing the nuclear option, 
opposed the CPUC decision to allow the nuclear sale, spoke at 
public assemblies, garnered 500 signatures on a petition opposing 
the nuclear deal, secured opposition from EBCE’s Community 
Advisory Committee, got articles written in local media, and 
reached out through social media to mobilize the opposition of 
community-based organizations across the East Bay. 

The Vote 

The most moving and inspirational part of the April 22 EBCE board meeting was youth 
testimony from two organizations: Rose Foundation’s New Voices are Rising and Youth vs. the 
Apocalypse. This included youth like Celia Malone, who is Navajo and spoke about nuclear 
mining and dumping in her family’s native lands. Twelve-year-old Samara Ixchel Nuño said, “In 
a place like California known for earthquakes, you are putting us in danger.”  

The motion to reject nuclear in 2020 was made by EBCE Board member Scott Haggerty, who 
represents unincorporated Alameda County and seconded by Jesse Arreguin of Berkeley.3 Many 

Button used to mobilize 
against-nuclear energy in 
East Bay. 

http://www.localcleanenergy.org/files/Fact%20Sheet%20on%20East%20Bay%20Nuclear_3-31-20.pdf
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of the Board members who supported the motion admitted their vote was influenced by the 
strong public opposition to adding nuclear energy to EBCE’s energy mix. 

“Knowing that our testimonies were powerful enough to shape and influence the Board 
members’ thoughts on nuclear power demonstrates why young people need to speak up,” said 
Lisbeth Ibarra. “There are still more fights to be won, but with young people gathering together, 
I have no doubt that we can win,” said Celia Malone. Simon Bhuller Riordan agreed: “It’s 
important that they [the Board members] know the youth are still watching their decisions that 
they make in the future,” he said.   

“I am thankful to Supervisor Scott Haggerty and the rest of the 
East Bay Community Energy Board who voted in favor of the 
community—especially our outspoken youth.” said the 
Alliance’s Tovar. “East Bay Community Energy can be a 
precedent-setting model for a public agency that hears the 
community’s demand for clean energy and rejects false solutions 
to climate change.” 

The Lessons 

There are many lessons to be gleaned from this case study of 
successful community organizing to hold a Community Choice 
agency accountable to the community it is supposed to serve. It 
shows how agency staff cannot be depended on to provide 
accurate unbiased information to agency decision-makers, how decision makers defer to agency 
staff rather than community-based advocates, how a powerful organizing campaign can mobilize 
the community to sway decision-makers despite these obstacles, and how community organizing 
is essential to making a Community Choice agency serve community needs. While Community 
Choice represents a potential democratization of energy as compared to the private monopoly 
utilities, it takes strong public engagement for that potential to be realized.  

 
1 Community Choice programs like EBCE, now numbering 19 in California, were established to give the public “the 
power to choose” (under California Assembly Bill 117 in 2002) where their electricity comes from and what kind of 
energy it is. In the East Bay, the community, led by the East Bay Clean Power Alliance, established EBCE in 2017 
to prioritize local clean energy development, with an emphasis on creating clean energy jobs, community wealth, 
lower cost energy, less dependence on risky remote transmission, and equitable solutions to climate change. Nuclear 
energy is none of these. 
2 The plant is slated to be shut down in 2024/2025 and is the target of early shutdown efforts at the California Public 
Utilities Commission. The call for early shutdown is due to the serious safety issues of running the plant, the 
skyrocketing costs of production in recent years, and the loss of over half of PG&E’s nuclear customers to 
Community Choice energy programs (like EBCE). 
3 Voting in favor of the motion were: Nick Pilch of Albany, Melissa Hernandez of Dublin, Dianne Martinez of 
Emeryville, Vinnie Bacon of Fremont, Ed Hernandez of San Leandro, Dan Arriola of Tracy, Jaime Patino of Union 
City, and Dan Kalb of Oakland. Voting against the motion were: Al Mendall of Hayward, Trish Munro of 
Livermore, Michael Hannon of Newark, Tim Rood of Piedmont, and Jerry Pentin of Pleasanton. 



1 
East Bay Clean Power Alliance 
Jessica Tovar 
339 15th Street #208 Oakland, CA 94612 
jessica@localcleanenergy.org 415-766-7766 
 

Subject:  Nuclear Decision & Public Participation During a Pandemic + Fact Sheet 
 
April 16, 2020 - (April 22 -  Amendments highlighted in yellow to reflect information from staff reports/agenda items) 
 
 
 
Dear East Bay Community Energy board members, 
 
East Bay Clean Power Alliance (EBCPA) was dismayed to hear East Bay Community Energy staff report to the San 
Leandro City Council that the EBCE Board will be voting at the April 22 meeting on whether to accept PG&E’s offer to sell 
EBCE Diablo Canyon nuclear power. Furthermore, we have heard that the item is no longer just about an offer that would 
expire December 31, 2020, but has become a decision on whether EBCE will make a five-year commitment to include 
nuclear in EBCE’s resource mix.  
 
It is extremely disconcerting to us and opportunistic for the EBCE Board to make policy decisions about an item of such 
great concern to the community in the midst of a global crisis when public participation and engagement is severely limited. 
 
Item #11 on the Board meeting agenda (#5 on the Community Advisory Committee meeting agenda) proposes a complete 
restructuring of the resource mix for the Bright Choice product offering. Bright Choice is the most common resource product 
chosen by EBCE customers, and until last Friday afternoon there had been no public notice of the proposed change at a 
time when most people’s attention is on the global pandemic. The charts included in the presentation are confusing. There 
is no budget context for the savings that could be provided, nor the relative cost of the energy. Board support for  item 11 is 
tied to staff neutrality on the issue of accepting nuclear (item 12). However, the options provided in the chart seem to 
compel the Board to accept nuclear. For the sake of transparency, we urge the Board to make this an informational item 
only for the April 22 meeting.  
 
Furthermore, the proposal would use all the nuclear power that EBCE accepts for the Bright Choice product, the lowest cost 
option.  East Bay Clean Power Alliance finds this to be a discriminatory move, ensuring that low income people have the 
dirtiest power. This is not just morally reprehensible, but it is sure to bolster allegations that Community Choice programs 
are elite.  

In addition, we are very concerned that Board members have not received clear information about the terms of PG&E’s 
offer. EBCE staff have been strong proponents of accepting the full “carbon free” offer from PG&E and their presentation on 
the issue reflects this bias. That’s probably no surprise, given that EBCE’s CEO was actively involved in creating the offer, 
and represented a number of Community Choice agencies in discussions with PG&E. However, the Board and the public 
deserve clear, unbiased, and accurate information regarding this critical matter, without staff enthusiasm getting in the way. 

EBCE staff continues to provide incomplete and--at times--misleading responses to questions from Board Members, 
Advisory Committee Members and members of the public:  
 
-Though staff has repeatedly said that this is an offer of “free energy”, or “essentially free energy,” EBCE will be paying the 
market index price, or brown power price, for any energy it accepts from the offer. EBCE gets the carbon-free characteristic 
(the “attribute”) at no additional cost. This was confirmed in a recent EBCE Staff letter to the CPUC in support of, “... 
implementing an allocation methodology to making GHG-free resources 
available to the LSEs paying for them.”  1

- EBCE’s power content label would record the nuclear power in its mix, despite confusing statements to the contrary about 
whether it was actually taking the nuclear power or just the carbon-free attribute. 

1 https://drive.google.com/file/d/11quLsBfo92FNQ54yWN_vdNYDwmqhvUKF/view  

mailto:jessica@localcleanenergy.org
https://drive.google.com/file/d/11quLsBfo92FNQ54yWN_vdNYDwmqhvUKF/view
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-Though staff has assured the Board and the public that this offer is limited to 2020 and not connected to any PCIA decision 
on resource allocations, it is clear from the recently released proposed PCIA decision that the nuclear offer advice letter set 
the framework for ongoing PG&E offers of nuclear  energy for the remaining life of Diablo Canyon. And this is confirmed by 
a stipulation at the bottom of page 4 of the Staff’s presentation for item 12 on the April 22 Board Meeting: 

 “... this decision is focused primarily on Period B, as well as any subsequent allocation offers through the complete 
decommissioning of Diablo Canyon in 2025. The Board decision on which resources to accept in 2020 will guide 
and grant approval for staff to accept same-resource PG&E Carbon-Free Allocation offers in the future.”  
 

-Recent staff presentations on the PCIA have prominently included accepting the nuclear offer as a way to make up the loss 
in revenue needed to be competitive in light of the increase in the PCIA. However, EBCE savings are speculative and 
nowhere near the costs to EBCE customers of providing a market for Diablo Canyon power. A recent letter from Nick 
Chaset suggests that the nuclear energy would be used to increase EBCE’s carbon-free content rather than to save money. 
 
The attached fact sheet compiles the most accurate information about this offer that the Alliance has been able to find. It 
should also be noted that the public should not have to discover on its own relevant information on any issue pertaining to 
the “power to choose” its energy, especially in regards to EBCE-- a public agency.  
 
East Bay Clean Power Alliance knows how deep and how strong the opposition to accepting nuclear energy is in our 
community. There were over 20 organizations signed up to speak against EBCE buying nuclear energy, when the March 
Board meeting was cancelled by the Shelter in Place order; over 300 people had signed a petition opposing the addition of 
nuclear energy to EBCE’s energy mix. 
 
To learn that the issue has changed significantly, from a less than one-year offer, to a commitment to nuclear power for the 
life of Diablo Canyon is shocking.  There has been no public notice of this change, no advanced opportunity for the Board, 
the Community Advisory Committee, or the public to weigh in despite the obvious controversy over this issue.  
 
For the Board to vote on a policy that alters a defining characteristic of EBCE, and to do so when in-person participation is 
not possible, demonstrates a blatant disregard for public concerns. Any decision made in this context is an opportunistic use 
of the pandemic to forego transparency and public scrutiny.  While we understand that there are decisions that must be 
made under current circumstances, accepting nuclear power into EBCE’s resource mix is not one of them. 
 
We continue to urge the Board to oppose including nuclear in EBCE’s energy resources and at least postpone a decision 
about this matter until the opportunity for us to engage with the Board in a meaningful way has been reestablished. There is 
no compelling reason to vote on April 22--Earth Day, as the CPUC will not make any decision relevant to nuclear offerings 
before May at the earliest. 
 
Sincerely, 

Jessica Guadalupe Tovar, East Bay Clean Power Alliance 
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Fact Sheet: 
Keep our East Bay Community Energy Program 

Nuclear-free! 
 

We oppose accepting PG&E’s offer to sell nuclear power from Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant to East Bay 
Community Energy (EBCE) to power our community! 

1. Nuclear energy is not safe, not renewable, and not clean 

a. Nuclear energy has been responsible for major deadly catastrophes, including Chernobyl and 
Fukushima in addition to other health effects like thyroid and cancer clusters that are not factored into 
impacts and death rates.  

b. Diablo Canyon continues to pose serious risks—a reason Californians pushed for its slated 2024-2025 
closure—including earthquake vulnerability, thermal pollution of the ocean, and accumulating 
radioactive waste that will remain hazardous to living things for hundreds of thousands of years. (As of 
2015 Diablo Canyon has had 2,200 tons of radioactive waste stored on site.) 

c. Nuclear energy production does not vary over the course of a day; when electricity demand is low, 
nuclear power displaces some renewable energy sources, causing them to be wasted. 

2. Adding nuclear energy to EBCE’s power mix would be a betrayal of public trust 

a. It was understood by community advocates, city representatives and labor at its establishment in late 
2016 that EBCE would not use nuclear energy to power our community. 

b. Adding nuclear to EBCE's energy mix would be a violation of "Nuclear Free City" ordinances in 
Berkeley, Oakland, and Hayward. 

3. Nuclear energy does not advance EBCE’s local renewable energy goals 

a. Nuclear is a centralized energy source that is not locally generated and not renewable. 

b. As such, nuclear energy does not provide local jobs, nor local economic benefits, nor the local energy 
resilience needed to mitigate power shutoffs and survive the ravages of climate change.  

c. Accepting PG&E’s “carbon-free” nuclear energy is a false climate solution that diverts attention from 
developing local renewable energy resources. 

4. EBCE should not be providing PG&E a market for its excess nuclear power production 

a. Because PG&E has lost so many of its customers to Community Choice, it now has a huge excess of 
nuclear energy and a dependency on nuclear energy that risks the utility’s financial stability.  

b. EBCE should not help bail out PG&E by taking a share of its nuclear energy off its hands.  

5. PG&E’s nuclear offer is not “free”  

a. Though EBCE Staff have characterized the nuclear energy offer as “essentially” free, PG&E is actually 
offering to sell the energy to EBCE at the price of fossil fuel energy on the California energy market.1  

b. Because this price is less than the price of other carbon-free energy EBCE could buy, EBCE Staff 
estimates the savings to be about $5 million in 2020. However, this estimate is based on several 
unknowns, including variable market price conditions and potential customer opt outs. 

 
1 PG&E Advice letter 5705-E submitted to the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), December 2, 2019 describes 

the “commercial process in which PG&E intends to sell Carbon Free Energy” to eligible Load Serving Entities (Appendix P, 
page 6). The Advice Letter describes the structure of the transaction as one” where the eligible LSE pay PG&E the CAISO 
market prices for energy delivered from these resources…”(p.4, footnote 10). 
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c. EBCE customers already pay for above-market costs of producing Diablo Canyon’s nuclear energy—
that is, the costs of producing the energy that are above what PG&E could sell the energy for on the 
market. We pay for those above-market costs through the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment 
(PCIA), the ongoing fee the CPUC charges all Community Choice customers for having left PG&E.   

d. For EBCE customers, the nuclear portion of PCIA fees will be around $120 million for 20202—twenty 
times the $5 million EBCE staff estimates it could save by buying PG&E’s nuclear energy. (About 1/3 of 
the PCIA fees are due to the above-market costs of Diablo Canyon energy, which have recently 
skyrocketed to $1.258 billion a year.3) 

6. Accepting PG&E’s nuclear offer will not solve the PCIA crisis facing EBCE and its customers 

a. EBCE fears that the PCIA fee will dramatically increase this year and in the future. Staff is arguing that 
we need to accept the nuclear offer to off-set this dramatic increase. However, it is clear that the 
money saved by buying PG&E’s nuclear energy will do little to address PCIA increases.  

b. By contrast, EBCE could realize much greater cost benefit through an early closure (before 2025) of 
Diablo Canyon. Closing the plant would avoid the largest component of the escalating PCIA costs. 

c. If EBCE accepts PG&E’s offer, and buys nuclear energy in 2020, it sets a precedent for buying PG&E’s 
nuclear energy in future years, providing a market for continued nuclear energy production that is a 
driver of skyrocketing PCIA fees. 

7. Too Many Uncertainties 

a. EBCE Staff explanations of the PG&E offer have left EBCE Board members and community members 
confused about the nature of the offer.  Many are thinking the energy would be free. Some are 
confused about whether EBCE would be taking only the carbon-free attributes rather than the actual 
energy. Some are thinking that there is a way to accept the offer and resell the energy at a profit. 

b. The CPUC is yet to approve the PG&E offer or set the terms of the offer, so EBCE is discussing an offer 
whose final terms are unknown. 

c. In accepting PG&E’s nuclear offer, EBCE “will waive (its) ability to make petitions, arguments or filings 
at the CPUC or at the California State Legislature regarding PG&E not offering any allocation, sale or 
transfer of Carbon Free Energy or attributes for the period that the eligible LSE accepts the offer.”  The 
meaning and implications of this waiver are unclear, but could possibly mean that EBCE would forfeit 
its right to make arguments at the CPUC’s PCIA proceedings that could lower PCIA fees to EBCE 
customers. 

 
2 This estimate is based on PG&E’s estimate of above-market costs of Diablo Canyon energy of $1.258 billion in 2020. 
According to the California Energy Commission’s most recent load forecast, EBCE’s portion of these PCIA costs is about 
9.7%, amounting to about $120 million ($.O16/kWh) 

3 PG&E’s $1.258 billion estimate is reported in the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility petition to the CPUC of October 1, 
2019 to modify decisions D.18-01-022 and D.19-04-040 regarding the Retirement of Diablo Canyon Power Plant. 

https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=232306&DocumentContentId=64306


East Bay Clean Power Alliance organizations and community groups 
 

1. Africans Deserve Reparations Now! 
2. Alameda County Democratic Party 
3. Alameda Interfaith Climate Action Network 
4. Allen Temple Health & Social Services 
5. Arkin Tilt Architects 
6. Asian Pacific Environmental Network (APEN) 
7. AYPAL: Building API Community Power 
8. Bay Area Green Tours  
9. Bay Area Labor Committee for Peace & Justice 
10. Berkeley Climate Action Coalition 
11. Berkeley Community Choice Energy Working 

Group 
12. California Interfaith Power & Light 
13. California Nurses Association 
14. Causa Justa Just Cause 
15. Code Pink Goldengate Chapter 
16. Communities for a Better Environment (CBE) 
17. Communities United for Restorative Justice 

(CURYJ) 
18. Earth Justice Associates of The First Unitarian 

Church of Oakland 
19. East Bay Young Democrats 
20. Ecology Center 
21. Electricity Equals Life (EEL) 
22. Emerald Cities Oakland 
23. Everett and Jones Barbeque - Jack London 
24. Food & Water Watch 
25. Friends of the Public Bank of Oakland 
26. Green Party of Alameda County 
27. Greenaction for Health and Environmental Justice 
28. HOPE Collaborative 
29. House Kombucha 
30. Kehilla Community Synagogue 
31. Mandela Grocery Cooperative 
32. Movement Generation 
33. Mujeres Unidas y Activas 
34. New Voices Are Rising 
35. Norcal Resilience Network 
36. Oakland Climate Action Coalition 
37. Oakland Mind  

 
 
 

 
38. Oakland Rising 
39. People Powered Solar Cooperative 
40. PLACE for Sustainable Living  
41. Planting Justice 
42. PODER 
43. PUEBLO 
44. Reclaim Our Power Utility Justice 
45. San Francisco Bay Area Chapter, Physicians for 

Social Responsibility 
46. Sierra Club Bay Chapter  
47. SightWorks Architecture 
48. SKYLINE COMMUNITY CHURCH  
49. Sun Light & Power 
50. Sunflower Alliance 
51. Sustainable Economies Law Center 
52. The Playground Affordable Housing Corporation 
53. Transition Berkeley 
54. Urban Peace Movement  
55. Wellstone Democratic Renewal Club 
56. West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project 
57. Youth vs Apocalypse 
58. 350 Bay Area 
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Glossary of  
Community Choice Energy  
and Related Terms 
 

 

Assembly Bill (AB) 117 Community Choice Aggregation enabling 
legislation enacted in 2002 

Behind-the-meter (BTM)  Refers to the customer’s side of an electricity meter 
(as opposed to the grid side): electricity generated 
or consumption reduced on-site, so it is not 
measured by the meter (for example, rooftop solar 
generation, energy efficiency upgrades, Energy 
Star appliances, and so forth) 

Bundled Services  An offering typical of an investor-owned utility or 
municipal utility by which a range of electrical 
services (electricity procurement, delivery, grid 
maintenance, billing, and so forth) are bundled 
together rather than sold separately 

California Energy Commission (CEC) State commission responsible for setting energy 
policy and planning. Commissioners are appointed 
by the governor 

California Independent System Operator 
(CAISO) 

Non-profit, independent agency responsible for 
maintaining access to the electrical power grid 
throughout California and balancing supply and 
demand. 

California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC) 

The agency charged with regulating California’s 
investor-owned utilities and (to some extent) 
Community Choice energy programs; 
commissioners are appointed by the Governor 

Clean Energy Generally refers to energy generated from 
renewable sources, such as solar and wind, with 
low levels of pollution or carbon dioxide emissions 

Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) A program by which local governments aggregate 
electricity customers in their jurisdiction to provide 
electricity and related services for local residents 
and businesses, while the incumbent investor-
owned utility continues to provide delivery, 
maintenance, and billing services 

Community Choice Aggregation Code of 
Conduct 

California Public Utility Commission rulemaking 
D12-02-009 prohibits investor-owned utilities from 
lobbying/marketing against Community Choice 
programs and engaging in other anticompetitive 
practices  



Glossary: Community Choice Energy and Related Terms page 2 

Cogeneration (often called Combined 
Heat & Power) 

Production and utilization of both electricity and 
thermal (heat) energy from a single fossil fuel 
source (for example using waste heat from 
electricity generation to heat buildings) 

Community Choice energy program 
(sometimes referred to as CCA or CCE) 

The public, not-for-profit electric service program 
that implements Community Choice Aggregation at 
a city or county level 

Community Solar Community-based solar facilities, owned or 
controlled by individuals, cooperatives, non-profit 
organizations, businesses, or government 
institutions that are part of the community  

Decentralized Generation Distributed generation (see below) in which 
ownership and control of generating assets are 
diversified into many hands 

Demand Reduction Reducing the amount of electricity used, including 
conservation, energy efficiency, and demand 
response measures (see below)  

Demand Response (DR) Methods of matching supply and demand by 
adjusting the amount of electricity being used to 
match the supply. Achieved through pricing, 
automated controls, and incentives that shift 
electrical demand from peak use times to off-peak 
times 

Demand Side Management (DSM) The use of conservation, energy efficiency, and 
demand response technologies to reduce electricity 
consumption 

Direct Access (DA) A program by which customers (typically corporate 
or university campuses) buy electricity directly from 
a supplier other than a utility, but the utility 
continues to provide delivery, maintenance, and 
billing services 

Departing Load Electricity demand of customers that depart a 
utility, like PG&E, to become Direct Access or 
Community Choice customers 

Distributed Generation Small to medium scale generation of renewable 
electricity close to users (for example rooftop 
solar), so transmission lines are not needed for 
delivery. 
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Electric Grid Infrastructure that delivers electricity to users. The 
transmission grid typically delivers electricity 
through high-voltage transmission lines and towers 
from remote, large-scale generators to substations, 
which are close to areas with many users. 
Distribution grids deliver electricity at lower voltage 
to end users by connecting individual users to each 
other and to substations 

Electric Load The amount of electric power needed at a given 
time to meet demand; measured in watts, kilowatts, 
megawatts and gigawatts 

Energy Democracy Bringing energy resources under public or 
community control and/or ownership so as to meet 
community needs, and equitably distribute the 
benefits of transitioning to a clean energy economy 

Feed-in-tariff (FiT) Program that incentivizes new renewable energy 
generation through standardized purchase 
contracts that guarantee a set payment for all 
generated electricity for a set duration of time 
(usually 20 years)  

Gigawatt (GW) A unit of electrical power production or 
consumption equal to 1 billion Watts (See Watt). 
Power rating of a typical large nuclear power plant 
= 1 GW 

Gigawatt-hour (GWh) A unit of electrical energy produced or consumed 
equal to 1 billion Watt-hours (See Watt-hour). 
Yearly California electrical energy consumption  
= 300,000 GWh  

Grid Parity The point at which the cost of producing electricity 
from renewable energy sources is competitive with 
the cost of producing electricity from fossil-fuel 
sources 

Implementation Plan Document outlining a Community Choice 
program’s plans for rate-setting, consumer 
protection, and electricity procurement. Must be 
approved by California Public Utilities Commission 
prior to launch of the program 

Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Private, for-profit utility with historic monopoly in a 
geographical region; California’s 3 investor-owned 
utilities, which sell about 75% of the state’s 
electricity, are Pacific Gas & Electricity (PG&E), 
San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) and Southern 
California Edison (SCE) 
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Integrated Resource Management 
(IRM) 

For an electricity service provider this is the on-
going process of meeting electric demand through 
efficient planning that integrates resources for 
demand reduction, electricity generation, and 
market procurement. 

Joint Powers Authority (JPA) Legal entity comprised of two or more local 
governmental units that jointly exercise power for 
the purpose of delivering services; county-wide 
Community Choice programs are typically 
organized as JPAs 

Kilowatt (kW)  A unit of electrical power production or 
consumption equal to 1 thousand Watts (See 
Watts). Power rating of a typical residential solar 
system = 1 to 10 kW 

Kilowatt-hour (kWh) A unit of electrical energy produced or consumed 
equal to 1 thousand Watt-hours (See Watt-hour). 
Energy consumption of a clock radio in a year  
= 40 kWh 

Levelized Cost of Electricity (LCOE) A way to compare the cost of electricity from 
different generating sources. Calculated by taking 
the total cost of a generating source, including 
construction, operation, owner profits, fuel, 
transmission and financing over the lifetime of the 
source, and then dividing by the total amount of 
electricity expected to be generated over that 
period. Does not account for externalized (social) 
costs borne by the public 

Load Data Electricity consumption patterns for residential, 
commercial and municipal customers 

Loading Order California State policy prioritizing demand reduction 
and renewable energy over fossil fuel energy to 
meet electricity demand  

Load Profile A graph showing rate of electricity consumption 
over time; takes the shape of a curve with peaks of 
high demand and valleys of low demand. 

Load Shaping Shaping the load profile to reduce electric peaks 
and valleys; includes motivating customers to shift 
electricity use to non-peak hours and using 
automated controls, as well. 

Megawatt (MW) A unit of electrical power production or 
consumption equal to 1 million Watts (See Watt). 
Power rating of a typical large KMart rooftop solar 
system = 1 MW, of a remote, large, scale solar 
plant = 50 - 500 MW 
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Megawatt-hour (MWh) A unit of electrical energy produced or consumed 
equal to 1 million Watt-hours (See Watt-hour). 
Yearly average household electrical energy 
consumption in California = 7 MWh 

Micro-grid Usually small power grid with self-contained 
generation, distribution, storage and energy 
management; can operate independently or 
connect to the electric grid (see electric grid) 

Municipal Utility Public utility providing bundled electricity services 
to all residents and businesses of a municipality 
(for example, Alameda Municipal Power) 

Negawatt Unit of electric power conserved (not consumed) 

Net Energy Metering (NEM), often 
called Net Metering 

Program that charges customers with behind the 
meter solar facilities for net energy they consume 
from the grid and credits them for any net energy 
they generate into the grid 

Offtaker Party that purchases the electricity generated by a 
facility--this could be an investor-owned utility, a 
Community Choice program, or a Direct Access 
customer  

On Bill Repayment (OBR) Incentive program that allows customers to pay off 
the initial cost of a home solar installation or energy 
efficiency retrofit through their monthly utility bill 

Opt-out Community Choice customers, who are 
automatically enrolled, have the right to opt-out of a 
Community Choice program and retain (or resume) 
service with the investor-owned utility. Community 
Choice programs are required to send four opt-out 
notices to their customers prior to, and right after 
enrolling them in the program 

Peak Demand/Peak Load Maximum electric power demand occurring at a 
particular time within the day or year, often during 
summer afternoons when air conditioning is 
running 

Power Charge Indifference Adjustment 
(PCIA) 

Monthly fees collected indefinitely by an investor-
owned utility from customers in its service territory 
who leave the utility for Community Choice or 
Direct Access programs. PG&E doubled these fees 
in 1/16. 
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Power Purchase Agreement (PPA) 
 

Contract between an electricity producer and 
customer, in which the consumer purchases a 
specified amount of electricity for a specified period 
of time (usually 10-20 years) at a specified price 
(usually below short-term market rates). Solar 
power purchase agreements are frequently used 
by municipalities to purchase renewable energy 
from local sources: There is almost no up-front cost 
to the municipality, and the producer takes on the 
construction, maintenance, and risk of the system 

Project Labor Agreement (PLA) Collective bargaining agreement, entered into 
before a project begins, that sets the terms and 
conditions for employing union labor for a project or 
set of projects 

Property Assessed Clean Energy 
(PACE) 

Program by which loans to homeowners or 
business owners for solar installations or energy 
efficiency retrofits are paid back over time through 
their property tax bills 

Renewable Energy Energy derived from a source designated by an 
appropriate government agency as renewable, 
such as wind, solar, geothermal, and so forth. In 
California, large hydro and nuclear are not 
designated as renewable 

Renewable Energy Certificates (RECs) Renewable Energy Certificates authenticate that an 
amount of electricity was produced from a verified 
renewable source. RECs can be sold “bundled” 
together with the power they represent or sold 
separately as “unbundled” RECs. Purchase of 
unbundled RECs has been used to claim 
renewable credit for power from non-renewable 
sources; This practice is controversial because 
there is no validation that it results in an increase in 
renewable energy production 

Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) State regulation requiring investor-owned utilities 
and Community Choice programs to include 
increasing percentages of renewable energy in 
their portfolios over time. In California, utilities and 
Community Choice programs must achieve a 33% 
RPS by 2020 and 50% by 2030. The California 
renewable portfolio standard also specifies the 
types and quantity of renewable energy certificates 
that can be used to meet renewable requirements 
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Scavenged Electricity Capturing energy from natural and human-made 
sources that surround us in the everyday 
environment (heat, movement, light sound) and 
storing it for later use (for example, sewage 
treatment plant using bio-digesters to convert 
waste into electricity 

Shared Solar (sometimes incorrectly 
called Community Solar) 

Solar facility supported by multiple investors and/ 
or subscribers, who share the benefits of the 
renewable electricity generated; a way for renters 
and others unable to own their own solar system to 
reap the benefits of a solar generating facility 

Solar Lease Agreement in which a solar company builds and 
retains ownership of an installed solar system and 
a customer pays a monthly fee for the use of the 
system. The electricity generated belongs to the 
customer. 

Smart Meter Electric meter that measures and records energy 
usage and can transmit information to utilities and 
customers for demand reduction or billing purposes 

Solar Thermal The conversion of solar energy to heat energy (as 
opposed to electricity). This can take the form of 
passive solar rooftop water heaters or utility-scale 
concentration of sunlight to vaporize a fluid into a 
gas to drive a turbine (called concentrated solar 
thermal power) 

Storage Technologies such as rechargeable batteries and 
thermal (heat) energy storage that store surplus 
electricity and heat for later use 

Transmission Access Charges (TAC) Utility fees that add about 30% to the cost of 
electricity in California to support the transmission 
system, including operations, maintenance, and 
financing. These charges are assessed even on 
electricity from local renewable resources, which 
do not utilize the transmission system, putting local 
renewables at a competitive disadvantage with 
remotely generated power. 

Tiered Rates Electric rates based on customer’s electric 
consumption; higher rates are charged as usage 
increases. PG&E flattened its rate structure in 
2015, shifting service costs to low-energy users 

Time-of-Use Rates Different rates for electricity depending on the time 
of day, with higher rates during peak demand hours 
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Utility-scale generation Large, centralized electricity-generating facilities; 
typically this electricity is purchased by investor-
owned or municipal utilities, Community Choice 
programs, or Direct Access customers 

Virtual Net Metering Program aimed at encouraging Shared Solar by 
enabling investors or subscribers of a solar facility 
(for example, apartment-dwellers) to benefit from 
their share of the electricity generated as if that 
share were generated behind their meter 

Watt (W) The unit of electrical power (the rate of energy 
production or consumption). Power rating of a 
typical light bulb = 25 to 150 Watts 

Watt-hour (Wh) The unit of electrical energy (the amount of energy 
produced or consumed). Energy consumption of a 
100W light bulb in an hour = 100 Watt-hours 

4/9/2021 
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We may walk or bike to work, shop local, grow our 
own vegetables, and dine at farm-to-table 
restaurants, but one of our biggest daily 
expenditures — energy — is typically 
unsustainable. In Northern California, our dollars 
are used to pay for fossil fuels that originate from 
outside the state, pollute the environment, and 
speed up climate change. But residents of 
Alameda County could get more of their energy 
from renewable sources and boost the local 
economy at the same time by replacing our utility 
provider, PG&E, with a local public electricity 
agency. The county board of supervisors voted 
unanimously last week to move toward creating a 
"Community Choice" energy system — although a 
bill currently in the state legislature could stop the 
project before it gets off the ground. 

"We want to save people money and develop a 
cleaner energy portfolio," said Community 
Development Director Chris Bazar, in presenting 

the Community Choice proposal to the supervisors. "This has been achieved in Marin and Sonoma" — the two 
Bay Area counties that already have Community Choice energy supplying electricity to most customers. 

Community Choice "is the most effective way to reduce local greenhouse gas emissions," said Sierra Club 
Conservation Organizer Jess Dervin-Ackerman, because a public energy agency can make it a priority to buy 
clean energy. "With PG&E, we have no control over where our energy comes from." 

A local public electricity agency could provide electricity at competitive prices, Bazar said, because it would be 
big enough to negotiate good prices with energy producers and could encourage the development of new 
sources of energy. In addition, he said, the agency would have different priorities from PG&E. "As a public 
body," he said, "It's not about shareholders. It's about the most comprehensive clean energy portfolio at the 
lowest cost." He noted that the Marin and Sonoma Community Choice agencies have increased the share of 
renewable energy and lowered prices. They also offer customers the option of paying higher rates for energy 
from 100 percent renewable sources. 

In addition, a Community Choice energy system could boost the local economy by fostering the development 
of local clean-energy generation projects. "That could be anything from more solar panels on the roofs of 
individual houses to going down to the NUMMI plant and plastering the roofs, parking lots, and disturbed areas 
with solar panels," said Bruce Jensen, senior planner with the county Community Development Department. 
Local energy production also would produce local jobs — potentially 2,400 new ones, according to an analysis 
published last February by a coalition of clean energy groups. 

The county already has some clean-energy generation capacity, such as the Altamont Pass wind farm. But few 
local clean energy projects have developed in the East Bay, because a PG&E energy monopoly leaves little 
room for them, said Al Weinrub, coordinator of the Local Clean Energy Alliance. "When you are in control of 
the process," he noted, "you can encourage the development of local initiatives." 

For example, if people have rooftop solar panels that generate more energy than they use, PG&E now buys 
that extra electricity, but only credits it to customers' accounts. Payments are also low, and the current program 
will end in three years. By contrast, Marin Clean Energy pays "the full retail rate," Weinrub said. "It's an 
incentive for people to generate more energy than they use — to cover their whole roof with solar panels." 

A Community Choice agency could also buy clean energy from local producers through a "feed-in tariff" 
system that promises a stable, predictable price, making it possible for small producers to develop and finance 



energy-production projects. Such systems already operate on a small scale in Marin and in some areas where 
electricity is run by a public utility, including Sacramento and Los Angeles. 

In addition, a local electricity agency could allow neighbors to set up "solar share" systems, in which a group of 
homes and businesses could go in together on a neighborhood solar energy system. 

Many local companies already install solar panels and might branch out to the business of generating energy. 
But most of these companies are not unionized, noted Colin Miller of the Clean Energy and Jobs Campaign, 
which has been pushing for Community Choice. 

At the June 3 Alameda County Board of Supervisors' meeting, Fred Pecker, president of Local 6 of the 
International Longshore and Warehouse Workers Union, urged the county, in setting up a Community Choice 
system, to "pay attention to labor standards and not allow what happened to recycling workers." As less of 
Alameda County's waste has gone into the landfill and more is now recycled, many good-paying jobs in the 
landfill have been eliminated, replaced by low-wage recycling jobs. 

Supervisor Keith Carson agreed: "In hindsight," he said, "we could have done a better job with making those 
[recycling jobs] good jobs — inclusive, diverse, with training opportunities. I strongly urge, in the formation [of a 
Community Choice agency], that workforce development and inclusion are part of that." 

Local clean energy advocates are also pushing for alternative economic models. "A local Community Choice 
agency could prioritize cooperatively owned energy development and local renewable energy projects with 
union labor," said Miller of the Clean Energy and Jobs Oakland Campaign. "This is our opportunity to create 
the kind of local energy system we want to see, with good, family-sustaining jobs and community power." 

One organization, Energy Solidarity, is fostering the development of cooperatively owned and managed local 
energy systems. It's working with one Oakland high school, Emiliano Zapata Street Academy, not just to 
generate electricity but to educate. "Now we're working with students on an energy audit," said Dave Ron of 
Energy Solidarity. "We will be developing green skills, doing job training as we install the system." 

Energy Solidarity is also working with the Asian Pacific Environmental Network to plan community-owned 
solar-energy projects in Richmond and Oakland. "In Richmond our members have been fighting against 
pollution and experiencing the health impacts," said APEN Campaign and Organizing Director Vivian Yi 
Huang. "We really want to support renewable energy to address the health and climate impacts" of fossil fuel, 
she said. But in addition, "we see community power, not just as electricity generation but as economic and 
political power. Who controls our energy? Who has a say in the ownership and governance of that energy?" 

Alameda County's decision to go ahead with planning for Community Choice energy comes after years of 
advocacy by local community groups, including the Local Clean Energy Alliance, a coalition of ninety Bay Area 
environmental and clean energy organizations, the Oakland and Berkeley Climate Action Coalitions, and the 
Clean Energy and Jobs Oakland Campaign, which is made up of "organizations that work in poor communities 
and communities of color, social and economic justice organizations," according to Weinrub. The Sierra Club 
and some local unions have also been active in pushing for Community Choice energy. 

County staffers estimated that it will take three years to get a Community Choice energy system up and 
running in Alameda County — that is, unless a bill currently in the California legislature derails it. 

Last month, the state Assembly passed AB 2145, which supporters say would reform Community Choice 
energy. Opponents call the bill the "Monopoly Protection Act" and say it would make Community Choice 
energy impossible. 

According to current law, local governments can make Community Choice energy agencies the default 
electricity provider, allowing individual customers to stay with PG&E if they want to. AB 2145 would make the 
current electric company — PG&E in Northern California — the default provider and require people who want 
Community Choice energy to sign up for it individually. 



AB 2145 author, Assembly member Steven Bradford of Gardena, said he initiated the bill because local 
governments "shouldn't make the choice for the consumer." The bill would also require Community Choice 
energy agencies to tell potential customers the exact cost and the percentage of clean energy they would 
provide. 

Weinrub of the Local Clean Energy Alliance said these conditions make Community Choice impossible. Local 
agencies can't buy energy for one household at a time, he argued. They need a large customer base to start 
negotiating contracts with energy producers. Until they have that customer base and negotiate those contracts, 
they have no way of knowing the exact price and energy mix they will be able to offer. 

Weinrub and many other environmentalists suspect that electric utility companies wrote the bill. "That's the 
farthest thing from the truth," Bradford responded. "Utility companies have not graced my door." 

A check of campaign donations listed by Project VoteSmart, however, shows that in 2012, PG&E gave 
Bradford $7,800, making it his fifth largest contributor. PG&E supports AB 2145, according to state Assembly 
records. In addition, Bradford previously worked as public affairs director for Southern California Edison — 
PG&E's equivalent in Southern California. 

Despite the lopsided Assembly vote in favor of AB 2145 — 51 to 15 — supporters of Community Choice 
energy say they are determined to keep fighting to stop the bill. AB 2145 opponents include Alameda County 
and the cities of Oakland, Berkeley, and Richmond, as well as public agencies such as the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District and the California Public Utilities Commission, along with a host of environmental 
organizations. "The next showdown is June 23," Weinrub said, when the bill goes before the Senate Energy 
Committee. Supporters of Community Choice are planning a rally and a day of testimony in the committee 
hearing. 

Community Development Director Bazar told the supervisors that if AB 2145 becomes law, "I suggest we come 
back to you," because if that happens, "it would be hard to make (Community Choice) work." 

Community Choice supporters say the climate-change stakes are high. "We're only on this planet a few years 
unless we do something drastically different," said Weinrub. 

Local clean energy projects also would not cost residents any more money, aside from modest start-up costs, 
because they would be supported by the fees customers are already paying for their electricity. And with local 
clean energy generation, "billions of dollars would stay in the county," rather than being paid out to utility 
investors, Weinrub said. 

 



 
http://www.localcleanenergy.org/Oct4thVictory 

Community Choice Victory in Alameda 

County  
October 5, 2016 

 

Martha Kuhl, First Vice-President of the Alameda Labor Council and 

leader of the California Nurses Association, speaks in favor of 

community/labor Unity Proposal at press conference, October 4, 

2016 outside County administration building. 

October 4th marked a victory for East Bay communities and the East Bay Clean Power 

Alliance’s Clean Power to the People efforts. The Board of Supervisors voted to approve 

establishing a Community Choice energy program with a commitment to maximizing 

community benefits and including community input in the governance of the program. 

The County approved a Joint Powers Authority (JPA) agreement, the foundation document 

for establishing the Community Choice program. The agreement represents a commitment to 

http://www.localcleanenergy.org/Oct4thVictory
http://www.localcleanenergy.org/files/EBCPA%20Oct4%20Press%20Release_10-4-16.pdf


the goals advocated for by the East Bay Clean Power Alliance. It also incorporates a 

groundbreaking Unity Proposal released two weeks earlier by the East Bay Clean Power 

Alliance and the Alameda Labor Council. 

The Alameda Labor Council includes the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers 

(IBEW), the California Nurses Association (CNA), the American Federation of State, County 

and Municipal Employees (AFSCME), and many other East Bay unions. 

Some groundbreaking achievements formalized in the JPA agreement include: 

 Establishing a Community Advisory Committee, with the chair of the Committee 

sitting on the JPA Board as a non-voting member 

 Committing to community benefit goals, including quantifiable economic benefits to 

the region, including jobs and community ownership of renewable resources 

 Developing, within 8 months of agency formation, a business plan for achieving local 

renewable energy development, union and family-supporting jobs, and other 

community benefits 

 Committing to take steps to minimize impacts to workers displaced by the transition 

to a clean energy economy 

The JPA agreement also committed to capping the use of unbundled Renewable Energy 

Certificates (RECs) at half that allowed for state RPS compliance, or 1.65% of energy 

supply. While disappointed that the county did not prohibit the use of unbundled RECs, 

which represent greenwashed fossil-fuel energy, the East Bay Clean Power Alliance and 

labor allies will continue to fight to ensure the program provides truly renewable energy. (For 

more information, see What the Heck is a REC?) 

Following the October 4th decision to move forward, the County will enter Phase 2 of 

establishing a Community Choice program. This means reaching out to the thirteen cities in 

Alameda County to join the JPA and forming the agency in January 2017. And it means 

doing the business planning called for by the Unity Proposal. 

Phase 2 represents new work for advocates as well, in ensuring that the cities sign on, that the 

business plan is a good one, and that community benefits are at the forefront of the program. 

 

http://www.localcleanenergy.org/files/UnityProposal_9-23-16.pdf
http://www.localcleanenergy.org/node/514
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East Bay Community Energy Wants to 

Power the Community 

The East Bay's new community choice aggregator aims to 

lower energy bills and greenhouse gas emissions while 

creating new jobs. But does it go far enough? 

By Jean Tepperman  

  

 

EBCE CEO Nick Chaset said community involvement was central to the creation of the local 

development business plan.  

By the end of this year, most homes and businesses in Alameda County will be buying 

electricity, not from PG&E, but from the newly formed East Bay Community Energy (EBCE). 

This public "community choice aggregation" program, like those now operating in other Bay 

Area counties, was created to provide electricity at lower cost and with fewer greenhouse-gas 

emissions than the traditional investor-owned utility. (EBCE will buy electricity from suppliers 

and sell it to customers, while PG&E will continue to own the wires — "the grid" — and handle 

billing, as well as problems like outages.)  

https://www.eastbayexpress.com/oakland/east-bay-community-energy-wants-to-power-the-community/Content?oid=17710572
https://www.eastbayexpress.com/oakland/east-bay-community-energy-wants-to-power-the-community/Content?oid=17710572
https://www.eastbayexpress.com/author/jean-tepperman
https://media1.fdncms.com/eastbayexpress/imager/u/original/17712034/7-4_eco_watch_-_718a3175.jpg
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But EBCE is a new kind of community choice program, according to the unprecedented coalition 

of labor and community organizers whose years of advocacy helped to shape it. "The centerpiece 

of what makes EBCE different is the ability of the community to benefit from the development 

of renewable energy," explained Al Weinrub, executive director of the nonprofit Local Clean 

Energy Alliance.  

Last month, EBCE released a plan for making that happen. The draft "local development 

business plan" details strategies for creating local jobs, providing pathways to good jobs for 

disadvantaged workers, providing the benefits of clean energy to people at all income levels, and 

reducing pollution in communities where it's worst.  

Initially, EBCE will not have the capital for big investments. But it can immediately start 

working toward those goals by using its power as a purchaser of electricity. For example, EBCE 

proposes to pay higher rates for locally produced electricity and to give preference to union 

contractors, especially those with links to training programs for disadvantaged workers. It might 

also serve as a "developer" to help customers join together to create large solar-energy projects, 

thereby lowering installation costs through economies of scale.  

The East Bay Clean Power Alliance, a coalition of community organizations that has been 

leading the campaign for local development, says the draft plan includes a lot of great ideas, but 

faults it for failing to set priorities or standards for evaluating programs. And Dave Thoni, former 

president of the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers Local 595, said, "significantly 

more needs to happen" to create jobs for local workers.  

One of EBCE's first projects will be helping cities put together big contracts to install rooftop 

solar panels on many municipal buildings. The same model could be used to combine residential 

rooftop solar projects in a neighborhood. EBCE will help by organizing these collaborative 

projects, streamlining permitting and administrative costs, and creating a revolving loan fund. In 

addition to lowering costs, the goal is to make projects large enough to be done with a union 

contract, so solar installers can earn more than many currently do. This creates the potential to 

overcome the chronic conflict between environmental groups and unions about local solar 

energy. In the past, some unions have opposed plans for rooftop solar because the workers who 

install the panels are often poorly paid.  

Because community involvement was central to the development of the plan, said EBCE CEO 

Nick Chaset, it reflects community priorities such as "equitable access to things like rooftop 

solar." Electricity companies now pay a standard rate to customers with solar panels for extra 

electricity they sell back to the system. The plan calls for giving low-income customers a higher 

rate — an "adder" — for the electricity they sell, to make up for some of the cost of installing 

solar panels.  

The plan also calls for a pilot program of "community shared solar" in order to "bring the 

benefits of solar to people who aren't homeowners or couldn't afford to do solar on their own," 

said Megan O'Neil of the East Bay Shared Solar Collaborative. Those households will be able to 

join a project to build solar panels on a central location in the community — say, the roof of a 

church or public building — and then share the savings.  
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And the plan calls for a Community Investment Fund to provide grants for innovative energy 

projects by community groups.  

EBCE is already starting to enroll commercial customers. Residential customers will come 

online in November, unless they "opt out" to stay with PG&E. Bills will immediately go down, 

unless the customer chooses to pay more for electricity that's even greener.  

For most customers, EBCE's default rate is set at 1.5 percent below PG&E's rate, and will 

include more electricity from renewable sources. Or customers can decide to keep paying the 

same rate as PG&E so they can get electricity that's 100 percent "carbon-free." However, that 

includes power from large hydroelectric projects, which the state does not count as renewable 

because of the environmental destruction and greenhouse-gas impact of building and operating 

big dams. So, after a push by environmental groups, EBCE added a third, higher-priced choice 

that's all from "renewable" sources such as wind and solar.  

In any case, the initial savings on electric bills will be modest, said Barbara Stebbins, a volunteer 

with the Local Clean Energy Alliance. Larger savings will come to those who take advantage of 

EBCE's programs to help retrofit buildings to be more energy-efficient.  

In addition, EBCE plans to lower the cost of electricity for the whole community by tackling the 

problem of peak demand. Electricity use varies a lot by time of day and time of year. Solar 

panels produce energy during the day, while more electricity is used in the evening. All these 

timing problems mean electricity providers end up meeting peak demand by buying electricity 

on the short-term market, when it's most expensive and carbon-intensive.  

The EBCE plan includes several strategies for solving this problem: Customers with solar panels 

who install batteries will also get an "adder" on the rate they receive for selling electricity back to 

the system. They also may be able to gradually pay off the cost of the battery as a small extra 

charge on their property tax or electricity bill. Customers who install batteries won't have to draw 

extra electricity from the system at night or when they turn up their air conditioner.  

Beyond that, EBCE is looking to develop a "virtual power plant": Customers will get financial 

incentives to use less electricity during times of high demand, and to allow the system to draw 

electricity from their batteries when it needs additional power.  

Despite the shared excitement about these innovative strategies, some renewable energy 

advocates say EBCE isn't doing enough to promote local solar- and wind-energy projects. Thoni 

of the IBEW pointed out that the agency's proposed 2018-19 budget allocates just $2 million for 

local development and includes no specifics about which projects the money will fund.  

EBCE's first request for bids from electricity producers demonstrates how it's using its 

purchasing power to promote community priorities: It says EBCE will give preference to 

suppliers that develop new renewable energy capacity, have union contracts, hire Alameda 

County residents, and work with job-training programs for disadvantaged workers. But Thoni 

pointed out that the request for bids includes a goal of developing just 20 megawatts of 

renewable energy generation capacity in Alameda County, which would supply less than 1 

percent of the amount of electricity needed.  
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Chaset struck a cautious note in discussing local energy generation. "We expect to be able to buy 

large-scale solar [from elsewhere] in California for very, very competitive rates," he said. "We 

can have more impact if we use large cheap solar than expensive rooftop solar."  

Thoni responded that consolidating rooftop solar into large local projects can provide economies 

of scale that bring down the cost to be comparable with utility-scale solar, as has been done in 

Germany. And when Alameda County buys electricity from corporations with huge solar arrays 

in the desert, many of them fossil fuel companies like Mobil and Exxon, "every penny goes out 

of the county," he said. EBCE's mandate is not just to develop local jobs, but to further what 

Thoni says his union is already doing — providing pathways to good jobs for disadvantaged 

workers.  

In its comment on the local development plan, the East Bay Clean Power Alliance praised many 

parts of the proposal but pointed to some "important enhancements needed." It says the plan's list 

of key strategies should highlight those aimed at "increasing equity and ... social justice." These 

include "adders" (higher rates paid for electricity) to promote community benefits, partnership 

with customers (like the "virtual power plant" deals), and measures to protect the most 

vulnerable communities.  

In addition, the coalition calls for quantifiable standards for measuring the success of the plan, 

such as local hires, projects in disadvantaged communities, project ownership by low-income 

people, hires from communities of color, and progressive electricity rate structures.  

The coalition that pushed for the local development plan — including the Local Clean Energy 

Alliance, the Sierra Club, the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, the California 

Nurses Association, and others — intends to continue the advocacy that has helped shape EBCE.  

Utility companies, meanwhile, are not sitting idly by while solar panels and community choice 

systems take away their customers. They've proposed a stream of legislation and regulations that 

would hamper the development of community choice programs. Other proposals seek to limit or 

eliminate payments to customers with solar panels for selling extra energy back to the system.  

A state law bars utility companies from lobbying against community choice, but the IBEW local 

that represents PG&E workers has served as a stand-in for the company. And the utilities have 

recently asked the California Public Utilities Commission to lift that ban. Recently, the CPUC 

adopted a rule that forces new community choice agencies to wait longer before coming online, 

making it trickier to finance new programs.  

But meanwhile, said Chaset, community choice programs like EBCE are starting to provide "an 

opportunity for customers and communities to have a say in how much their energy costs and 

where it comes from."  

The EBCE board is taking comments on the local development business plan and is expected to 

vote on it at its July 18 meeting.  

 



Achieving Energy Justice & Real Climate Solutions in
California:

Principles for Equitable Policymaking
Finalized June 18, 2021

California climate policy has put the needs of lower-income communities and communities of color on the
“back burner” for decades. Our state has made progress toward the emission targets through piecemeal
approaches, incentives, and focusing on new developments. By avoiding the hard conversations about
environmental justice, however, California has also missed out on all of the benefits an environmental and
economic transformation led by impacted communities could bring. No where is that missed opportunity more
apparent than in building decarbonization work.

By focusing on technology over people, on small wins versus transformational vision, on piecemeal
approaches over integrated solutions, the building decarbonization work in California is a foreboding tale of
how avoiding conversations about justice can frustrate advocacy campaigns. Campaigns for all-electric
building standards have faltered, not because decarbonization is not a laudable goal - but because the
campaigns had the fatal flaw of leaving behind the very communities whose voices could have made a
difference in the solutions lifted up and the effectiveness of the strategy.

Our organizations work to help lower-income people and people of color in California access affordable
housing, prevent displacement, achieve health equity, benefit from California’s clean energy transition, and
have a meaningful voice in decisions that will impact them. Despite the positive intentions of many
policymakers and advocates, we feel that California is missing a critical lens of ENERGY JUSTICE in
decisions that will impact the very people we hope will benefit from our work the most. Our work will continue to
falter if we do not step back and address equity and justice.

In the interest of helping inform meaningful policy moving forward, we have come together to outline the
following principles for equitable decision-making:

● The first priority must be keeping power on and keeping people housed. Millions of Californians are
facing the uncertainty of power shut offs due to failure to pay part or all of their bills during the COVID-19
pandemic, and millions more may be at risk of shut offs if we increase costs beyond what they can afford.
Any policy affecting energy must be centered on ensuring electricity service stays on for residential



ratepayers, and that any potential costs for the clean energy transition can be offset by incentives or other
programs. We must also recognize and mitigate the potential for energy policies to further displacement for
populations at-risk of losing housing, or of negatively impacting the affordability and availability of housing
moving forward.

● A just transition will provide “High Road” jobs and meet basic needs. Working for energy justice also
means building high road jobs and opening up sustainable jobs for minority, women and people of color
contractors and workers. In addition, pursuing energy justice means incorporating the needs of labor and
the working class to build a transition that meets all people’s basic needs.

● Equitable policy means all ratepayers benefit. Pursuing policies that address the concerns of those
most vulnerable to negative impacts, and with the highest barriers to adoption, will ensure everyone
benefits. We cannot call a policy equitable that fails to do anything to help the ratepayers who need it the
most.

● Energy is a public good. Energy justice for all requires that energy and the systems that create and
distribute energy are a public good, democratized at all levels and not market driven.

● Understanding the urgency of the public health and climate crisis - we must not rush to false
solutions. Communities that are most at risk of climate impacts are already impacted by systemic racism
and disinvestment. Any work to confront the climate or public health crisis must center their needs - which
sometimes means investing more time in designing policy and planning for programs in order to facilitate
smooth implementation. While it seems counterintuitive, taking time for meaningful community engagement
will lead to us more rapidly achieving our goals by identifying intersectional solutions that help reduce
emissions more rapidly, increasing rates of adoption, preemptively identifying and planning for barriers, and
building a broader base of community support for advocacy efforts.

● Cost impacts must be analyzed at a more nuanced level, and solutions must not have regressive
impacts. Many cost impact studies are aggregated, or focus on a “typical” customer. For example, many
building decarbonization studies claim that residential rates will go down, however fail to account for
ratepayers who currently do not use gas for all current appliances because they do not own those
appliances or use other fuel sources to power them, or fail to account for the dynamics of funding
affordable housing developments. In order to inform equitable decisions, any cost impact studies must
center the ratepayers that are lowest income to ensure we fully understand how decisions will impact them,
and analyses must reflect how people are living in their homes now. Further, solutions must not
regressively impact lower-income people, who have relatively low per capita emissions impacts, either
through direct costs or costs passed through to ratepayers through implementation.

● There is no “one size fits all” or “low hanging fruit” solution. The current state of housing and energy
delivery varies significantly region-by-region, and even within communities. What will work for one
household in one community may not work for a similar household in another community. Equitable energy
policies must follow the lead of community leaders and allow for variation based on local needs. Even
policies that only focus on new buildings have fatal flaws that will negatively impact lower-income
communities and workers without a change in course.

● Energy policy must be informed and led by community experts and community organizers who are
paid to do that critical work. The people currently working to address challenges in communities are the
experts on how to best design a policy that will help - and not harm - the communities we intend to benefit.
Bringing in those community experts early to inform any policy direction or resources allocation will ensure



that our work is as strategic and far-reaching as possible. We must recognize the loss of trust among
communities who have continued to be left behind and harmed by policymakers, agencies, utilities, and
advocates for decades. Organizing amongst lower-income people of color is a crucial component to energy
justice and if resourced well, will catapult the transition to a just, meaningful, and sustainable solution.
Giving space for this work requires time and flexibility, and - above all - meaningful resources for the groups
managing the critical community engagement processes.

● Make space for building allies and unity. The infrastructure and systemic transition we are undertaking is
large in scale. To meet this scope and speed of change, we understand the need and opportunity to build
allies and unity across sectors and movements under the leadership of lower-income people and
communities of color. Resourcing ally and unity building efforts is crucial.

● No Sacrifice Zones - be intentional about benefits and burdens. Energy justice means that no group of
people are sacrificed for Californian’s access to energy and minimum harm is done to the environment.
This means communities seeking justice in California also see their role as working for mining democracy,
and an end to the enslavement of children or any people for mining of minerals needed to create renewable
energy.

● The goal is resilient communities and energy systems. This means pursuing integrated solutions that
focus on improving public health by reducing air pollution and exposure to toxics while also generating
clean energy. This also means investing in an energy system that will not sacrifice public safety through
wildfires and power shut-offs, and prepares our communities for the impacts of climate change.
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Via Email Only 

 

Tim Haines 

Board Members 

California Community Power 

70 Garden Court, Suite 300 

Monterey, CA 93940 

comments@cacommunitypower.org 

timhaines@powergridsymmetry.com 

 

Re:  Coalition Letter re Development of Environmental and Labor Policies 

for CC Power 

 

Dear Mr. Haines and Board Members: 

 

I am writing on behalf of the undersigned coalition of labor, environmental 

and equity groups to object to the California Community Power (“CC Power”) Policy 

Subcommittee’s refusal to comply with the direction of the CC Power board to 

propose for adoption formal California Community Power (“CC Power”) policies to 

protect local communities, workers, and the environment. Rather than proposing a 

formal contracting and procurement policy as directed by the Board, the 

Subcommittee instead proposes that procurement policies will be negotiated 

between the community choice aggregation agencies (“CCAs”) on a project-by-

project basis and that “participating members will need to agree on how their 

individual policies will be applied in the joint procurement documents.” This is 

exactly the proposal that was made at the beginning of this policy review process 

that the CC Power Board rejected and instead directed the Policy Subcommittee to 

identify proposed formal policies for the Board’s consideration in order to avoid 

having to go through this “negotiation” exercise on every single project.  

  

mailto:comments@cacommunitypower.org
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In refusing to adopt a formal policy, the staff report asserts that it does not 

have the authority to adopt formal procurement policies, yet there is no legal 

difference between participating members agreeing on general contracting policies 

and participating members agreeing on contracting policies on a project-by-project 

basis. The staff report fails to present a coherent argument for why one process is 

permissible and the other is not. 

 

For almost a year, coalition members have been urging CC Power to adopt 

policies that support the creation of local jobs, support local business, support union 

labor and apprenticeship programs that create employment opportunities, support 

maintaining area construction wage standards, support inclusive business 

practices, and ensure consideration of habitat, resource, equity, and environmental 

justice impacts when entering into agreements that will result in the siting of new 

power plants and energy storage facilities. To facilitate the finalization of these 

policies, we provided suggested language, requested a meeting with the Policy 

Subcommittee and requested an opportunity to review and comment on their 

proposed policy prior to submittal to the full Board for approval.  

 

The Policy Subcommittee, however, refused to meet with stakeholders and 

refused to share their proposed policy ahead of time. Moreover, instead of proposing 

formal contracting and procurement policy, the Subcommittee has instead issued a 

memorandum seeking to justify refusing to adopt any policy at all.  As discussed 

below, these justifications lack credibility, logic, or merit. 

 

The refusal to meet with stakeholders and the failure to adopt any formal 

policies underscores the serious concerns that stakeholders have had with the 

formation of CC Power. CC Power is a Joint Powers Agency (“JPA”) comprised of 

ten CCAs and controlled by a Board made up of CCA staff. CC Power will negotiate 

region-wide energy agreements on behalf of member CCAs. Due to concerns that a 

statewide JPA controlled by administrative staff with no direct public official 

oversight reduces public-accountability and transparency, stakeholders requested 

that CC Power mitigate these concerns through adoption of meaningful labor and 

environmental policies.  

 

A failure to adopt formal procurement and contracting policies and to provide 

for any ongoing stakeholder engagement process validates all the concerns that 

stakeholders have about this agency. It would substantiate the concerns that this 

agency was developed by staff to be able to make decisions and develop practices 

with little to no stakeholder oversight or involvement, to minimize the ability of  
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their own board members to interfere with or influence the project development 

process, and to create an end around environmental, equity and labor policies that 

staff has never embraced or supported.   

 

We urge the Board to reject this “non-policy” and to direct the Policy 

Subcommittee to come back with a formal policy proposal consistent with Coalition 

policy proposals set forth in Section II of this letter. 

 

I. RESPONSE TO CLAIMS MADE IN STAFF REPORT 

 

The staff memo on the Board Policy Recommendation is replete with 

inaccuracies and conclusory statements designed to avoid having CC Power take 

any responsibility for how its negotiation and award of energy and energy storage 

projects will affect workers, the environment, and disadvantaged communities. 

 

The memo incorrectly claims that “any policy adopted by CC Power’s board 

would create a conflict for any member of CC Power whose governing board’s 

policies differ.”  This is inaccurate.  While some of the policies that were being 

considered by the CC Power subcommittee provided stronger worker, 

environmental and equity protections than the expressly adopted policies of many of 

the CCAs, none of them conflicted with those policies.  Those CCA policies set a 

floor, not a ceiling, for how contracts would be negotiated.  Only by adopting weaker 

policies, would CC Power create a potential conflict.  Furthermore, this line of 

reasoning ignores that CC Power is a JPA made up of representatives of the 

individual CCAs who presumably are making all of their decisions consistent with 

the direction of their underlying boards. 

 

Coalition members have consistently stated that any proposed formal 

contracting policies should be presented by its board members to their individual 

CCA boards for consideration and direction. Contracting policies adopted by the CC 

Power Board should absolutely reflect the guidance provided by the publicly elected 

board members of the underlying member CCAs. But that is not what the 

subcommittee has done here. 

 

The memo also claims that the CC Power Board does not have the power to 

override each member CCA’s governing board’s policies.  The adoption of policies by 

CC Power, however, does not override any CCA’s own governing board’s policies. CC 

Power contracting policies only apply to projects developed and negotiated by CC 

Power – they do not require the individual CCAs to follow these policies for projects 

that they independently develop and negotiate.  Furthermore, the adoption of 

upfront contracting policies does not override the authority of the elected officials at 
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the individual CCA level because the members of the CC Power Board are 

representatives of these elected officials.  What does undermine the authority of 

elected officials at the individual CCA level is to develop and negotiate contracts 

that do not comport with the policies and values of the underlying board and then to 

bring these proposed projects to these boards as a take it or leave it proposition. 

 

The memo also makes a number of additional factual and legal claims to 

support its decision to reject the CC Power Board’s direction to adopt general 

contracting policies for their consideration.  The Coalition notes that these claims 

have been raised at the last minute and were never shared with stakeholders prior 

to the release of the agenda. Indeed, the Policy Subcommittee refused to meet with 

stakeholders and refused to divulge to stakeholders their asserted concerns or 

provide an opportunity for stakeholders to address these concerns.  Furthermore, 

none of these concerns have merit. 

 

Below, we provide a response to each of these claims. 

  

Claim that formal contracting and procurement policies would “Slow or 

prevent leadership policies of individual CCAs from evolving and driving 

important dialog among the CC Power members.” 

 

• It is unclear what this statement means.  Nothing in adopting CC Power 

policies affects the ability of individual CCA from evolving their own policies 

or driving dialog among the CC Power members. CC Power policies only 

apply to joint projects developed and negotiated by CC Power.  They do not 

apply to projects developed and negotiated by individual CCAs. Moreover, CC 

Power is made up of representatives of the individual CCAs who have the 

ability to raise dialog about contracting policies at any time.  Adoption of 

general policies now does not lock in those policies for eternity. They can be 

amended at any time, even on a project-by-project basis. 

 

Claim that formal contracting and procurement policies would “override 

the policy-making powers of each CCA’s governing board and subvert the 

local public process for determining policy.” 

 

• This concern makes no sense.  CC Power policies only apply to joint projects 

developed and negotiated by CC Power.  They do not apply to projects 

developed and negotiated by individual CCAs.  By joining the JPA, the 

individual CCAs are agreeing to negotiate projects jointly and must agree on 

the terms of those negotiations.   
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• Furthermore, adoption of CC Power policies, do not subvert the local public 

process for determining policy.  Each CC Power board member is a 

representative of the member CCA and any action the board member takes is 

on behalf of that CCA. It is by their representatives voting on these 

contracting policies that these individual CCAs determine contracting policy 

for the JPA. 

 

• In contrast, failing to set policies upfront creates the likelihood that projects 

will be developed and negotiated under terms that have not been vetted and 

agreed to by the CCA members; and that may put member CCAs in the 

position of either having to decline participation in a project that provides 

them needed energy or energy storage services or agree to accept the terms of 

the project even where it was developed and negotiated inconsistent with the 

CCA’s own local goals, policies and values.  

 

Claim that formal contracting and procurement policies would “Place 

power in the hands of staff in determining the balance of priorities such as 

climate, labor and rates, when it is clear that the governing board of the 

member CCAs have that sole jurisdiction.” 

 

• This concern makes no sense.  It is by the Board not adopting contracting 

policies that these priorities get put into the hands of staff instead of the 

governing board of the member CCAs.  Only by having the Board adopt clear 

policies up front does CC Power staff have the direction needed to ensure its 

contracting process is consistent with the priorities of the member CCAs. 

 

• This concern also does not make sense because the CC Power Board is made 

up of representatives of each member CCA and any action the board member 

takes is on behalf of that CCA. It is by their representatives voting on these 

contracting policies that these individual CCAs determine contracting policy 

for the JPA. Stakeholders have been saying all along that it expects the CC 

Power board members to get direction from their own CCA boards on the 

adoption of these policies. 

 

• CC Power board members appear to be operating under the impression that 

they are independent voices from the CCA’s they represent.  This is a joint 

powers agency, however, so each board member is responsible for 

representing its own member CCA’s position when voting on an item before 

the Board.  
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Claim that formal contracting and procurement policies cannot be 

adopted by CC Power because “all its powers arise from its member CCAs 

and their governing boards of directors. As such, CC Power is limited in its 

powers.”  

 

• Each CC Power board member represents a member CCA.  It is by the board 

member’s action that the individual CCAs exercise their power and govern 

the actions of CC Power. 

 

Claim that formal contracting and procurement policies violate Section 2.2 

of the Joint Powers Agreement.   

 

• Section 2.2 of the Joint Powers Agreement states “The purpose of CC Power 

is to develop, acquire, construct, own, manage, contract for, engage in, 

finance and/or provide energy related programs for the use of and by its 

members.  CC Power is not intended to be a policy maker or advocate, though 

it may, from time to time, advance or support public policies in support of its 

purpose that do not conflict with interests or policies advanced by any 

Member.” 

 

• Stakeholders are not seeking policymaking that goes beyond the stated 

purpose of CC Power’s formation.  They are seeking to clarify, up front, 

contracting policies that relate directly to how CC Power will “develop, 

acquire, construct, own, manage, contract for, engage in, finance and/or 

provide energy related programs for the use of and by its members.”  The 

failure to adopt policies governing these actions is, itself, the adoption of a 

policy.  Furthermore, every action taken in furtherance of these goals is a 

policy. The action to decide what projects to develop is a policy. The action to 

decide what qualifications and experience a bidder must have is a policy.  The 

action to take into consideration or to ignore potential environmental, equity 

and workforce impacts of a project is a policy. 

 

• The statement that CC Power is not intended to be a policy maker or 

advocate thus necessarily mean that is not intended to be a policy maker or 

advocate beyond its actions to “develop, acquire, construct, own, manage, 

contract for, engage in, finance and/or provide energy related programs for 

the use of and by its members.” Furthermore, Section 2.2 expressly allows CC 

Power to be a policy maker or advocate from time to time where needed to 

support its purpose as long as it does not conflict with interests or policies 

advanced by any Member.” 
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• The staff report does not identify any contracting or stakeholder engagement 

policy proposed by stakeholders that would conflict with interests of policies 

advanced by any Member. 

 

• To the contrary, developing and negotiating projects without any governing 

contracting policies would conflict with the interests of member CCAs to 

ensure projects are developed and negotiated consistent with their 

environmental, equity and workforce development interests, goals, and 

policies. 

 

Claim that formal contracting and procurement policies are not needed or 

appropriate because “participation in a CC Power project is voluntary.” 

 

• That statement works both ways.  If a CCA does not want to participate in a 

project that has been developed in a manner consistent with environmental, 

equity and workforce development goals, then that CCA can decline to 

participate in the project. 

 

• Staff, however, wants the opposite scenario. They want to require CCAs to 

have to decide whether or not to participate in projects that have not been 

developed in a manner that ensures environmental, equity and labor 

concerns have been addressed. 

 

• Any adopted policies have to be approved by the majority of the member 

CCAs consistent with the JPA agreement. Staff fails to explain why this 

process is any different if policies are adopted on a project-by-project basis or 

adopted as general policies (which could then be amended on a project-by-

project basis if needed). 

 

Claim that formal contracting and procurement policies are not needed 

because “Individual members of CC Power cannot participate in a project 

which is undertaken pursuant to project policies that are inconsistent 

with its own governing board’s adopted policies. 

 

• This is patently untrue and wholly inconsistent with the staff proposal.  

 

• First, individual CCA policies apply to their own development and 

negotiation of projects – they do not govern CC Power unless a majority of the 

CC Power members agree to these policies. 
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• Second, as acknowledged elsewhere in the staff memo, each member CCA can 

choose to participate in a project brought to them by CC Power even if the 

project is not consistent with its own contracting values, policies, and 

practices. Indeed, the proposed policy states that each individual project 

procurement policy would incorporate “a compromise position.” The 

statement that they “cannot participate” simply is not true. 

 

• The claim that CCAs will decline to participate in CC Power projects if their 

local procurement policies and practices are not followed ignores and 

minimizes the tremendous pressure an individual CCA would have to waive 

its local policies if such waiver was necessary to participate in a CC Power 

project. This is particularly true where a CC Power project would provide the 

member CCA the clean energy or energy storage services needed to meet the 

CCA’s Integrated Resource Planning, RPS compliance and Resource 

Adequacy requirements. 

 

• Finally, not all CCAs have adopted formal policies that reflect the goals, 

practices and values which govern how they develop and negotiate energy 

projects. Because CCA boards have more direct control in those projects, 

formal policies are not as critical. Here, CC Power has refused to even 

provide the board members of its member CCAs information on the projects it 

is negotiating prior to completing the negotiations. 

 

Claim that a stakeholder advisory group is not necessary or appropriate 

because “CC Power is not set up to have visibility and outreach at the local 

community level. That is the role for each of the participating member 

CCAs.” 

 

• There is no process for participating member CCAs to provide visibility and 

outreach at the local community level for actions of CC Power in a timely or 

meaningful manner. This has to be a CC Power role. 

 

• The failure to set up a process for transparency and outreach is fundamental 

to why strong contracting policies need to be adopted by CC Power and why a 

stakeholder advisory group needs to be formed.  This is a fundamental flaw of 

this organization. 
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Claim that formal contracting and procurement policies are not needed or 

appropriate because “Issues of competitiveness with IOUs and ESPs in 

power procurement must be considered. 

 

• Staff fails to identify what proposals, if any, would put CC Power at a 

competitive disadvantage to IOUs.  Almost all IOU energy and energy 

storage projects are constructed under project labor agreements and IOUs 

have strong community engagement policies. 

 

• Staff appears to be actually arguing for giving CC Power a competitive 

advantage by allowing it to develop and negotiate power purchase 

agreements that do not adequately protect environmental, equity, labor, and 

workforce development concerns. 

 

• Over 95% of utility scale renewable energy and energy storage projects in 

California are constructed under community workforce and training 

agreements. Adopting formal policies to encourage or require entering into 

such agreements is consistent with the status quo and does not put CC Power 

at a competitive disadvantage. Providing transparency and a voice to 

community stakeholders also does not put CC Power at a competitive 

disadvantage. IOUs and ESPs have formal avenues for community and 

stakeholder engagement. 

 

II. COALITION PROPOSED POLICIES 

 

The Coalition has worked together and with CC Power staff in good faith for 

the last nine months to develop proposed policy language that is reasonable, 

consistent with general procurement practices in California by utilities and 

addresses the fundamental concerns stakeholders have with the formation of this 

agency. The Coalition urges the Board to direct the Policy Subcommittee to meet 

with the coalition to discuss these proposals and to come back to the Board with a 

formal policy proposal generally consistent with the provisions set forth below. 

 

A.  Intent and Scope. 

 

CC Power shall use best efforts to ensure each construction contractor or 

subcontractor performing work on any CC Power project utilize local businesses, 

union labor, local apprenticeship, and fair compensation practices in program 

implementation including proper assignment of work to crafts that traditionally 

perform the work. These policies shall apply to the solicitation, development, 
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negotiation, and award of contracts by CC Power to meet the integrated resource 

plan needs of the CC Power members.  

 

B. Adopted Policies. 

 

CC Power shall only award CC Power contracts consistent with the following 

principles: 

 

1. Competitive, low carbon power supply  

 

a. CC Power Members supply low carbon power supply and services to 

customers at competitive rates. 

 

b. CC Power shall further the low carbon power supply and competitive 

rates of its Members.  

 

2. Workforce 

 

a. Whether or not a construction project is a public work as defined by the 

California Labor Code, contracting partners shall comply with 

California prevailing wage provisions applicable to public works 

projects, including but not limited to the Labor Code sections 

pertaining to employment of apprentices on public works projects.  

 

b. All construction work that falls within an apprenticeable occupation in 

the building and construction trades shall be performed by a skilled 

and trained workforce in accordance with Chapter 2.9 (commencing 

with Section 2600) of Part 1 of Division 2 of the Public Contract Code. 

 

c. A preference for a Project Labor Agreement (PLA) will be incorporated 

into the bidder evaluation ranking process: 

 

i. Adopting a PLA demonstrates meeting the requirements of 

payment of prevailing wages and use of apprentices and shall 

supersede the skilled and trained workforce requirement. 

ii. For projects that do not implement a PLA, an audit will be 

required to ensure compliance with payment of prevailing 

wages, compliance with skilled and trained workforce 

requirements and to evaluate use of apprenticeship programs. 

 

d. Encourage the use of local labor. 



November 9, 2021 

Page 11 

 

4994-011j  

e. CC Power-developed projects that will be jointly owned or directly 

contracted for construction by more than one CCA member shall be 

constructed through a multi-trade project labor agreement or through 

multiple such agreements, consistent with the Public Contract Code 

provisions authorizing such agreements by public agencies. 

 

3. Environmental 

 

a. All projects must meet the permitting requirements of the appropriate 

governing authority/authorities. 

 

b. State a preference for projects that avoid sensitive habitat areas. 

 

4. Environmental Justice  

 

a. Developers of construction projects shall state opposition to using 

forced labor in the supply chain. 

 

b. Developers of construction projects shall identify project benefits to 

local communities in their responses to requests for proposals. 

 

c. Developers of construction projects shall address in the request for 

proposal how the project will avoid or mitigate, to the extent feasible, 

potential environmental and environmental justice impacts of the 

project and if, and how, it will support workforce development for 

underserved communities and disadvantaged workers (for example, 

through participation in apprenticeship programs and/or partnerships 

with community workforce development groups). 

 

5. Unbundled Renewable Energy Credits (RECs) 

 

a. CC Power shall avoid projects involving the use of unbundled 

renewable energy credits (RECs) to meet its members’ renewable 

energy goals. 
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6. Local Jobs and Geographical Preference 

 

a. Ratepayer funds shall be spent with a preference to create local jobs. 

CC Power shall first give a preference to projects that are located in a 

county or city that receives electric service from one or more of the CC 

Power member CCAs, then to projects that are located within 

California, and then to projects whose first point of connection is 

within California.  

 

7. Public Advisory Committee 

 

a. CC Power shall form a public advisory committee, including labor, 

environmental and equity representatives, to ensure transparency and 

public engagement in CC Power's operations and procurement 

practices.  

 

III. CONCLUSION 

 

While the prior general manager engaged in productive meetings with 

stakeholders and developed strong project-specific policies approved by the entire 

board that were successfully applied to the solicitation process for CC Power’s long 

duration storage project, the Policy Subcommittee has since failed to engage with 

stakeholders in good faith. The policy now before you are utterly meaningless and 

goes back to where we started of forcing CCA members to negotiate compromise 

policies anew for each and every project – with no formal process for stakeholder 

notice, participation or engagement.  Rather than addressing the legitimate 

concerns that stakeholders have with the structure of this agency, the policy before 

you exacerbate and validates those concerns.  
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We urge the Board to reject this proposal and to direct the Subcommittee to 

come back with actual formal proposals that are substantially consistent with those 

proposed herein. The Coalition thanks CC Power for its consideration of these 

comments. 

 

      Sincerely, 

 

   
 

      Thomas A. Enslow 

       

 

 

TAE:ljl 

 

cc: Central Coast Community Energy board members ( HVowell@3ce.org) 

CleanPowerSF board members (cleanpowersf@sfwater.org) 

East Bay Community Energy board members (customer-support@ebce.org) 

MCE board members (info@mcdCleanEnergy.org) 

Peninsula Clean Energy board members (nwogberg@peninsulacleanenergy.com) 

Redwood Coast Energy Authority board members (info@redwoodenergy.org) 

San Jose Clean Energy board members (info@sanjosecleanenergy.org) 

Silicon Valley Clean Energy board members (info@svcleanenergy.org) 

Sonoma Clean Power board members (info@SonomaCleanPower.org) 

Valley Clean Energy board members (info@valleycleanenergy.org)   

mailto:HVowell@MBCP.org
mailto:cleanpowersf@sfwater.org
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mailto:info@redwoodenergy.org
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mailto:info@valleycleanenergy.org
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COALITION MEMBERS 

 

Blue Green Alliance 

California Alliance for Community Energy 

California Environmental Justice Alliance (CEJA) 

Center for Sustainable Neighborhoods 

Central Coast Alliance United for a Sustainable Economy (CAUSE) 

Community Environmental Council 

East Bay Clean Power Alliance 

Extinction Rebellion San Francisco Bay Area 

IBEW Local 6 

IBEW Local 234 

IBEW Local 413 

IBEW Local 595 

IBEW Local 617 

IBEW Local 639 

Let’s Green California 

Local Clean Energy Alliance 

Menlo Spark 

Santa Barbara County Action Network 

Sierra Club 

SLO Climate Coalition 

The Climate Center 

UCSB Environmental and Climate Justice Hub 
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