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Community Choice Energy Program 

Final Report - August 2016 
 

 

OVERVIEW 
Green Cities California (GCC), through a grant from the San Francisco Foundation, is continuing 

to provide support for the development of Community Choice Energy (CCE) programs across 

the San Francisco Bay Area, and particularly in the East Bay.  This is the Final Report for the 2015-

2016 GCC grant designed to accelerate the development of CCE options in Alameda County and, 

to the extent possible, the neighboring county of Contra Costa.  The consultant, Seth Baruch, is 

responsible for the success of the project. GCC member cities provided assistance as needed by 

Mr. Baruch, and GCC administered the grant and oversaw the Final Report.  

The Final Report updates the success of advancing CCE in Alameda and Contra Costa counties, 

and details of these findings are found in Appendices One through Six.  As part of this, it also 

provides the following: 

I. A listing of business stakeholders that would benefit from CCE in Alameda County 

(Stakeholder “Map”); 

II. A listing of the businesses briefed on CCE in both Alameda and Contra Costa counties; 

III. A listing of potential solar sites on both public and private land; and  

IV. Next steps for an East Bay CCE after the program is launched, focusing most on energy 

storage and microgrid programs.  

It is nothing short of remarkable how quickly the interest in CCE is expanding, especially in the 

East San Francisco Bay Area.  A newly added CCE is now operational in San Francisco, and 

feasibility studies have been funded in San Mateo, Silicon Valley, Monterey Bay, Contra Costa 

County and Alameda County.  

Because of the support from San Francisco Foundation, Seth Baruch could meet with several 

businesses, one of which was Green Charge Networks (GCN), an energy storage company.  Mr. 

Baruch drafted a letter that GCN is taking to several other clean energy businesses in the East 

Bay.  The letter will be sent to the Alameda County Board of Supervisors before their September 

meeting. It is anticipated that the Board will officially vote at that time on whether to launch the 

CCA program.  The letter expresses strong support for the CCA and emphasizes how it will help 

support the clean energy sector. 

The advancement in this region greatly exceeds the progress in southern California. There are a 

variety of reasons for this. One that stands out is the concerted effort in the Bay Area from 

many well-placed and well-informed organizations, funding institutions, and consultants. These 

committed advocates have been able to influence key decision-makers and the community that 

clean, renewable energy is the best choice for a healthy public, a robust economy, and will be a 

significant benefit for future generations.  
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OUTCOMES 
Using the Scope of Work as the guide, this section tracks the tasks and deliverables of the 

proposal. 

 

I. Continued Outreach in the East Bay  
 

Deliverables: 

1. Seth Baruch will develop a stakeholder map of the significant businesses in Alameda 
County and their potential role in supporting Community Choice Aggregation (CCA).  
Categories include energy service providers, businesses with large electricity loads, and 
unique operations, such as educational institutions. 

- UPDATE- Completed. See Appendix One. 
 

2. Seth Baruch will meet with up to one dozen individual businesses and more if possible, in 
order to inform them of the benefits of CCA and the efforts underway to establish a 
countywide CCA.  Key to these introductory meetings will be the technical study, 
currently underway in Alameda.   

- UPDATE- Completed. See Appendix Two. 
 

3. In addition to Alameda, neighboring Contra Costa County has expressed an interest in 
either setting up its own CCE program or joining Alameda’s effort, potentially creating a 
truly East Bay CCE program.  Seth Baruch will speak at county events, such as Board of 
Supervisor meetings, as well as meet with interested cities and inform them what is 
happening with CCE across the Bay Area.   

- UPDATE- Several meetings have taken place with Contra Costa local officials and 
stakeholders.  Seth Baruch spoke at several community events and met with city 
officials from several different cities in the County.  Contra Costa is now launching 
its own technical study to assess whether it should join MCE, start its own CCA or 
partner with Alameda County’s emerging program. 

 
 

II. Project Site Identification 
 
A goal of CCE programs to “democratize” energy and to enhance job creation in the region 

by making the electricity sources truly local.  This is especially the case for Alameda County.  

NOTE: This scope was slightly revised because both Alameda and Contra Costa Counties are 
launching their own local solar siting surveys; thus the GCC task would be duplicative. Mr. 
Baruch and GCC agreed to replace this activity with a list of potential innovative actions that 
CCA programs could take. This is outlined in Appendix Three.  Additional information is 
found in Objective V- Innovative Programs. 
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Deliverables: 

 

1. Interview landowners, solar companies and other experts in the field to identify potential 
sites in Alameda County and how many MW of wind and solar they could produce.   

- UPDATE- See note above and Appendix Three. 
 

2. Summarize the interviews in a brief Project Site Report that highlights the location of 
generation sites, potential energy generation, and the level of interest of hosts and 
sponsors. 

- UPDATE-See note above and Appendix Three. 
 

3. Deliver the Project Site Report to the CCE Steering Committee meeting, thereby 
addressing the need for local power generation.  This will help the County in its effort to 
increase support from local clean energy advocates while also softening opposition from 
the labor community, which has been skeptical about the job and local project potential 
of CCEs.   

- UPDATE- See note above and Appendix Three. 
 

 

III. Repository of CCA Arguments/Counterarguments 
 

The serious questions about CCA programs often force the CCA community to think more 

deeply about how its programs could be more successful.  Obviously, there are also 

questions that reflect a lack of accurate information.  Unfortunately, there is not 

currently a repository in CA with the answers to these questions.  The goal of establishing 

a repository is to provide municipal staff and elected officials the tools to anticipate and 

answer the most common questions.  Experience shows that when questions are 

answered incompletely or incorrectly, the audience loses confidence and trust in the 

supporters of CCA and skepticism increases.  Frequently asked questions and comments 

include the following: 

 Should the government really be involved in the power market? 

 Won’t our PG&E rates for delivery go up if everyone joins a CCA? 

 Is an opt-out program really a choice if everyone is automatically enrolled?  

 Will PG&E ask for rebates back if we join a CCE program? 

 CCEs use so many unbundled RECs, and in reality, aren’t they just greenwashing? 

 CCEs use so many short-term contracts – what about doing more long-term power 
procurement like the utilities do? 
  

Deliverables: 

1. Provide a comprehensive Frequently Asked Questions and Answers that outlines the 

main arguments against a CCE program and the accurate responses, vetted by 

technical and/or policy experts.  This is a 5-page document, and will be continuously 

updated. 

- UPDATES -- Completed and found in Appendix Four. 
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2. The document would be uploaded to the GCC website, 
http://www.greencitiescalifornia.org/, and sent directly to city/county officials and 
advocates around the State. 

- UPDATE- Will be uploaded to http://www.greencitiescalifornia.org/ no later than 
September 1, 2016. 

- UPDATE- permission granted by The San Francisco Foundation to distribute  Final 
Report to: 
a) GCC Members  
b) Request that The Local Government Commission send it to their constituents 
c) Post on the Urban Sustainability Directors Network website, which has about 

200 members nationwide. 
 

3. Invite advocates to provide additional questions, thereby developing a stronger 
Community Choice advocacy network and all can see the full range of challenging 
statements. 

- UPDATES- Completed.  A version of the FAQ found in Appendix Four has been 
provided at CCA program meetings and has been adapted and put on the 
websites of various programs, including Peninsula Clean Energy, Alameda’s 
CCA website and others. 

 

IV. Detailed Updates on CCE in the East Bay 
 

- UPDATES -- Completed and found in Appendix Five. 
 
 

V. Innovative Programs (Revised Scope of Work) 
 

Alameda will be by far the largest CCE program (see table below – this does not include 

the possibility of joining with Contra Costa), and could potentially be in the best position 

to develop and finance large-scale, innovative programs that bring the Community 

Choice model to a new level.  Described below are some of these ideas, which were 

developed based on a number of discussions with experts in the field.  These ideas could 

provide some inspiration to the CCE staff as they begin to roll out the program. 

- UPDATES -- Completed and found in Appendix Six. 

 CONCLUSION 
As previously mentioned, the Bay Area is fortunate to have so many well-informed and empowered 

advocates for CCE.  There is also a groundswell of interest about CCE from the community, 

something that has not been cultivated to the same extent in southern California.  With this interest 

comes an opportunity for projects, such as this one, to take root and grow.  While there is much to 

be proud of, there is still much more to do, especially with regards to advancing local power 

production, energy microgrid and energy storage education, and effective transfer of “proof of 

concept” from northern CA to southern CA.  The marketplace for CCE is still in its early phase of 

development, and there remains many opportunities for strengthening and expanding its reach. 

http://www.greencitiescalifornia.org/
http://www.greencitiescalifornia.org/
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APPENDIX ONE- BUSINESS STAKEHOLDER MAPPING  
 

I. Large Energy Users and Corporations Interested in Sustainability 
 

Data on large electricity users is relatively hard to come by, although some of this information 

will become available when the technical study for Alameda is published in the spring.  Data on 

electricity usage for manufacturers, for example, is not publicly available.  In addition, energy 

usage from large facilities such as the Oakland Airport and Port of Oakland may not be relevant 

because they are either served by their own power or receive it directly from the wholesale 

market under Direct Access (and are thus not eligible to be enrolled in a CCE program unless they 

end their DA supply contracts).  And there are literally hundreds of manufacturing facilities in 

Alameda County, so it would be difficult to list them all.  Mr. Baruch, however, will continue to 

conduct research on identifying the largest energy users in the County, so we can reach out to 

them during the CCE formation process.  That said, we can glean from other sources who large 

energy users may be (for example, see largest employers below).  This is important because a 

small number of large industries are no doubt responsible for a disproportionate amount of 

electricity demand – and thus should be contacted directly by the CCE closer to launch.  Once the 

CCE program is launched, it should have closer access to PG&E load data, which is being used for 

the technical study.   

In addition, we know of corporations based in the County that have particular influence and/or 

have reputations for being concerned about their “green image” and therefore could be 

particularly supportive of a CCE program.  A summary of the large energy users are provided in 

Appendix One, and divided into these categories: interested in sustainability, large employers 

Companies with sustainability concerns: 

A. VF Corp -- VF Outdoor, a subsidiary of VF Corporation opened its new corporate 

headquarters in Alameda, which is home to some of the company’s leading brands: The 

North Face, ® JanSport® and lucy®. The 14-acre campus was designed to highlight the 

brands’ outdoor ethos and commitment to the environment. VF Outdoor is one of the 

top ten largest private sector employers in the City of Alameda. 

 

B. Clorox – A leading manufacturer of cleaning products and based in Oakland, Clorox has 

states its commitment to reduce its environmental footprint.  This includes, among other 

goals, “reducing our operational footprint, improving the sustainability of our products and 

working to drive transparency and sustainability progress in our upstream supply chain. We 

have a dedicated Eco Team, and work to engage all employees, taking the approach that it is 

part of every Clorox employee’s job to help drive our Environmental Sustainability 

strategy.” 

 

C. Safeway: Safeway’s national headquarters is in Pleasanton.  Safeway Inc., operates 

Safeway, Vons, Pavilions, Randalls, Tom Thumb, and Carrs stores and is one of the largest 

food and drug retailers in the United States with sales of $36.1 billion in 2013. The 

company operates 1,332 stores in 20 states, 13 distribution centers, 19 manufacturing 
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plants, and employs approximately 138,000 employees.  Safeway also has an aggressive 

sustainability program, which would seem like a natural partner/advocate for a local CCE 

Program. 

 

D. Workday: Also headquartered in Pleasanton, Workday is an influential and rapidly-

growing tech firm.  From its website, “Workday supports the development of clean 

energy projects by offsetting 100 percent of the non-renewable electricity use in our 

office buildings and data centers. To achieve this, Workday purchased 23,525 MWh in 

renewable energy credits (RECs) in 2014.” 

 

E. Uber:  Uber will be moving its headquarters to Oakland and will thus be a major player in 

the East Bay.  It is another business that should be targeted. 

 

F. Tesla:  See TABLE ONE. 

 

G. Kaiser Permanente: See TABLE ONE. 

 

II. Largest Employers in Alameda 

According to the California Employment Development Department, listed below are the largest 

employers in Alameda County.  Of particular note is the connection to health care.  As is the 

trend nationally, more and more jobs are being created in health care.  Health care organizations, 

like Kaiser Permanente (headquartered in Oakland), are increasingly making the connection 

between climate change and public health.  This list also indicates the importance of educational 

institutions and national laboratories in the area. 
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TABLE ONE- LARGE EMPLOYERS IN ALAMEDA COUNTY 

Employer Name Location Industry 

Alameda County Law Enforcement Oakland  

Government Offices-

County  

Alameda County Sheriff's Ofc Oakland  

Government Offices-

County  

Alta Bates Summit Medical Ctr Oakland  Hospitals  

Alta Bates Summit Medical Ctr Berkeley  Hospitals  

Bayer Health Care Berkeley  

Laboratories-

Pharmaceutical (mfrs)  

Berkeley Coin & Stamp Foster's Berkeley  

Coin Dealers Supplies 

& Etc  

California State-East Bay Hayward  

Schools-Universities & 

Colleges Academic  

Coopervision Inc Advanced Pleasanton  

Optical Goods-

Wholesale  

East Bay Water Oakland  Transit Lines  

Highland Hospital Oakland  Hospitals  

Kaiser Permanente Medical Ctr Oakland  Hospitals  

Lawrence Livermore Natl Lab Livermore  

Small Arms 

Ammunition (mfrs)  

Life Scan Inc Fremont  

Physicians & Surgeons 

Equip & Supls-Mfrs  

Oakland Police Patrol Div  Oakland  Police Departments  

Residential & Student Svc Prog Berkeley  

Schools-Universities & 

Colleges Academic  

Safeway Inc Pleasanton  Grocers-Retail  

Tesla Motors Fremont  

Automobile Dealers-

Electric Cars  

Transportation Dept-California Oakland  

Government Offices-

State  

http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=549584175
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=833340508
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=833631245
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=473938462
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=903660561
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=988720173
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=001451319
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=455294231
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=549496123
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=690076153
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=001451947
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=902119999
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=441384625
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=968784777
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=455120451
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=009606492
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=833859960
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=473926533
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Ucsf Benioff Children's Hosp Oakland  Hospitals  

University of California Berkeley  

Schools-Universities & 

Colleges Academic  

Valley Care Health System Livermore  Hospitals  

Washington Hospital Healthcare Fremont  Hospitals  

Waste Management Oakland  Garbage Collection  

Western Digital Corp Fremont  

Electronic Equipment 

& Supplies-Mfrs  

Not included in the above list but are still important employers are Pixar Studios (Emeryville) 
and Pandora (Oakland). 

 
III. Clean Energy Companies:  The East Bay is a hub for renewable energy and clean tech 

companies.  While there are too many to list here, below are some key companies that are 
likely to be interested in working with or promoting a CCE program that focuses renewable 
energy, energy efficiency and energy storage.  One thing has become clear, however, in 
discussions with some of these businesses: companies that already have established 
relationships with the investor-owned utilities may be hesitant to speak out publicly in favor 
of CCE programs.  However, many companies are happy to work behind the scenes to 
support efforts that could increase the demand for their products and services. 

 

A. SunPower:  SunPower is a leading developer of solar projects with a large office in 
Richmond. See description of meeting below. 

 
B. Sungevity:  Based in Oakland, Sungevity designs, installs, finances and maintains solar 

projects in the residential and commercial sectors. 
 

C. Mosaic:  Based in the East Bay, Mosaic offers homeowners a way to get rooftop solar 
panels for no money down and pay off the costs over 20 years. The cash comes from 
small investors pooling their money online, who earn interest on their loans.  Essentially 
Mosaic uses crowdsourcing to allow people to get solar on their homes.  One could easily 
imagine how a CCE program could work with Mosaic to institute such a program within 
its service territory.  The CCE could, for example, advertise locally to get people to invest 
into a pool that helps develop specifically local solar programs. 

 
D. Grid Alternatives:  Grid Alternatives is a non-profit organization that promotes solar 

projects in low income areas.  Although it works around the county, the group is based in 
Oakland.  Their core program, providing no- to very-low-cost solar power for low-income 
families while providing hands-on installation experience for job seekers and community 
volunteers. The group administers California's two dedicated single-family low-income 
solar incentive programs, Single Family Affordable Solar Homes (SASH) (California Public 
Utilities Commission) and the Low-Income Weatherization Program - solar 
component (CA Dept. of Community Services and Development).  Much more so than in 

http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=902126077
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=405909882
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=414781637
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=102649852
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=104122437
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/aspdotnet/databrowsing/empDetails.aspx?menuchoice=emp&geogArea=0604000001&empId=404302581
http://www.csd.ca.gov/Services/LowincomeWeatherizationProgram.aspx
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other locations, Alameda’s CCE advocates have been thinking of how to create jobs and 
link project development to poverty alleviation.  Grid Alternatives would be a natural 
partner. 

 
E. NextEra:  NextEra is one of the wind developers in the Altamont Pass that is repowering 

many of the old turbines with new, more efficient models that can both generate more 
power and reduce avian mortality.  They are currently looking for customers (including 
CCE programs) to be an off-taker for a section of the Altamont Pass that will not be 
repowered until a customer is found.  One section has already been taken up by Kaiser 
Permanente and Google.  The hope, from the County’s perspective, is that the power 
from these facilities can be kept at home – one of the reasons why Alameda County 
leaders supported CCE in the first place.   
 

F. Altamont Wind: Another wind developer in the County that is looking to repower its 
portion of the resource area, but is further behind than NextEra and EDF – and thus the 
timing might be better for an East Bay CCE than NextEra. 

 
G. Tesla: Although headquartered in Palo Alto, Tesla’s factory in Fremont.  Tesla is already 

working on an energy storage pilot with Marin Clean Energy and if a new and much larger 
CCE were developed in the East Bay, Tesla would be a natural supporter.  The hook for 
Tesla would be a CCE that promotes EV charging stations and new energy storage 
incentives.   

 
H. Alphabet Energy: A leading manufacturer of thermoelectric generators that use waste 

heat to generate electricity.  Based in Berkeley. 
 

I. Primus Power: A Hayward-based manufacturer of large-scale batteries for energy storage 
applications. 

 
J. Fulcrum Bioenergy: Based in Pleasanton, Fulcrum converts solid waste, such as what 

would go into landfills, into diesel and jet fuels.  The company recently signed a deal to 
provide fuel to United Airlines. 

 
K. Bright Source Energy:  Oakland-based developer of large, utility-scale solar projects. 

 
L. Powerhouse:  Based in Oakland, Powerhouse is an incubator for solar companies.  They 

currently have 20 companies in the program and are a resource for entrepreneurs with 
new ideas.  If accepted, entrepreneurs receive cash investment, free office space in the 
Incubator, connections to investors and introductions to industry leaders.   A group with 
so many budding young entrepreneurs would be a natural place to find CCE supporters. 

 
IV. Local solar installers The recommendation to the County should be that when city councils 

start voting on CCE resolutions that these companies be contacted to participate in public 
meetings to demonstrate local business support. 



Green Cities California Final Report  Page 11 of 40 

 

 

Solar Berkeley CA 
A1 Sun Inc Berkeley CA 94707 
Better Energy Systems Berkeley CA 94710 
Borrego Solar Systems Inc Berkeley CA 94710 
Solar City Berkeley CA 94710 
Solucar Berkeley CA 94704 
Sun Light & Power Co Berkeley CA 94710 
Sungevity Berkeley CA 94709 

 
Solar Castro Valley CA 

The Solar Company Castro Valley CA 94546 
 
Solar Dublin CA 

T&T Solar Service Dublin CA 94568 
 
Solar Fremont CA 

Integrated Solar Tech Inc Fremont CA 94538 
Sierra Solar Power Fremont CA 94538 
Solaria Fremont CA 94538 

 
Solar Hayward CA 

Halus Power Systems Hayward CA 94544 
Optisolar Hayward CA 94544 

 
Solar Livermore CA 

Cool Earth Solar Livermore CA 94550 
Solar Bos Livermore CA 94551 

 
Solar Oakland CA 

Fuji Solar Inc Oakland CA 94605 
Heat Source Oakland CA 94606 
Solar Infiniti Corp Oakland CA 94612 
SPG Solar Oakland CA 94612 

 
Solar Pleasanton CA 

Pure Gen Pleasanton CA 94566 
 
Solar San Leandro CA 

Solar Infiniti Corp San Leandro CA 94577 
 
Solar Union City CA 

Four Seasons Solar Union City CA 94587 
Priyam Union City CA 94587 

 

V. Chambers of Commerce:  Almost every city in Alameda County has a chamber of commerce, 
which is obviously a critical way to reach out to the business community.  Past experience has 
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indicated that some chambers are more friendly to green initiatives than others (see * below, 
which indicates something related to green or sustainability issues on a particular chamber’s 
website).  These would likely the first targets for potential County or CCE program staff to 
meet with.  By speaking at chamber events, CCEs can very effectively reach out to the 
business community and identify potential champions who can speak out at city council 
meetings, etc.  Equally as important, these events provide an opportunity to hear potential 
objections and concerns from the business community.  Some companies are hesitant to go 
against an incumbent utility and have ideological opposition to programs managed by public 
agencies.  In either case, chamber members are a critical constituency to reach out to. 

TABLE TWO- CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE 

Albany The Albany Chamber of Commerce has approximately 150 business 
and community members. A completely independent organization 
(with no ties to State, National or other Chambers of Commerce), it 
hosts monthly business mixers and provide small business 
workshops, seminars and other professional development for 
business owners. 

Emeryville* From website: The Emeryville Chamber of Commerce joins the City 
of Emeryville in taking pride in converting from a City that was once 
known for a high level of toxic contamination to a modern, clean 
and environmentally-friendly place to live, work, shop and conduct 
business. This evolving aspect of Emeryville’s transformation 
manifests itself in a variety of services and programs for business, 
residents and visitors. The Emeryville Chamber of Commerce has 
partnered with the Alameda County Green Business Program to 
promote environmentally sustainable business practices. The 
Emeryville Chamber of Commerce has been recognized as an 
Alameda County Green Business since 2006. 

Berkeley* The Berkeley Chamber of Commerce is a private, not-for-profit 
organization established in 1900 to support business in Berkeley. 

Dublin Chartered in 1968, the Dublin Chamber of Commerce is dedicated 
to the promotion of the Dublin Business Community as one of the 
best cities in which to do business.  Membership is made up of 
large and small retailers, professionals, service oriented businesses, 
corporations, schools, churches and nonprofit organizations 

Pleasanton* From their website: “Green business is becoming business as usual 
in Pleasanton. Operating your company efficiently saves money, 
period. Whether you call it clean, lean or green, efficient business 
practices keep your company current, competitive, and in 
environmental compliance. Business practices that save waste and 
resources also improve employee morale, meet community and 
customer expectations, and increase your chances of attracting 
positive press coverage. Smart businesses in Pleasanton know that 
green business is good business.” 

Livermore Livermore -- http://www.livermorechamber.org/  The Livermore 
Valley Chamber of Commerce is one of the fastest growing 

http://www.livermorechamber.org/
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chambers in California.  Also relevant for Livermore is the local wine 
association https://www.lvwine.org/, which has 22 members.  In the 
case of Sonoma Clean Power, the vineyards were some of the most 
ardent advocates for Community Choice because they wanted to 
promote their green image.   

Fremont The Fremont Chamber of Commerce is an association of nearly 
1,000 businesses who employ over 40,000 people. 

Newark The Newark Chamber of Commerce is a member-based business 
advocacy organization providing a strong voice in support of 
creating and maintaining the economic vitality of our businesses 
and community. 

Oakland (and 
Piedmont) 

Founded more than one hundred years ago, the Oakland 
Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce is still one of the most 
influential forces in local government and regional economic 
development.  With some 1,000 members, the Chamber is actively 
involved in public policy and providing valuable resources to our 
members. 

Oakland African 
American Chamber of 
Commerce 

The OAACC was established in 2003. It is a private non-profit 
organization whose mission is to protect, represent and support 
the interests of the business community in Oakland. The OAACC 
provides a number of services for its 400 plus business associates 
and members including legal services, dispute resolution, receiving 
foreign business delegations and sending delegates abroad, 
organizing trade fairs and economic forums, organizing training 
programs for entrepreneurs, serving business groups and councils, 
providing banking and financial services, business matching 
services, access to updated research and numerous reports, and 
other services that meet and assist associates and members to 
network and grow, thereby enhancing the investment environment 
in Oakland. 

Union City The Union City Chamber of Commerce is a private, voluntary, not-
for-profit organization of business and professional people 
dedicated to improving the economic environment of the Union 
City community and fostering the development of business growth 
and prosperity.  

San Leandro* Highlights on their website: The Zero Net Energy (ZNE) Center is an 
educational facility that supports over 2,000 apprentice and journey-
level electricians in Alameda County. The ZNE Center embraces 
innovative building design features and state-of-art technologies to 
reach zero net energy. Located in San Leandro, California, the project 
is a retrofit of a 1980s office building that is on track to achieve zero 
net energy. Once complete, the 46,000 sq. ft ZNE Center will be a 
leader in the zero energy industry as one of the largest zero energy 
buildings in California and in the U.S. 

Hayward No information available 

Castro Valley/Eden 
Canyon 

The Castro Valley/Eden Area Chamber of Commerce serves the 
communities of Ashland, Castro Valley, Cherryland and San 

https://www.lvwine.org/
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Lorenzo. Comprising the Eden Area, these communities offer rich 
and diverse opportunities to learn, shop, work, play and live.  
http://www.edenareachamber.com/.   

 
 

VI. Key Public Agencies:  Important players in the East Bay include BART, AC Transit and the East 
Bay Municipal Water District (as well as other, smaller water service providers).   

 
A. EBMUD is interesting because they are an energy generator, collecting methane from 

their wastewater operations to generate electricity, and the agency sits on the Alameda 
County CCE Steering Committee.  EBMUD could also be a partner for an innovative 
program with Lucid Energy (see below).     

 
B. BART is obviously a huge energy user and its corporate headquarters is in Oakland.  

Alameda would be the first CCE program (other than San Mateo if that program launches 
first) that would have a large BART presence.  BART has a sustainability policy that 
includes the following: 

 
1) Promote sustainable, transit-oriented development in the communities BART 

serves to maximize the use of BART as the primary mode of transportation.  
 

2) Enhance the use of resource-efficient and environmentally-friendly access modes 
(e.g., bikes, walking, etc.), and other sustainable features at BART’s new and 
existing stations.  
 

3) Effectively incorporate proven sustainable materials, methods, and technologies 
into BART’s Facilities Standard to increase life-cycle value including reduction of 
energy and resource use 
 

4) Apply sustainable techniques and procedures into BART’s maintenance projects 
and operations in a cost-effective manner. 

 
C. AC Transit:  AC Transit is the bus company that covers most of the East Bay, including 

Contra Costa County.  AC Transit has worked to be a model of environmental 
stewardship by adopting a climate action plan.  The agency has a goal of reducing its 
emissions by 15% be 2020.  AC Transit recently installed over 2500 photovoltaic (PV) solar 
panels on the roofs of its Hayward and Oakland-Seminary Divisions. These new PV 
systems deliver a significant portion of the power required to operate each facility during 
the day. 

 
VII. Educational Institutions and National Laboratories:   

The East Bay is home to key institutions that are leaders in the energy sector, such as UC 
Berkeley, Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory, Lawrence Livermore Laboratory and others.  The 
national labs, in particular, focus so much attention on energy that they are a natural ally for 
community choice.  Mr. Baruch is trying to set up a meeting with UC Berkeley, which is the 
only UC campus in California that buys electricity from the incumbent utility.  Other campuses 
have their own suppliers, so UC Berkeley is unique in that it can directly benefit from a CCE 
program.  And it’s obviously a major player and energy user in the area.   

http://www.edenareachamber.com/
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APPENDIX TWO – Specific Business Outreach Meetings 
For all of the companies and organizations listed below, Seth Baruch asked if they would be willing 
to support CCE in a public way (participation in City Council or Board of Supervisor meetings), or 
write letters of support about how Community Choice programs can benefit the business sector.  
Most companies said yes, but the timing of seeking such support should be carefully considered . 
Public efforts by businesses is going to be most effective closer to when an East Bay CCE would 
launch. 
 

1. Clean Coalition:  The Clean Coalition is a local organization that has done a solar-siting survey 
for a customer in Southern California.  This solar-site survey concept is important as it relates 
to Task 2.  Specifically, these surveys undertake a deeper level of analysis than simple Google 
Earth images to scope out potential projects (parking lots, commercial/industrial rooftops, 
brownfields, etc.).  This information is then compared against the ability of the grid to absorb 
this power, so they look at nearby feeder capacity.  For example, you could have 5 MW of 
solar potential, but the nearest interconnection point can absorb only 1 MW without costly 
upgrades.   
 

2. Community Bank of the Bay: A potentially significant barrier in starting CCE programs is to 
obtain the capital necessary to start the program – including staff costs, marketing (opt-out 
notices specifically) and other expenses required before revenues start coming in.  This will 
be a particular issue for a CCE program covering an area and load as big as Alameda County’s.  
Based in Oakland, CBB is a local lending institution.  In the course of our meeting, we 
explained the CCA concept and arranged a second meeting with River City Bank, which 
helped capitalize Marin Clean Energy’s program.  Seth Baruch attended that second meeting 
as well.  CBB is an important financial institution in Alameda and upon hearing about River 
City's experience, would be supportive of providing an East Bay CCA with its initial start-up 
capital.  Another key need for capital is paying for the initial power purchases, which has to 
be done before ratepayer revenues start flowing in.  Both Marin and Sonoma required this 
financial support, and CBB -- upon hearing about MCE's positive experience from River City 
Bank -- would be interested in exploring with the County the possibility of having CBB 
provide this capital to an East Bay CCA.  Community Bank of the Bay is a local bank, which 
would also have good optics.  Having a potential financing source in the East Bay will be 
important as we get closer to launch.  That said, most local banks would want to see a loan 
guarantee – Marin and Sonoma Counties both provided loan guarantees when MCE and SCP 
were just launching and this will potentially be an issue in Alameda, given its size.   

 
3. SunPower is a major solar developer with a big office in Richmond.  SunPower, like a number 

of solar companies, have been following Community Choice closely.  Because so many 
communities in California have been moving towards CCEs, the solar industry is somewhat 
forced to take notice because they’re beginning to see a fundamental shift in the overall 
energy generation model in California.  While SunPower is privately very supportive of CCE, 
they have to be careful what they say publicly because they have a number of utility 
contracts.  This is likely to be the case with a lot of solar companies, which is unfortunate, 
because their voice would be a great way to encourage CCE in the East Bay.  That said, local 
solar installers would be a good segment to target in terms of recruiting supportive 
businesses.  As for SunPower, they see CCEs as a key market and have been developing 
integrated offerings (solar + energy storage and energy efficiency, for example) that would 
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target the CCE market.  SunPower is also interested in having discussions with a state agency 
that could provide loan guarantees to get CCE programs off the ground.  This agency, the 
California Alternative Energy and Advanced Transportation Financing Authority (CAEATFA) 
works collaboratively with public and private partners to provide financing solutions for 
increasing the development and deployment of renewable energy sources, energy efficiency, 
and advanced transportation.  See http://www.treasurer.ca.gov/caeatfa/.  SunPower sees 
CAEATFA as a potential source of loan guarantees and would be interested in facilitating a 
discussion between the agency, Alameda County and local banks when the time is 
appropriate – probably later in the year.   

 
4. Baylands Development:  Baylands is actually a region in San Mateo County, located along 

Route 101, just north of SFO.  While not in the East Bay, it provides some useful lessons to 
consider.  Like many parts of the East Bay (Fremont, Hayward, Oakland, etc.), Baylands area 
was once a large industrial zone, but now developers are looking to turn it into a model of 
sustainability, with mostly residential and small commercial/retail development.  The hope is 
to be as close to net energy zero as possible, and the developers proactively reached out to 
the emerging San Mateo CCA – Peninsula Clean Energy – to see how PCE could help assist in 
sustainability solutions.  Seth Baruch facilitated the meeting and talked about models for 
encouraging new development to be as green as possible, particularly through the 
development of local solar projects, financed through power purchase agreements that 
could sell power to the CCA program.  There is enough land to have rooftop solar for the 
buildings as well as ground mounted solar that would sell power to PCE.  PCE could also work 
with Baylands to develop energy storage solutions.  Again, this provides a model for how and 
East Bay CCE can be linked with new development in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties.  
The City of Dublin, for example, is the fastest growing city in the Bay Area.   

 
5. Arc Consulting:  As described above, Arc Consulting provides solar siting assistance and will 

also submit a proposal to Alameda County for a local build-out assessment (see Task 2 
update below).  The company actually suggested a different take on the Clean Coalition’s 
solar siting survey.  Arc recommended looking at energy rebate data (which is available from 
the PUC) and assessing differences in rebate applications over time and in different 
locations.  For example, if you have a large number of applications for rebates from the 
California Solar Initiative (CSI) in a certain location at a certain time, can one glean from that 
data potential policies or programs that were effective in increasing the rate of solar 
penetration.  That kind of analysis would be directly beneficial for a CCE program, which can 
of course develop its own initiatives to promote distributed generation.       

 
6. Kaiser Permanente:  Kaiser is the largest non-profit provider of health care in the country, 

with more than 1,000 buildings and almost 40 hospitals, most of them in California.  Kaiser is 
headquartered in Oakland, with a number of administrative buildings in the city.  Kaiser also 
has large medical campuses in Oakland, San Leandro, Richmond, Antioch, Walnut Creek and 
is growing rapidly.  Kaiser is also noteworthy because it has undertaken a large-scale 
sustainability effort to reduce its own carbon footprint, in large part because it makes the 
direct connection between climate change and health.  In many of its public statements, a 
rationale for its investments in both on-site and off-site renewable energy is that climate 
change directly and adversely affects the health of its members (the presence of the Zika 
virus in the US being the most tangible recent example).  Decisions about whether individual 
Kaiser facilities join CCE programs are made at the local level – for example, its medical office 

http://www.treasurer.ca.gov/caeatfa/
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building in San Rafael recently joined Marin Clean Energy.  The key issue with Kaiser is that 
many of its facilities in California are on direct access, meaning they buy directly from the 
wholesale market.  Sites on direct access (DA) typically get cheaper power than bundled 
electricity customers and are not eligible for CCEs unless they choose to leave DA service.  It’s 
not clear yet whether Kaiser would actively push for CCE programs, but the headquarters can 
encourage individual facilities to join CCEs when the programs launch.   

 
7. Noble Energy: Noble provides the critical data management services for CCEs.  These 

services include creating customer call centers and coordination of all billing with PG&E, 
tracking and processing customer opt-outs, opt-ins, etc.  For Noble, CCEs are an important 
part of their business model in an evolving California energy market.  They said they would be 
willing to bring other companies to public hearings on CCEs, particularly groups like Kaiser, 
which might have a strong influence on local decision makers. 

 
8. Lucid Energy:  Seth Baruch had a discussion with Lucid Energy, which has a fascinating 

technology.  The company installs microturbines into gravity fed water pipes to provide 
constant and emissions free electricity.  They have already done some projects in California 
and are a perfect fit for CCE programs.  See http://www.lucidenergy.com/.  Lucid Energy 
would be very interested in supporting CCE programs in any way it can if that means that CCE 
programs can help establish relationships with local water companies and have its 
technology installed.  It offers power purchase agreements and can sell electricity directly to 
the CCE program – and the prices have traditionally been comparable to other renewable 
resources, but it can generate electricity (albeit on a small scale) pretty much on a 24/7 basis.   
 

9. GridScape:  GridScape provides software and hardware used in microgrid controllers and 
electric vehicle charging stations.  The company is based in Fremont and attended a meeting 
of the Fremont City’s Sustainable Resource Committee, where CCE was on the agenda.  
Fremont is the second largest city in Alameda and would be a very important member of the 
JPA.  Gridscape offered to continue to push Fremont to join the CCE program, as well as 
participate in County-level meetings. 
 

10. Green Charge Networks:  Green Charge Networks is an energy storage company based in 
Santa Clara that has a specific interest in Community Choice.  After briefing GCN on CCE in 
Alameda, they offered to send company officials to Supervisor Board meetings to speak out 
in support of CCE. 
 

11. Natel Energy: Natel Energy is an Alameda-based company that designs low-impact, small-
hydro projects in California and around the world.  Natel already has some projects that could 
be of interest to the CCE program and uses a technology that is able to generate energy at 
very low flows and low drops, thus enabling more energy production with little or no 
environmental impacts.   
 

12. Livermore Winery Association:  Seth Baruch developed a one-page information flyer on CCE 
and reached out to the Livermore Winery Association.  The Association sent out the one 
pager to all of its two dozen or so members, so the wineries are aware of this initiative (the 
Sonoma CCE program was greatly helped by support of the wine industry there).   
 

http://www.lucidenergy.com/
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13. Stem: Stem is an energy storage company that has hundreds of megawatts of battery 
projects installed throughout California and the US.  STEM offered to specifically explore 
with GCC how the energy storage contracts with the big utilities can be adapted to the 
Community Choice model.  This concepts was articulated in the “Innovative Programs” 
section above, and Stem would be a key ally to make this idea a reality. 
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APPENDIX THREE-  Local Project Identification 
 

In Alameda County, the two major renewable resources are wind and solar.  The main wind resource 

is the well-known Altamont Wind Resource Area, which has had wind turbines since the 1980s.  

However, those older, less efficient turbines are being phased out and being replaced with much 

larger units.  This repowering of the entire area is providing great opportunities for the generation 

and sale of new wind power.  Some of this new development has already been sold to corporate off-

takers, such as Kaiser Permanente and Google.  But much potential still remains.   

According to a County environmental impact review, the area has the potential of 450 MW of energy 

production.  NextEra Energy Resources' $180 million Golden Hills Project will see the installation of 

48 wind turbines, generating 86 MW of wind energy across roughly 7 square miles. The project will 

replace 775 existing turbines and is expected to be constructed by late 2015.  The other project, EDF 

Renewable Energy's Patterson Pass Wind Project, will generate close to 20 megawatts of energy 

with 7 to 12 turbines.  The turbines will be placed on the north side of Patterson Pass Road and cover 

about one-and-a-half square miles.  Other projects planned for the next several years include the 80-

megawatt Mulqueeney Ranch project by Brookfield Renewable, a 95-megawatt project by Altamont 

Winds, and Ogin Inc.'s Sand Hill Wind Project, a 4 MW test of "shrouded" turbines with the potential 

for 30 more MW added later.  All of these latter projects could potentially be CCE projects.  In these 

cases, we know the landowners are interested in development because old wind turbines are already 

on their lands.  Repowering these facilities will generate more electricity with a lower environmental 

footprint (fewer turbines, fewer bird deaths). 
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Solar Potential on Public Lands 

With regards to solar power, the potential in the County is in the many thousands of megawatts as 

previous studies have indicated.  One particularly relevant program – and a model for developing 

solar projects for an East Bay CCA is the Regional Renewable Energy Procurement Project (R-REP).  

R-REP is a collaborative effort by local governments in the Bay Area to purchase solar systems for on-

site generation at public facilities. Led by the County of Alameda, R-REP includes 186 sites owned by 

19 public agencies. These projects have the potential to generate approximately 31 megawatts of 
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renewable power at sites such as community centers, libraries, fire stations, medical facilities, city 

halls and educational facilities.  About 13 MW have been built to date.  Listed below are several sites 

that have been identified in the County.  Most of these sites have not yet been developed, and 

potentially provides an opportunity for the CCE program to implement them once launched.  After 

the list below is a screenshot of all the sites on public agency lands that were identified by the R-REP 

program.  The map indicates the sites that have been further developed, but also included is a much 

greater number of red dots.  These are sites that the R-REP program has no intention of developing 

but are still viable.  These are located on firehouses, arts centers, community centers, city 

warehouses, local parks and other facilities.  Mr. Baruch met with the General Services 

Administration (GSA), the agency that runs the R-REP program, and they expressed support for 

coordinating with a new Community Choice program.  Keep in mind that all of these sites are owned 

by public agencies – much of them by the County itself – and thus we know these landowners are 

interested.   

Agency: County of Alameda 
Site: Martinelli Event Center (GROUND MOUNT) 
Address: 3575 Greenville Rd Livermore, CA 
Recommended System Capacity (kWDC): 3974.4 
 
Agency: County of Alameda 
Site: Contract Services 
Address: 2425 E 12th St Oakland, CA 
Recommended System Capacity (kWDC): 125.6 
 
Agency: County of Alameda 
Site: SSA Enterprise 
Address: 8477 Enterprise Way Oakland, CA 
Recommended System Capacity (kWDC): 186.7 
 
Agency: County of Alameda 
Site: Eden Township Station 
Address: 15001 Foothill Blvd San Leandro, CA 
Recommended System Capacity (kWDC): 217 
 
Agency: County of Alameda 
Site: Fremont Library 
Address: 2400 Stevenson Blvd Fremont, CA 
Recommended System Capacity (kWDC): 178.0 
 
Agency: Hayward Area Recreation and Park District (HARD) 
Site: Hayward Plunge 
Address: 24176 Mission Blvd Hayward, CA 
Recommended System Capacity (kWDC): 63.0 
 
Agency: Hayward Area Recreation and Park District (HARD) 
Site: Mission Hills Golf Course 
Address: 225 Industrial Pkwy Hayward, CA 
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Recommended System Capacity (kWDC): 262.0 
 
Agency: County of Alameda 
Site: Turner Court 
Address: 951 Turner Ct Hayward, CA 
Recommended System Capacity (kWDC): 355.0 
 
Agency: County of Alameda 
Site: Turner Court 
Address: 951 Turner Ct Hayward, CA 
Recommended System Capacity (kWDC): 355.0 
Contracted System Size: 367.2 
 
Agency: County of Alameda 
Site: Winton Ave - Landfill Site 
Address: 4001 West Winton Ave Hayward, CA 
Recommended System Capacity (kWDC): 5000.0 
 
Agency: UC Berkeley 

Site: University Village 

Address: 1125 Jackson St Albany, CA 

Recommended System Capacity (kWDC): 556.0 

Agency: UC Berkeley 

Site: Recreational Sports Facility 

Address: Bancroft Way at Ellsworth St Berkeley, CA 

Recommended System Capacity (kWDC): 197.0 

Agency: County of Alameda 
Site: Contract Services 
Address: 2425 E 12th St Oakland, CA 
Recommended System Capacity (kWDC): 125.6 
 
Agency: County of Alameda 
Site: SSA-Adult, Aging Family Services 
Address: 7751 Edgewater Dr Oakland, CA 
Recommended System Capacity (kWDC): 267 
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Solar Siting Survey for Private Lands: 

As mentioned briefly above, the Clean Coalition is a local organization that has done a solar-siting 
survey for a customer in Southern California.  These surveys undertake a deeper level of analysis than 
simple Google Earth images to scope out potential projects (parking lots, commercial/industrial 
rooftops, brownfields, etc.).  This information is then compared against the ability of the grid to 
absorb this power, so they look at nearby feeder capacity.  For example, you could have 5 MW of 
solar potential, but the nearest interconnection point can absorb only 1 MW without costly upgrades.   
 
Because Task 2 is focused on local project identification, Seth Baruch met with the Clean Coalition 
about how best to develop projects and outreach to landowners.  As a result of this conversation, 
Mr. Baruch introduced the Executive Director of the Clean Coalition to the Alameda County official in 
charge of setting up the CCE program.  At this meeting, the County expressed a strong interest is 
paying the Clean Coalition to replicate the survey it did in Southern California (see http://www.clean-
coalition.org/resource/solar-siting-surveys/) in Alameda.  Mr. Baruch then organized a second 
meeting between the County and local advocates, who have been pushing for local build-out studies.  
The advocates were pleased with the idea of a solar siting survey, and the County asked Mr. Baruch 
to identify two other consultants that can carry out similar work.  This is a requirement for the 

http://www.clean-coalition.org/resource/solar-siting-surveys/
http://www.clean-coalition.org/resource/solar-siting-surveys/
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County to get some competitive bids, and Mr. Baruch has met with another group, Arc Consulting 
(see section above).  All of this discussion is important because it seems more likely Alameda County 
will be able to undertake a much more robust local build out analysis than was contemplated in this 
original GCC scope.  Thus, with regards to Task 2, Mr. Baruch has, for the moment, been focused on 
leveraging GCC resources with the County.  If that is successful, the result will be a much larger and 
more detailed solar siting analysis than would have otherwise been the case.  Based on the feedback 
from local advocates, that will remove a large impediment to the launch of a CCE program in 
Alameda.  Just as a reference, the S. California study identified 162 MW of solar project potential 
within SCE’s service territory, and we know Alameda has a lot of brownfields, commercial parking 
lots, industrial zones and other degraded lands that would be perfect for solar projects.   
 

Excerpts from Scope of Work Solar Siting Survey to be completed by Alameda County 

This effort will primarily utilize the Geographical Information System (GIS) ArcGIS, with results 

summarized in spreadsheet and Google Earth (KMZ) format. Consultant may also utilize solar 

sizing and siting tools from Pictometry and Helioscope. 

Site Identification  

Consultant will identify appropriate solar sites which may include rooftops, parking lots, parking 

garages and other privately owned properties and brownfield sites that have the solar potential 

of 500 kW or higher. Necessary footprint to host this size system will be estimated based on 

Consultant’s experience siting solar system from 500 kW to 20 MW. All Sites within the County 

that meet this basic screening criterion will be identified. 

Using ArcGIS, Consultant will develop a geospatial database of sites by incorporating relevant 

GIS layers for Alameda County, including, but not limited to, parcel and ownership data, recent 

high quality aerial imagery, public lands and parklands, geology, political boundary information, 

brownfield sites, slopes, and where available, electrical infrastructure information. Consultant 

anticipates working with County mapping personnel as necessary to identify the most recent and 

relevant GIS layers, as well as to produce mapping compatible with County standards. 

Based on initial discussions, we anticipate screening of sites will exclude, at a minimum, parcels 

too small to host the minimum target system size, greenfield sites, public properties included in 

the REAP program, sites with limited solar resource, sites that already have solar, and other 

criteria which will make solar development costly or prohibitive. Based on our experience 

overseeing numerous canopy projects, Consultant may also recommend screening out canopy 

sites that are close to fault lines and in bay mud, as construction in these areas tends to be 

prohibitively expensive, particularly for wholesale projects. Screening criteria will be further 

refined in coordination with the Client prior to the survey.  

Site Sizing  

For sites that pass the initial screening, Consultant will estimate the square footage of available 

footprint for roof, canopy or groundmount installations. Based on available footprint, a 

conceptual system size would be estimated based on typical solar densities for the various 
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installation types and the site conditions. The example below illustrates a parking lot polygon 

and the density of canopies that could be developed within that polygon.  

 

 

 

Concepts such as this would be used to establish typical densities, as well as example production 

yields for Alameda County.  The above layout was developed in Helioscope with typical solar 

components and industry standard grade production modeling. 

This methodology would generate a database of potential sites, system sizes, and production 

estimates. Consultant should also layer in build cost based on current market costs.  

Site Ranking 

Consultant will rank the candidate sites by potential size and feasibility based on a weighting of 

factors including financial, technical and constructability criteria. Ranking criteria would be 

developed in coordination with the Client.  

Deliverables 

1. Report summary and a presentation in PPT format.  

2. Excel database of feasible sites with the following data (to be refined with Client): 
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a. Relevant geospatial information for each property, including parcel, address and 
owner 

b. Available PV footprint 
c. Nameplate PV sizes 
d. Estimated production 
e. Estimated build price 
f. Ranking of sites 

3. Map file (KMZ) for Google Earth to view site and landmark data geographically. 

4. ArcGIS data files 
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APPENDIX FOUR-   Community Choice Energy:  Questions, Concerns, 

Answers 
 

Question/Concern Answer 
 

The government 
shouldn’t be in the 
power business.  Isn’t 
this just another 
government program?   

Actually, public power is nothing new in California – there’s been 
publicly-owned power as long as there’s been power.  Many cities, 
including Sacramento, Los Angeles and dozens of smaller 
municipalities, have their own utilities, all with the same level of 
reliability as private or investor-owned utilities (IOUs).  Across the 
country, there are more than 2,000 publicly-owned utilities (POUs), 
serving more than 48 million people or about 14 percent of the nation's 
electricity consumers.  And in California, the rates for public utilities are 
typically 10-25% less than the IOUs, like PG&E.  Part of the reason is that 
POUs are non-profit enterprises that pay no income taxes or 
shareholder dividends.  This is also the case for CCEs, although it’s 
important to note that CCEs are not the same as POUs.  CCE customers 
still get their electricity delivered over IOU transmission and distribution 
(T&D) lines.  POUs own and contract for power (as do CCEs) but also 
deliver the electricity to customers. 
 

Is it really choice if I’m 
automatically enrolled in 
a CCE program?   

It is true that customers are automatically enrolled into a CCE program 
if their elected leaders choose to join one.  However, state law requires 
that CCEs send out opt-out notices twice before and twice after a CCE 
launches, during which time opting-out (ie: going back to IOU service) is 
free.  After the initial launch period, customers may have to pay a 
nominal fee to switch.  It’s important to note that currently, most 
customers in have NO choice – PG&E is the only electricity supply 
option.  In essence, all a CCE does is change the default provider from 
the IOU to the CCE.  Thus, with Community Choice, customers have an 
option they previously did not have. 
 

There could still be risks 
with a new provider, 
compared to the 
company that’s been 
doing it for a century.   

Under California state law, the utilities will still keep the lights on, no 
matter what.  If a CCE fails, customers are automatically returned to 
bundled IOU-service.  The costs for this switch-over are covered in a 
bond that the CCE agency must post in order to launch its program.  All 
the CCE has to do is contract for enough power to meet 115% of 
customer demand at any one time.  The 15% cushion is a Public Utility 
Commission (PUC) requirement.   There has never been a case when the 
lights went out within a CCE service territory as a result of the CCE 
program itself.  In fact, just meeting the strict CPUC guidelines for load-
serving entities (a term that includes IOUs, POUs and CCEs) has always 
been enough to ensure reliable operation. 
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Couldn’t cities be liable 
for debts/liabilities if the 
CCE fails?   

Local officials often ask if the debts and liabilities of a CCE can be 
passed on to member cities in the Joint Powers Authority (JPA), 
potentially threatening city general funds.  All JPA agreements have 
strict language creating a firewall between the JPA and their member 
cities.  The debts and liabilities of a CCE cannot be assumed by the 
member cities, and any potential creditor or supplier to the CCE 
program will understand this.  The clear and strict language in JPA 
agreements on this issue has been sufficient to have dozens of cities 
join CCE programs. 
 

CCE programs must face 
some risks, right? 

As with any enterprise, there are some risks.  The good news is that the 
key risk factors have been well mitigated and continue to receive close 
monitoring and management.  A well-run CCE program with qualified 
staff familiar with the energy markets is the best way to reduce these 
risks.  Risks associated with CCE generally fall into a couple of key 
categories: (1) regulatory/legislative risk; and (2) energy market and 
price risk. 
 
Regulatory: Given the influence that the IOUs have at the PUC, there is 
always a risk that the PUC could adopt regulations that hinder the 
competitiveness of CCE programs.  Examples include the methodology 
to calculate the departing load charge or the IOUs transferring costs 
from the generation side to the T&D side, which would make the IOU 
generation rate appear more competitive.   That said, the CCE 
community has grown, becoming more influential at the PUC and in 
Sacramento, and has successfully fought back a number of efforts to 
hinder Community Choice in California.  Current CCEs are performing 
well on environmental and economic goals, and the PUC and legislature 
have taken notice.   
 
Energy Market Risk: The other concern is that market forces could put 
CCEs out of business.  We know, for example, that PG&E proposes to 
reduce its generation rates in 2016, and this could be in response to CCE 
competition.  That said, most of the technical studies analyzing this 
issue have concluded that over the long term, CCEs should remain 
competitive with IOUs.  Sometimes rates may be higher, sometimes 
lower, but in the end, both CCEs and IOUs are transacting in the same 
wholesale market – with the same generators and same market 
conditions.  Some of the inherent advantages of IOUs (market size, 
political influence) are offset by the inherent advantages of CCEs.  For 
example, CCEs have a lower cost model since they are non-profit 
agencies with small staffs.  CCEs are also more nimble and often able to 
respond to market opportunities, such as power producers selling off 
excess power at very attractive prices. 
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Most of the existing feasibility studies out there, including Sonoma 
Clean Power, Peninsula Clean Energy (PCE) and other emerging CCEs, 
have had different consultants conducting rigorous risk analyses.  These 
are available for anyone to reach.  For cities interested in a detailed 
legal analysis, the Cities of El Cerrito and Benicia commissioned robust 
reports that can be found at http://www.el-
cerrito.org/DocumentCenter/View/4174.  PCE’s report can be found at 
http://www.peninsulacleanenergy.com/resources/technical-study/.  
 

What is the PCIA and 
why is it going up so 
much?  How does this 
impact CCEs? 

The PCIA is the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment and is a fee that 
only CCE customers pay.  The concept is that because the IOUs signed 
contracts years ago to supply CCE customers that are now leaving IOU 
generation service, the IOU would therefore have a stranded asset.  In 
market environments where wholesale power prices are low (as they 
are now), the utility would resell that power into the wholesale market, 
but at a loss.  The PCIA compensates the utility for this “departing load” 
that the CCE customers represent.   
 
In late 2015, the PUC proposed allowing PG&E to double its PCIA, 
adding more than two cents/kWh to CCE customer bills.  This partly 
reflects the continuing decline in California wholesale market prices for 
electricity (which also helps CCEs entering into the market secure low 
prices for their portfolios).  The PCIA is reset every year and in theory 
should decline over time as incumbent utility contracts expire, but in 
the meantime, PCIA fees are a major barrier in CCE competitiveness.  
That said, one emerging CCE, Peninsula Clean Energy, said that despite 
the higher PCIA, its prices will likely remain at or below PG&E.  Again, 
low wholesale prices for the CCE programs help offset the higher PCIA 
fees.  
 

CCE’s are not necessary 
because many of the CA 
utilities have a clean 
energy mix and are 
starting to offer a 100% 
green option 

PG&E does offer a 100% green option, which many believe occurred as a 
direct response to the competition from CCE programs (the current CCE 
programs have a voluntary 100% renewable option).  However, the 
existing CCEs also have a higher base or default level of renewable 
energy than PG&E.  Currently, PG&E is at 27% renewable energy content 
while Marin’s program is at 50% and Sonoma’s is at 33%.   
 
While it’s true that PG&E’s energy mix is primarily natural gas, nuclear 
and large hydro – giving it a lower carbon footprint than other utilities 
across the country – PG&E has invested in renewable power only to the 
point where it complies with state law.  The renewable portfolio 
standard (RPS) is generally seen by the IOUs as a ceiling, not a floor.  In 
addition, PG&E has focused relatively little of its resources on power 
generation, investing more heavily on T&D infrastructure.  With CCEs 
solely focused on generation, we are seeing the benefits of customer 
choice and competition in terms of better pricing and new, cleaner 

http://www.el-cerrito.org/DocumentCenter/View/4174
http://www.el-cerrito.org/DocumentCenter/View/4174
http://www.peninsulacleanenergy.com/resources/technical-study/
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power production.  Finally, PG&E runs a huge service territory, so it’s 
difficult to tailor specific energy programs – whether it be small-scale 
solar development, energy efficiency, net metering or anything else – 
that may be of particular interest to local communities like Davis.  

With the RPS going up 
to 50%, CCE programs 
won’t be necessary.  The 
IOUs will be forced to 
invest in more 
renewables 
 

MCE is at 50% eligible renewable energy content.  SCP is at 35% and 
rising, complying with the 2020 RPS target several years early.  SB350 
passed earlier in 2015, and as a result, the RPS will rise to 50% by 2030.  
Again, MCE is already there – 15 years early.  And Peninsula Clean Energy 
is considering to start at Day 1 with 50% renewable energy as a default – 
again meeting the 2030 mandate in 2015.   

Marin Clean Energy uses 
unbundled RECs, which 
can be considered 
greenwashing.   

Unbundled Renewable Energy Credits (RECs) are a complex topic, but 
in a nutshell, RECs represent the green attributes of electricity 
generated from renewable resources and can be unbundled or 
separated from the actual power itself.  Thus, a wind farm in 
Washington state could sell its power into the grid there, but sell the 
RECs to a CCE program in California.  Unbundled RECs are recognized by 
the US EPA and the PUC as a way to encourage the development of 
renewable resources where the demand is far away from the resource.  
And there is evidence that the sale of RECs has led to the development 
of wind and solar farms that might not otherwise have been built.  That 
said, a CCE buying RECs – typically done as a way to stay more 
competitive with the IOUs that also buy unbundled RECs – is not quite 
the same as buying or generating renewable energy itself.  Thus, the 
PUC is gradually lowering the number of unbundled REC purchases that 
can be used for RPS compliance.   
 
MCE does use a fair amount of unbundled RECs in its portfolio and does 
count these RECs when calculating their greenhouse gas (GHG) levels.  
In other words, MCE counts RECs as zero-emitting electricity because it 
is buying the green attributes from other renewable facilities.  
Sonoma’s program has a very small number of unbundled RECs in its 
portfolio and does NOT count RECs in its GHG accounting.  This is more 
conservative.   Most other emerging CCEs are also not incorporating 
unbundled RECs into their portfolio in any meaningful way, and in fact 
MCE is likely to phase out these RECs – in large part because they’ve 
listened to their customers who have expressed concerns about 
unbundled RECs.  Thus, it’s likely this issue will take care of itself by 
being phased out of the market. 
 

There’s a danger that if 
so many cities and 
counties start CCE 
programs, problems in 
the energy markets 
could arise.  For 

ALL grid-connected customers, whether a part of the CCE or IOU, pay 
the same electricity delivery charges.   This is regulated by the PUC.  If 
T&D fees were to increase, it would be for reasons other than 
Community Choice.   For now, the number of customers in CCE 
programs is still a drop in the ocean, and we don’t believe that in the 
near or medium term, CCEs will have a significant impact on how the 
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example, couldn’t T&D 
fees go up?  

IOUs operate.  Beyond that, there are a number of long-term challenges 
to the basic utility model, many of which have nothing to do with CCE.  
The utilities’ opposition to the ever-greater penetration of rooftop solar 
is a prime example.   
 
It’s also important to note that IOUs do not lose money when CCE 
customers leave.  CCEs deal ONLY with the generation side.  The T&D 
side – which is where the utilities make their money – are unaffected.  
CCE customers still pay the same delivery fees that IOU customers pay.  
In addition, the PUC has approved a methodology (an exit fee or 
departing load charge) to compensate the IOUs for customers that 
have left their service.   The reason is that utilities have to plan and 
procure energy years ahead of when it’s actually delivered.  When CCE 
customers leave IOU electricity generation service, they pay a departing 
load charge of a few cents/kWh to cover the utilities costs of these 
“stranded assets”.  This makes up for the utilities’ lost revenue.  The 
IOUs, therefore, are fully compensated and won’t go out of business, 
even if CCEs significantly expand their market share in California. 
 
Finally, it would be interesting to speculate about what would happen if 
there was a massive or rapid shift to CCE and other generation models 
such as Direct Access.  The IOUs would still have their T&D fees, which 
are paid by ALL utility customers, but in theory, there would be less and 
less demand for power from the utility generation assets – as well as 
from third-party generators that signed power purchase agreements 
with the IOUs.  The departing load charges could increase, but given the 
length of time it would take for a transition to a predominantly CCE 
market model, many of the third-party agreements would expire.  And 
some utility generation assets, like the Diablo Canyon nuclear plant 
could be decommissioned anyway.  Again, this is speculative, but the 
end result would be what so many states already have: a system in 
which the IOUs only deliver the electricity and other companies 
generate it.  It would be similar to a “retail energy model” that has been 
operating successfully for years in the Midwest and East Coast. 
 

How does the recent 
PUC decision on net 
metering affect 
customers and CCE 
customers specifically 

From http://www.peninsulacleanenergy.com/energy-options/ 
If you have solar or wind generation installed at your home or business, 
Net Energy Metering (NEM) is a way of earning credit for the renewable 
power you produce to offset some or all of the charges you would 
normally pay for using power. If you are already a NEM customer, your 
account may pay you higher rates for your surplus electricity than the 
utility does. 
Example: When you become a Peninsula Clean Energy customer, PG&E 
will true-up your account at the time of your enrollment with us. To 
maximize the NEM credits you earn from your system, we recommend 
that NEM customers enroll with Peninsula Clean Energy near the time 

http://www.peninsulacleanenergy.com/energy-options/
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of your annual true-up date. Peninsula Clean Energy will be sending you 
more information about how to do this.  

APPENDIX FIVE - Detailed Updates on CCE in the East Bay 

 

 

1. Alameda technical study:  An initial draft of the technical study for Alameda County was 

completed and presented to the CCE Steering Committee.  The study indicated that initial 

CCE rates could be quite a bit lower than PG&E rates as the graph below illustrates.  The top 

line below is the forecasted PG&E rate and the bars all add up to the projected CCE rate, 

which are modeled to be at least two cents/kWh lower than PG&E.  This is mostly due to the 

favorable market conditions into which the CCE is launching, as well as lower overhead and 

administrative costs associated with a small, public agency.  The chart below assumes a fairly 

modest build out of renewable energy, so it is likely the CCE will decide to launch with a more 

aggressive renewable and greenhouse gas reduction target (while still remaining competitive 

with PG&E).  In addition to the technical study, the Joint Powers Agreement has been 

drafted and circulated to all city attorneys.  Negotiations will likely continue into the summer, 

and the County is asking all cities to decide whether or not to join the JPA by the end of 

October.  The goal is for a Spring, 2017 launch.   

 

 

 

2. Alameda solar siting survey:  Thanks in part to support from the GCC grant, Alameda County 

is moving ahead with a solar siting survey.  Under the GCC grant, Seth Baruch interviewed 

three different firms capable of doing the study and received proposals from each of them.  
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The County is now evaluating each of the proposals and is expected to make a decision 

shortly.  The purpose of the survey, as indicated in the first status report, is to demonstrate 

to stakeholders the seriousness with which an East Bay CCA will look to develop local 

renewable resources.  Under an aggressive build-out scenario, the technical study analyzed 

the potential of a large amount of renewable generation (see chart below).  The siting survey 

would drill down deeper into how much can be developed locally and where. 

 

 

 

3. Contra Costa Board of Supervisors Vote:  The East Bay is made up of two counties, the other 

being Contra Costa.  In March, the Board of Supervisors approved a motion to formally 

examine three potential CCE options: creating a stand-alone CCE program; joining MCE; or 

partnering with Alameda’s program.  Each option has its advantages and disadvantages, and 

the Board directed County staff to hire an outside consultant to study all three options.  The 

study will likely be completed before the end of the year, at which point the Board will 

formally decide which option to select.  Based on the discussions to date, it seems more likely 

than not that the Board will choose at least one option (as opposed to doing nothing).  If 

that happens, then virtually every jurisdiction in the 9-county Bay Area will be in some stage 

of CCE operation or development.   

 

4. Contra Costa renewable energy survey:  Again, building upon the work done in Alameda 

County and in part based on feedback from interested stakeholders, the Contra Costa study 

will specifically examine the potential for local resource development.  Given the wide 

stretches of undeveloped land and large number of brownfield sites in the County, 

stakeholders and policymakers recognize that the potential for local project development – 

with all of the associated economic benefits – is perhaps even greater in Contra Costa than 

Alameda.  And all levels of government in Contra Costa emphasize economic development, 

particularly as it relates to the Northern Waterfront, a large industrial area that is being 

repurposed for other types of development.  Similar to Alameda’s study, the siting 

assessment will look at the big-picture technical potential across the County but will also look 

at other renewables as well, including wind and biomass. 
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1. Additional Businesses:  Seth Baruch continued to meet with various members of the East Bay 

business community to educate them on the benefits of Community Choice and potential 

timeline for launching a CCE program in Alameda County.  For example, Mr. Baruch 

developed a one-page information flyer on CCE and reached out to the Livermore Winery 

Association.  The Association sent out the one pager to all of its two dozen or so members, 

so the wineries are aware of this initiative (the Sonoma CCE program was greatly helped by 

support of the wine industry there).  He also met with Natel Energy, an Alameda-based 

company that designs low-impact, small-hydro projects in California and around the world.  

Natel already has some projects that could be of interest to the CCE program and uses a 

technology that is able to generate energy at very low flows and low drops, thus enabling 

more energy production with little or no environmental impacts.  Mr. Baruch also met with 

Stem, a leading energy storage company, which is discussed in the next section. 

  

N. Waterfront 
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APPENDIX SIX - Innovative Programs  
 

Alameda will be by far the largest CCE program (see table below – this does not include the 

possibility of joining with Contra Costa), and could potentially be in the best position to 

develop and finance large-scale, innovative programs that bring the Community Choice 

model to a new level.  Described below are some of these ideas, which were developed 

based on a number of discussions with experts in the field.  These ideas could provide some 

inspiration to the CCE staff as they begin to roll out the program. 

 

New business models an East Bay CCE and potential for innovation 

1.  Energy Storage:  As load-serving entities (LSEs) like utilities and direct access suppliers, 

Community Choice programs have to implement storage projects equating to 1% of total peak 

demand, starting in 2020.  For Alameda, that could equate to more than 10 MW of storage, 

which is not insignificant.  The question will be how can an East Bay CCE conduct large-scale, 

battery storage procurement that would meet or even exceed the 1% CPUC mandate?  First, 

it’s important to note that CCEs have resource adequacy requirements like the utilities and 

have flexibility in how to ensure the CCE has the capacity to meet peak demand needs.  This 

means that battery storage can provide tangible economic benefits to CCE agencies in terms 

of reducing its peak load requirements.  Like all LSEs, CCEs must be able to procure every 

hour of every day at least 115% of its total maximum demand.  That means if Alameda’s load is 

1,000 MW, the CCE must have 1,150 MW at hand to deploy if necessary.  And it pays suppliers 

for this capacity – payments that would be reduced by investments in energy storage.   

Of all LSEs in California, Southern California Edison (SCE) has been the most active in terms of 
large-scale procurement of energy storage.  SCE is subsidizing installations of battery banks 
across its service territory.  After issuing an RFP, SCE awarded several contracts, including 
one to Stem.  SCE’s Local Capacity Requirement (LCR) procurement is massive at 250 MW, 
meaning Stem and the other award recipients have to go out and find host sites – mostly 
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large energy consumers – and deploy battery applications that can be discharged during 
peak times (thus reducing the utility’s peak demand).  SCE’s long-term plan to bring about 
2,200 megawatts of grid resources on-line by 2022 to help the Los Angeles and Orange 
County regions make up for the closure of the San Onofre nuclear power plant. 

The biggest winner in the SCE procurement was AES Energy Storage, which will build a 100-
megawatt “in-front-of-meter” battery system in SCE’s West Los Angeles Basin region.  But 
there’s even more distributed, behind-the-meter energy storage in SCE’s mix, including 85 
megawatts of batteries from startup Stem, and another 50 megawatts of battery-centered 
“hybrid electric building” from Advanced Microgrid Solutions.  Another 25.6 megawatts of 
thermal energy storage will come from Ice Energy, a startup that turns rooftop air 
conditioners into load-shifting assets.  The LCR process will set up power-purchase-
agreement-type structures with the contract winners, providing them a guaranteed revenue 
stream.  While the financial terms have not been disclosed, Stem is receiving enough of a 
subsidy from SCE to guarantee savings to property owners.  In other words, like solar power 
purchase agreements, Stem will install and own battery systems for no upfront cost to 
customer.  Stem will share in the savings, which will come from reductions in peak demand 
and thus lower demand charges.  In addition, these customers can earn additional revenues 
through participation in utility demand response programs and selling grid-stability services 
to the California Independent System Operator (CAISO), such as spinning reserve.  All of this 
makes the economics of energy storage much more favorable in California, particularly as 
battery costs decline. 

In short, there’s no reason why a CCE program couldn’t follow a similar model – issue an RFP 
for “X” MW of storage and have the winner or winners go out and find host sites (thus 
avoiding the use of precious CCE staff time).  The CCE would likely have to subsidize some of 
the installation costs, BUT it will benefit from lower peak demand and resource adequacy 
costs.  It’s a win for the CCE and for its customers, as well as the energy storage solution 
provider, whether it’s Stem or one of its growing number of competitors.  Having a third-
party energy storage provider transfers the risk from not building the project to the seller 
and also enables the CCE to scale up more rapidly than would otherwise be possible. 

The obvious evolution from battery storage moves towards full-fledged microgrids, where 
one or more buildings can be “islanded” from the grid for periods of time, further adding 
reliability and potential cost savings to the host facility.  As a developer and facilitator of 
microgrid projects, the CCE could accelerate the move to a more decentralized energy 
model.   

http://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/cpucs-songs-decision-green-breakthrough-or-natural-gas-giveaway
http://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/stem-extends-its-reach-in-californias-distributed-energy-storage-market
http://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/%3Cspan%20class=%27tooltip-wrapper%27%20rel=%27article-tip%27%3Esolar%3C/span%3Ecity-nest-to-energy-regulators-open-the-grid
http://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/how-sun-power-and-ice-energy-can-play-together
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2.  Local Solar Development:  Most of the CCEs have efforts underway to encourage the 

development of small-scale, local solar projects.  The typical tool used is a feed-in tariff, in 

which the CCE offers project developers an above-market rate per MWH of renewable power 

sold to the CCE.  This enables the developer to get the bank financing needed to build the 

project.  Feed-in tariffs may make sense when the total number of megawatts built is small, 

because if the program scales enough, paying above-market rates for wind or solar can 

impact overall CCE competitiveness.  Given the size of Alameda and the strong desire among 

stakeholders for local projects, a feed-in tariff is not likely to be efficient.  Another approach 

would be a multi-site, renewable energy procurement process, similar to Alameda’s R-REP 

program but on a much larger scale.   

Kaiser Permanente offers an interesting case study here.  Kaiser is installing 80 MW of 

distributed solar generation at 100 hospitals, medical office buildings, parking garages and 

data centers across California.  Given the scale, Kaiser went through a competitive bidding 

process, selected one vendor (NRG Renew) and got a much lower price per MWH under the 

power purchase agreement because of the large scale.  The PPA rate 30-50% below MCE’s 

feed-in tariff rate.  Thus, a large-scale, single contract covering multiple sites could lead to a 

dramatic increase in local solar development than would be possible with a feed-in tariff.  Of 

course, Kaiser is a single owner, and the trick with an East Bay CCE would be to negotiate 

with multiple land owners of brownfield sites, large parking lots, industrial facilities, 

shopping mall rooftops, etc.  However, the CCE could proactively reach out to the largest, 

most promising locations to achieve some scale early, such as large box stores with multiple 

locations, key Oakland sites like the airport and coliseum and large brownfield site owners.  

The solar siting survey will help identify these sites as well.  One of the key differences 

between a feed-in tariff as compared to what is proposed here is that a FIT program is 

reactive.  The FIT rates are set and the CCE program – for the most part – relies on 

developers coming to the CCE with projects.  This new approach would require CCE staff to 

systematically identify and reach out to landowners, encouraging them to participate.  It’s a 

much more proactive approach.  Of course, these landowners would need some incentive to 

have the inconvenience of installing large numbers of solar panels put on their property.  This 
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incentive could come in some form of annual royalty payment, similar to how farmers get 

paid when they allow wind turbines on their property.   

 

3.  Electric Vehicle (EVs) Chargers:  The high growth of EVs in California is potentially a large 

new source of load for CCE programs.  And as everyone knows, the lack of EV chargers and 

resulting range anxiety is an impediment to greater adoption of electric vehicles.  Given that 

the leading EV manufacturer – Tesla – is actually located in Alameda, there is a tremendous 

opportunity to partner with Tesla and others to expand charging stations at shopping malls, 

public facilities (parks, libraries, etc.), universities, hospitals, office buildings and just about 

anywhere else.  Given the CCE’s access to electricity data across the County (particularly 

where customers have chosen EV electricity rates), CCE staff could identify areas where EV 

penetration is highest and thus where EV chargers would likely have the highest usage.  

Again, Kaiser Permanente offers an interesting model here, because it’s installing more than 

a thousand chargers across its portfolio, again working through a single vendor to bring 

down per unit cost and designing a cost-sharing model to give Kaiser sites a financial 

incentive to participate.  Plug-in rates are fairly low ($1.25 per plug hour) but if usage is high, 

then the site would generate enough revenue to share with both EV charger vendor and the 

site.  As with solar, CCE staff could proactively target the best, highest usage and most 

interest landowners to install charging stations.  Having access to the data is key to target 

the most attractive candidates for such a program.  If the CCE agency participates and 

attaches its name to this program, it could accelerate adoption on a much greater rate than if 

charger companies were doing it themselves.  Another target for a CCE program would be 

companies with fleet vehicles (cities, large companies, car rental firms, etc.) where large 

number of EVs could provide a source of energy storage capacity for the grid.  This Vehicle-

to-Grid model, where batteries in parked EVs are able to provide power to the grid during 

peak times, is relatively new and could be greatly expanded in a CCE program the size of 

Alameda’s.   

 

4.  Encourage/Develop Low-Income Solar Programs:  Alameda County is unique because it has 

among the greatest socioeconomic diversity of all the CCE territories, and Alameda is the 

headquarters of Grid Alternatives, a non-profit organization that promotes solar projects in 

low-income areas.  Their core program provides no- to very-low-cost solar power for low-

income families while providing hands-on installation experience for job seekers and 

community volunteers. The group administers California's single-family, low-income solar 

incentive program – Single Family Affordable Solar Homes (SASH).  Grid Alternatives has a 

Low-Income Solar Guide1 that outlines several ideas that could be considered by an East Bay 

CCA to consider: 

- Community Purchase Programs help multiple homeowners go solar together, making 
the process easier and more affordable. Typically a third-party administrator (often a 

                                                           
1 http://www.lowincomesolar.org/about-this-guide/ 
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nonprofit organization or public agency) helps homeowners pool their purchasing 
power and navigate the process of issuing a request for proposals, selecting a 
qualified solar provider, and assessing financing options. This model can result in 
prices that are 15-20 percent lower than market rates, putting solar within reach of 
some lower-income homeowners.  Importantly, low-income customers will still need 
access to incentives, financing and/or options beyond direct upfront cash purchase 
for this model to work in this sector. The process of going solar with friends, 
neighbors and expert guidance also helps overcome the education and marketing 
barriers that are particularly pronounced in low-income communities.  Community 
Purchase Programs have been successfully administered to serve specific 
neighborhoods, employee networks and other affinity groups. A rooftop solar 
offering could also be combined with a shared solar project to enable participation 
from renters. 

 

- California Green Zones. California Environmental Justice Alliance (CEJA) has pursued a 

green zone approach that supports community participation in planning and 

decision-making processes that can allow for economic and social development 

including community shared solar. The green zone initiative first identifies 

neighborhoods that are heavily impacted by pollution, then assesses both the assets 

and needs that these communities have for project development, pools existing 

capacity and directs a range of additional public benefits and programs into those 

communities. While not current policy, green zones are being pursued by community 

organizations as a conduit to utilize the California Climate Investments funds that are 

reserved for “disadvantaged communities.”  The investment plan for these funds 

includes dedicated solar development in low-income communities.  A CCE program, 

with all of its expertise and resources, could be an excellent partner in creating such 

an approach in Alameda.  

 

- On-Bill Recovery/On-Bill Financing:  MCE has an OBR approach, which is a common tool 

in the energy efficiency industry.  But on-bill recovery (OBR) or on-bill financing (OBF) 

has also been used to support expanded solar access. OBR/OBF allows customers 

and financial institutions to use their electric bill as a means of repaying an energy-

related loan. A customer will apply for a loan for a qualifying energy efficiency or 

other distributed energy resource and, upon approval, the loan payments are added 

to the customer’s electric bill. This type of program has many benefits to both 

customers and financial institutions.  OBF mechanisms mean fewer bills than a typical 

solar lease and are simply to understand.  From the lender’s perspective, OBR means 

more reliable repayment. Utility bills tend to have better repayment rates than other 

bills. There are many likely reasons for this, but a large one is the real or perceived 

fear of service interruption. This can help to make financing for low- to moderate-

income communities more accessible and more affordable by reducing the risk 

calculation of financial institutions. 

 

http://caleja.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/06/2010_0000_green_zones.pdf
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5.  Promote New but Proven Energy Technologies:  There are countless new and emerging 

technologies.  The first status report identified one example, Lucid Energy, which installs 

microturbines into gravity fed water pipes to provide constant and emissions free 

electricity.  Lucid Energy would be very interested in supporting CCE programs in any way 

it can if that means that CCE programs can help establish relationships with local water 

companies and have its technology installed.  It offers power purchase agreements and 

can sell electricity directly to the CCE program – and the prices have traditionally been 

comparable to other renewable resources, but it can generate electricity (albeit on a 

small scale) pretty much on a 24/7 basis.  This is an example of how the CCE could 

promote new technologies that are commercialized (in other words, they definitely 

work) but are not widely adopted, like Lucid.  The CCE would not be a venture capital 

firm but could provide a real-world “laboratory” to implement pilot programs for 

carefully-vetted, clean energy technologies.  A number of these technology companies 

are also right here in the East Bay including Tesla, Primus Power, Natel Energy and many 

others. 

 

 


