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How Community Choice Energy Works 
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PG&E / SCE PG&E / SCE



Feasibility Study Scope

• 3 geographic participation scenarios
− All Santa Barbara County (unincorporated + 7 incorporated cities)
− Unincorporated Santa Barbara County Only
− City of Santa Barbara Only

• 3 renewable energy content levels
− RPS compliant (33% to 50% renewable)
− 50% renewable **
− 75% renewable

• 11-year study period: 2020-2030
• Pro forma assessment

− Power purchase costs
− Operational costs
− Reserve/contingency fund
− Debt service
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Renewable vs. GHG-Free
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Comparison of CCE vs. IOU Renewable & GHG-
Free Electricity Supply Portfolios
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Electricity 
Provider

Renewable Energy GHG-Free Energy

2017 2020 2030 2017 2020 2030

PG&E 33%
(actual)

43%
(contracted)

50%
(planned)

79%
(actual) Unknown Unknown

Local CCE for 
PG&E Territory N/A 50%

(modeled)
50%

(modeled) N/A 99%
(modeled)

100%
(modeled)

SCE 32%
(actual)

41%
(contracted)

50%
(planned)

46%
(actual) Unknown Unknown

Local CCE for 
SCE Territory N/A 50%

(modeled)
50%

(modeled) N/A 64%
(modeled)

72%
(modeled)



Evaluating CCE Feasibility

Feasibility = Can we meet our policy goals while covering 
our costs and offering competitive electricity rates?

Steps to determine CCE feasibility:
1.    Estimate total CCE program costs.
2.    Set CCE rates to fully recover program costs (Step 1).
3.    Add CCE rates (Step 2) + estimated exit fees.
4a.  Are CCE rates + exit fees (Step 3) ≤ IOU generation

rates?
4b.  Are revenues > costs within reasonable timeframe?
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Feasibility Study Results: Rate Comparisons
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• The pro forma financial results indicate net surpluses would be realized by SBC if it 
charges similar rates as SCE and PG&E

• In the All Santa Barbara County membership structure, both the RPS-compliant 
and 50% Renewable Energy Supply scenarios have a net surplus starting in 2020; 
the 75% Renewable Energy Supply scenario has a net surplus starting in 2021.

• In the Unincorporated Santa Barbara County membership structure, the RPS-
compliant, 50%, and 75% Renewable Energy Supply scenarios have a net surplus 
starting in 2020, 2021, and 2028, respectively.

Feasibility Study Results: Pro Forma Overview
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Feasibility Study Results: All Santa Barbara County 50% Renewable Energy Supply Pro 
Forma
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Feasibility Study Results: Unincorporated Santa Barbara County 50% Renewable 
Energy Supply Pro Forma
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• Accumulated reserves are projected to sufficiently cover the two largest risks by 2021.

Feasibility Study Results: Stress Analyses on Reserves
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• Market price risk (i.e., open positions may be higher cost if market prices rise)

• PG&E/SCE generation rates and exit fees (e.g., PCIA) may be more or less than 
projected impacting the CCA’s rates and revenues

• Customer load risk (i.e., opt out rates may be higher than expected, growth of 
distributed energy resources is much higher than anticipated, etc.)

• Regulatory/legislative risk; uncertainty on how new legislation may impede the 
future growth of CCAs (i.e., the California Public Utilities Commission recently 
published a “Green Book” that poses the risks of customer choice)

Feasibility Study Results: Key Risks and Uncertainties 
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Key Differences from Previous Studies: Costs

• Financing:

− PEA’s start-up capital requirement estimate is much smaller 
than Willdan’s.

− PEA assumed a short-term bank loan whereas Willdan
assumed a 30-year bond.

• Financial Reserve Policy: PEA’s reserve contribution is much 
lower than Willdan or MRW.

• Power Costs: PEA’s estimates are higher than MRW’s and 
generally lower than Willdan’s. 

• Staffing: PEA’s estimates are lower than MRW’s and Willdan’s.
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PEA = This Study Willdan = Tri-County Study MRW = Peer Review



Key Differences from Previous Studies: Rates

• CCE Rates: PEA developed two sets of rates for CCE 
customers in PG&E vs. SCE territory. Willdan assumed 
one set of rates for all CCE customers.

• IOU Rates: PEA’s SCE rates escalate more quickly than 
Willdan and MRW, but PEA’s rates for both IOUs are 
below Willdan’s and MRW’s IOU rates. 

• Rate Comparison: PEA’s CCE rates remain below the 
applicable IOU’s rates as estimated by all consultants.
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Policy Goals Achieved with CCE
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• Provide greater local control of energy decisions: Yes, but 
subject to change with pending legislation.

• Encourage competition: Yes, IOUs have enhanced 
renewable energy and electric vehicle options in response 
to CCE.

• Increase renewable energy delivered to customers: Locally, 
yes; statewide, maybe.

• Lower greenhouse gas emissions: Locally, yes; 
statewide/globally, maybe.



Policy Goals Achieved with CCE
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• Build new local renewable energy generation: Maybe, but 
likely to take several years to build sufficient revenues.

• Generate funding for new sustainability programs: Yes, 
but likely to take several years to build sufficient revenues.

• Create new jobs: Yes, PEA estimates ~20 jobs to run CCE 
program + potential for short-term construction jobs.

• Save customers money: Yes, but subject to change with 
market and policy changes.

• Stimulate economic development: Yes, through jobs and 
bill savings being spent on other goods/services.



CCE Options for Consideration

• Option 1. Form a new JPA to create and administer 
a CCE program with interested cities.

• Option 2. Create a new CCE program to be 
administered by the County for the unincorporated 
parts of Santa Barbara County only.

• Option 3. Join two existing CCE programs for the 
unincorporated parts of Santa Barbara County only.

• Option 4. Not implement a CCE program at this 
time.
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Option 1. Form a JPA for New CCE Program with 
Cities

• Feasibility: Can be rate competitive and break even in 1st

year; strongest financial position among options studied 
• Costs: estimated $9.3M secured bank loan; GF $ spent on 

program formation are reimbursable if launched
• Launch Timing: 2021
• Pros: Shields County from some risks; may lower County’s 

share of start-up costs
• Cons: Dilutes County’s operational control; may delay launch 

date
• Next Steps: Adopt resolution of intent; begin negotiations 

with interested cities on cost share and JPA
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Option 2. Create New CCE Program for 
Unincorporated County Only

• Feasibility: Can be rate competitive and break even in 2nd

year; lower revenue generation potential than All County 
option

• Costs: estimated $6.7M secured bank loan; GF $ spent on 
program formation are reimbursable if launched

• Launch Timing: potentially 2020
• Pros: Greatest operational control 
• Cons: Concentrates risks and costs
• Next Steps: Create new enterprise fund and potentially 

enterprise department; hire consultant for implementation 
plan
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Option 3. Join Existing CCE Programs for 
Unincorporated County Only

• Feasibility: Not yet evaluated
• Costs: TBD; GF $ spent may not be reimbursable
• Launch Timing: 2021
• Pros: Shields County from some risks; likely lowest cost 

option 
• Cons: Strongly dilutes County’s operational control; no 

say in JPA structure and operating guidelines; may not be 
permissible under State law

• Next Steps: Coordinate with existing CCE program staff 
on logistics; contact CPUC for clarity on permissibility of 
split-County approach
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Option 4. Not Implement CCE Program at This Time

• Feasibility: N/A

• Costs: None

• Launch Timing: N/A

• Pros: Avoids future expenditures and risks

• Cons: GF $ spent on CCE feasibility cannot be 
recovered; lost opportunity for CCE revenues and 
programming; may jeopardize ECAP greenhouse gas 
reduction goal

• Next Steps: None
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Recommended Action

Provide staff with direction regarding CCE options:

• Option 1. Form a new JPA to create and administer a CCE 
program with interested cities.

− Adopt Resolution of Intent to Form a CCE JPA

• Option 2. Create a new CCE program to be administered by 
the County for the unincorporated parts of Santa Barbara 
County only.

• Option 3. Join two existing CCE programs for the 
unincorporated parts of Santa Barbara County only.

• Option 4. Not implement a CCE program at this time.

Provide other direction to staff.
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QUESTIONS?
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