
 

August 4, 2017 

LA County Community Choice Energy Authority 

Los Angeles, CA 

Re: LACCE Implementation Plan 

Dear Members of the Board, 

The California Alliance for Community Energy wishes to alert all parties involved with Los Angeles 

County Community Choice Energy (LACCE), to what we have reason to believe is false and 

misleading information in the LACCE Implementation Plan and, accordingly, risks that are about to 

be imposed upon not only the LACCE JPA but also its member municipalities at today’s Board 

meeting (August 4, 2017). 

The Alliance is a statewide coalition of organizations, initiatives, and individuals that supports and 

defends Community Choice energy programs in California that advance local clean energy for the 

environmental, economic, and social justice benefit of our communities. 

The budget forecasts prepared and publicized by the County of Los Angeles on behalf of LACCE include 

questionable cost savings and other benefits to customers. We are aware that over the last year, 

community stakeholders have pointed out various miscalculations to County staff and expressed detailed 

concerns regarding the County’s contracting practices, customer phase-in strategy, financial strategy, and 

other critically-important issues that contravene best-practices established by successful Community 

Choice programs to date. 

Given the very late posting of information relevant to today’s decision making, and the issues 

highlighted below, we call for a postpone the vote to adopt the Implementation Plan, MOU with 

the County, the RFP for power supply and “scheduling coordinator” services, and other critical 

decisions until the community stakeholder concerns have been addressed and the public has 

been given an opportunity to respond. 

Budget Discrepancies  

Regarding budget errors: 

• Stakeholders publicly identified significant errors in the LACCE budget forecasts released 

June 2016. These errors remained and were further compounded in the ‘April Update’ 

released in 2017. The “third party review” of that plan relied upon a firm with no relevant 

Community Choice expertise.  

• Stakeholders appraised staff of a variety of errors, which in total result in a significant 

overstating of cost savings and other benefits to the tune of hundreds of millions of dollars 

in projected funding for reserves and Distributed Energy programs, and increased renewable 

energy purchases.  

• Staff has not corrected these errors, and has continued to represent these questionable 

figures in their marketing to cities and the public in advertising the opportunity to join the 

LACCE JPA. 

• As a specific point of concern, the savings in the “RPS” scenario released in April 2017 

totaled ~$330MM, while the implementation plan — released less than 48 hours before 

today’s meeting the “cash flow” tables on page 33-34) are showing ~$520MM surplus over 

the same time period. There is no explanation reason for this change. These revenue 

calculations are likely inaccurate, given that correcting previously identified errors would 

have lowered these bottom-line figures.  

We urge the Board to explicitly review what has been submitted and represented to staff in this regard by 

community stakeholders, and to direct staff to explain both the discrepancies and why they were not 

corrected prior to this point in time. These explanations should be disclosed and publicized with sufficient 

lead time for public review prior to the next LACCE JPA Board meeting.  

http://cacommunityenergy.org/


 

Implementation Plan Risks 

It is important to keep in mind that the primary purpose of the Implementation Plan is to allow 

the California Public Utilities Commission to certify the credit-worthiness of the LACCE, its 

consumer protections, and to set the PCIA charge and bond requirement appropriately, all of 

which depend upon reliable budget projections.  

In addition to budget forecasting errors, we are also extremely concerned, based on the 

experience of other Community Choice programs, that: 

1. The proposed customer phase-in schedule is atypical and not financially sound; 

2. The next financing round of $45MM anticipated to repay the County’s loan in June 2016 

and fund the next phase of customer enrollment will require significant municipal 

guarantees; and  

3. Given the timelines involved in meeting statutory, regulatory and utility process 

requirements in preparation for program launch — the stated launch date of January 

2018 is not actually feasible.    

Risks to Municipalities 

Submitting a questionable implementation plan to the California Public Utilities Commission 

risks delays in the approval process (and launch of the LACCE program), but also risks 

exposing not just the JPA but also its individual member municipalities to liability for 

negligence and violation of law (regardless of intent) per California Code Section 1668. 

We also note the County of Los Angeles is explicitly requesting indemnification for these risks from both 

the LACCE JPA and its municipal members, per Section 4 of the proposed “MOU by and between the 

County of Los Angeles and the Los Angeles Community Choice Energy Authority”. This 

indemnification is contrary to County representations to the public and to cities to date in marketing the 

opportunity to join the LACCE JPA.1 

We recommend that the LACCE JPA Board first request qualified, independent counsel to 

thoroughly assess the risks to municipal liability imposed by the County’s contracts and work 

products (and the County’s contracting and oversight processes to date) being submitted for 

approval and execution to the LACCE Board, and to refer to relevant statute and case law that 

would impact their determination2  

Power Supply RFP Irregularities 

We also have concerns with the proposed power supply and “Request for Electric Power 

Scheduling Services” RFPs. Specifically, the first RFP should be dropped and the latter RFP 

should be significantly expanded so that LACCE contracts with a qualified power Portfolio 

                                                      
1 .*1 For example, the “Los Angeles Community Choice Energy FAQ” available online states: 

 

2 For example California Code Section 1668, Public Utilities Code § 366.2(c)(3-7) and § 

366.3, CPUC Decision 05-12-041 under Rulemaking 03-10-003 (Section IV in particular), 

California Supreme Court’s decision in Tunkl v. Regents of University of California, etc. 



 

Manager for a full range of energy risk management services. This entity should be relied upon 

to provide expert planning and forecasting, and then procure electricity from numerous suppliers 

— in a manner that minimizes risk and maximizes cost savings and policy objectives. Many 

CCAs have or are deploying this approach currently.  

In contrast, the approach recommended by the County has never been adopted by any other 

Community Choice program. Hiring an independent “Scheduling Coordinator” with a limited 

scope is a far cry from the superior Portfolio Manager approach being widely adopted — and 

doing so while simultaneously procuring Phase 1 power from a single supplier does not make 

any sense.  

Inadequate Time for Review and Consideration 

Given how much public engagement went into the initial effort to get a Community Choice 

program launched in the LA region, we are alarmed that LACCE released so many critical 

documents — including the Implementation Plan — immediately before the meeting where they 

are to be voted on, leaving essentially no time for public engagement.  

As we understand it, the LACCE JPA Board’s first meeting was scheduled for 10:30 AM on 

Friday August 4, 2017. An email notification was sent out by Gary Gero on Wednesday, Aug 2, 

2017 at ~2:30 PM. The notification was posted online the day before (i.e. in compliance with 

the Brown Act). We are unsure why the email notification was delayed and directed recipients 

to the LACCE JPA Board packet, but resulted in an error message starting sometime on 

Thursday 3 August 2017: 

 

Community Stakeholder Input 

In view of the significance of the issues outlined above, the California Alliance for Community 

Energy, calls on the LACCE Board to delay any vote on the proposals before it, both the allow 

for adequate review by the Board and to allow for review an input from community 

stakeholders. 

Sincerely, 

 

Al Weinrub 

Coordinator, California Alliance for Community Energy 

Also 

Matt Renner 

Executive Director, World Business Academy 


