
 

 

September 25, 2017 
 
Assigned Commissioner Michael Picker 
Assigned Commissioner Carla Peterman 
 
Dear Commissioners Picker and Peterman: 
 
I am writing to you in your respective roles as assigned commissioners over two rulemaking 
proceedings involving issues central to Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) programs.  This 
letter briefly describes recent actions by Southern California Edison Company (SCE) raising 
questions that should be examined openly before the California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC), since the questions involve industry-related rules pertaining to all CCA programs.  I am 
also copying other CPUC commissioners and the service lists in the two rulemaking proceedings.  
 
I serve as Executive Director for the California Choice Energy Authority (CCEA).  CCEA is a joint 
powers authority among several cities in southern California.  CCEA was formed for the purpose 
of providing support services for cities considering CCA programs.  Under the model established 
by CCEA, individual cities maintain the role of Community Choice Aggregators, ensuring local 
control and governance, with CCEA providing various back-office, regulatory and procurement 
services. 
 
SCE has initiated a formal campaign, known as Equitable Energy Choice for Californians (EECC 
Coalition), to lobby the CPUC on matters affecting CCA programs, principally the Power Charge 
Indifference Adjustment (PCIA).  SCE’s government affairs representatives are actively 
communicating with local government and community leaders, urging these leaders to support 
regulatory reform needed to address the rise of CCA programs.  In certain situations, SCE is 
communicating with local government officials who will be making decisions on CCA programs.  I 
have attached sample documents.  The primary message in this round of lobbying is that “the rise 
in California customers served by Community Choice Aggregators” has created problems with 
cost allocation mechanisms – problems that jeopardize “California’s progress in meeting [] clean 
energy and environmental goals” that were “kick-started” by SCE and the other utilities.  SCE’s 
communications and its efforts are problematic on several levels, and emblematic of key 
concerns.    
 
First and foremost, SCE’s communications and its lobbying efforts appear to be funded 
exclusively by SCE’s ratepayers, including customers receiving or expected to receive service 
from Community Choice Aggregators.  In similar contexts, SCE has stated that its regulatory and 
government affairs costs are allocated predominantly (84%) to the distribution function.  Since 
CCA customers pay distribution rates, SCE’s allocation methodology results in CCA customers 
paying for SCE’s lobbying activities.  This is problematic, and raises broader questions on the 
appropriateness of using SCE’s resources and attributes (including SCE’s name-recognition) for 
lobbying and competition-related activities.  The California Legislature expressed similar 
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concerns about the utilities’ use of their “inherent market power derived from, among other 
things, name recognition among customers, longstanding relationships with customers, . . . and 
the potential to cross-subsidize competitive generation services.” (Senate Bill 790 [2011]; Sec. 
2(c).)  CCEA urges the CPUC in the context of its two rulemaking proceedings to broadly examine 
cost-allocation issues and the appropriateness of CCA customers funding SCE’s activities and 
attributes that principally benefit competitive generation services, including SCE’s lobbying and 
regulatory campaigns.   
 
Second, although SCE’s communications are squarely aimed at CCA programs and implicate a 
host of lobbying issues, the communications appear to be unrestricted and lacking in regulatory 
oversight.  If not violative of the letter of the CCA Code of Conduct, these activities appear to 
implicate the spirit of the code.  Adopted in CPUC Decision (D.)12-12-036, the CCA Code of 
Conduct sets forth requirements for utility actions vis-à-vis CCA programs.  For utility 
communications that are considered marketing or lobbying in nature, funding should be 
exclusively provided by the utility’s shareholders, and the utility would additionally need to form 
an independent division and be subject to further regulatory oversight.  Even non-marketing 
utilities, however, are subject to audit requirements.  If nothing else, SCE’s actions with respect 
to the EECC Coalition warrant particular scrutiny as part of a formal audit.  In light of SCE’s role 
in the EECC Coalition and the model that could be set for future CCA-related lobbying by other 
utilities, CCEA specifically requests that the SCE’s audit under D.12-12-036 be initiated 
immediately, and that the scope of the audit include a thorough review of SCE’s involvement in 
the EECC Coalition. (See D.12-12-036; Ordering Paragraph 4.) 
 
Thank you in advance for your consideration of these matters, and your ongoing efforts to 
ensure that the utilities’ inherent market power does not unfairly thwart the development of CCA 
programs. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
  /s/ Mark Bozigian      

Mark Bozigian 
Executive Director 

CALIFORNIA CHOICE ENERGY AUTHORITY 
 
 
Attachments:  Sample SCE and EEUC Coalition lobbying material 
   (See also http://equitablechoice.com ) 
 
Copy:  CPUC Commissioner Martha Guzman Aceves 

CPUC Commissioner Liane Randolph 
  CPUC Commissioner Clifford Rechtschaffen 
  Service Lists: R.17-07-026 and R.03-10-003 
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‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Salvador Ramirez <Salvador.Ramirez@sce.com<mailto:Salvador.Ramirez@sce.com>> 
Date: Tue, Sep 19, 2017 at 12:25 PM 
Subject: Equitable Energy Choice for Californians (EECC) 
To:  g>> 
 
Dear  , 
 
It was great speaking with you last night.  Specifically, I’m following up on the discussion we had regarding the CPUC 
Proceeding on the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA), and to obtain your organizations support. 
 
This is an energy issue that will likely be of interest to you and your organization. If no changes are made to current 
regulations, hundreds of thousands of electricity customers could end up paying extra in their monthly bills for clean 
energy contracts and other power that was purchased for other customers.  The CPUC recognizes that the current cost‐
allocation mechanism isn’t working so they have opened up a formal proceeding. 
 
We have formed a coalition called Equitable Energy Choice for Californians (EECC) to engage at the CPUC and in other 
efforts to ensure cost equity among all customers.  The attached fact sheet provides additional information on the PCIA.  
We are approaching you and other organizations to alert you to the issue and encourage you to support the coalition. 
 
If you are in support of joining the EECC coalition please fill out the attached EECC Coalition Sign‐up Form and return it 
to Salvador.Ramirez@sce.com<mailto:Salvador.Ramirez@sce.com>. 
 
Attached is the current list of the organization who have signed on to the Equitable Energy Choice for Californians (EECC) 
coalition. Please share with other organizations you believe may be interested in joining this list. 
 
Thank you for your continual support.  Should you have any questions feel free to call me at (626) 320‐
9845<tel:(626)%20320‐9845>. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Sal Ramirez 
Government Affairs Manager 
Local Public Affairs and Government Affairs 
Phone: 626‐320‐9845<tel:(626)%20320‐9845> 
1000 Potrero Grande Drive, Monterey Park, CA 91755 
 



	

Tell the CPUC you believe all energy consumers should share equitably in 
the cost of investments in clean energy and other resources 

 
California is a leader in clean energy and environmental climate change goals. We are on track to meet our 
mandated goal of 50% renewable energy by 2030, thanks to the leadership of our state’s elected officials 
and regulators, and in large part to the long-term investments in renewable energy made by customers of 
the state’s investor-owned utilities. These investments helped kick-start renewable energy technologies to 
make them far more affordable and accessible today than when the legislature first mandated utilities 
purchase increasing amounts of clean energy. 
 
However, the way people buy energy is changing and more customers are buying power from sources 
other than their utility. If we are to continue California’s progress in meeting our clean energy and 
environmental goals, we must ensure that all customers continue to contribute equitably in the costs of 
clean energy and other resources purchased on their behalf. 
 
Current law requires that no customer be required to pay for power purchased for other customers. 
However, the mechanism established to protect customers is not working. As a result, some are paying 
more than they should. To address this problem, the CPUC recently opened a formal proceeding to review 
the mechanism often referred to as the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment or PCIA.  
 
As part of this announcement, the CPUC acknowledged that: 
 
•  “Investor-owned utilities and Community Choice Aggregators both have stated that the current cost 

allocation is inequitable.”     
• “The rise in California customers served by Community Choice Aggregators makes the cost 

allocation more important to customer bills.” 
• “…stakeholders have identified cost allocation issues as the most urgent topic in electric retail choice 

in California.”   
 
Urge the CPUC to create rules that ensure all customers equitably share in the 
cost of clean power 
 
The CPUC needs to hear from diverse constituencies that want to preserve customer choice, while 
ensuring all customers equitably contribute to meeting our renewable energy and climate action goals. 
Please consider signing on to the attached letter so we can tell the CPUC: 
 
Current laws to protect customers from paying for power investments made on behalf of others are 
not working. 

§ It has been estimated that some customers who now receive power through an alternative energy 
provider may on average only pay roughly 65% of the cost of clean energy that was purchased on 
their behalf.   

§ As a result, some customers who do not use an alternative energy provider could end up paying 
roughly $150 extra per year to pay for power purchased for others.  

§ This is not sustainable. In all cases, as more alternative energy providers form, there are going to 
be fewer remaining utility customers left paying an increasing cost for power purchased for others. 

Fact Sheet 



	

 
The CPUC must establish rules to ensure all customers share equitably in the costs of renewable 
and other energy. 

§ To ensure that the move to more customer choice is both sustainable and equitable, the CPUC 
must reform the current mechanism, including the PCIA, to ensure all customers share equitably in 
the costs of the long-term investments in renewable and other resources that were purchased on 
their behalf when they were a utility customer. 

§ That means all customers – whether they move to an alternative power provider or stay with the 
utility – will share equitably for past purchases made on their behalf, and no customer shall be left 
paying for power purchased for others. 

§ We all benefit from the clean energy investments that have been made to improve our air quality 
and environment, so no customers should be forced to pay more than their fair share. 

	




