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MCE Board of Directors Meeting
Thursday, August 20, 2026

6:30 p.m.
1125 Tamalpais Avenue 2300 Clayton Road, Suite 1500
San Rafael, CA 94901 Concord, CA, 94520
City Hall Committee Room Remote Location
955 School Street Pursuant to Res. 2026-05 & Gov. Code
Napa, CA 94559 54953.8.7
(City of Napa) (San Anselmo/Director Walker)

Pursuant to Government Code section 54953(f) and Resolution No. 2026-05,
Director Walker (San Anselmo) will participate remotely in this meeting.

Public comments may be made in person or remotely via the details below.

Remote Public Meeting Participation

Video Conference:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89004877785?pwd=0TYzZWGk4V2ptMFdIVGFScmw3NTIIdz09
Phone: Dial (669) 900-9128, Meeting ID: 890 0487 7785, Passcode: 525690

Materials related to this agenda are available for physical inspection at MCE's offices in San Rafael
at 1125 Tamalpais Avenue, San Rafael, CA 94901 and in Concord at 2300 Clayton Road, Suite
1500, Concord, CA 94520.

DISABLED ACCOMMODATION: If you are a person with a disability who requires an
accommodation or an alternative format, please contact MCE at (888) 632-3674 or ada-
coordinator@mceCleanEnergy.org at least 72 hours before the meeting start time to ensure
arrangements are made.

The Board of Directors may discuss and/or take action on any or all of the items listed on the agenda
irrespective of how the items are described.

Agenda Page 1 of 2

1. Roll Call/Quorum

2. Board Announcements (Discussion)


https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fus02web.zoom.us%2Fj%2F89004877785%3Fpwd%3DOTYzWGk4V2ptMFdlVGFScmw3NTlldz09&data=05%7C02%7Ctlomas%40mcecleanenergy.org%7C072bbdaf5fbc4a0c239c08ded3d83c44%7C308067e254a24862afeb523ddbf164e6%7C0%7C0%7C639181122821966316%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=sZ0m9ov6J1EnJatmueJStOqZHZ65bnF62nrDN0xGcGU%3D&reserved=0
mailto:ada-coordinator@mceCleanEnergy.org
mailto:ada-coordinator@mceCleanEnergy.org
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3. Public Open Time (Discussion)
4. Report from Chief Executive Officer (Discussion)

5. Consent Calendar (Discussion/Action)

C.1. Boproval of 7.16.26 Meeting Minuted
C.2. MCE Co-Application in Partnership with Contra Costa County td

Strategic Growth Council’s (SGC) Project Development Grant
Dpportunity

6. Review and Approve Recommended Response to Marin Civil Grand Jury
Report (Discussion/Action)

7. ARd Hoc CEO Search Committee Status Repor (Discussion)

8. Board & Staff Matters (Discussion)

9. Adjourn

Informational Reports

I.1. Approved Contracts for Energy Updatd
.2. Policy Planning Calendar (Fiscal Year Ending 20271

.3. Eommunity Benefit Funds Updatd

a. Renewable Enerqy Development Community Benefit Fund Guidelined

l.4. Leqislative and Requlatory Updateq

I.5. Bimonthly Customer Participation Reportd

a. fOY Comparison of Opt-Out Requestd

b. Monthly Net Customer Changes and Revenue Impaci

c. Monthly Active Customer Load Trend

d. Customer Flows 2025-2024

l.6. RQuarterly Communications and Marketing Updatd




DRAFT
MCE BOARD MEETING MINUTES
Thursday, July 16, 2026
6:30 P.M.

Present: Liz Alessio, County of Napa and Four Napa Cities/Town
(American Canyon, Calistoga, St. Helena, and Yountville)
Stephanie Andre, City of Larkspur
Dion Bailey, City of Hercules
Mark Belotz, Town of Danville
Kari Birdseye, City of Benicia
Monica Brown, County of Solano, left at 10:35 p.m.
Barbara Coler, Town of Fairfax
Cindy Darling, City of Walnut Creek
Arlene Kobata, City of Pittsburg
Kevin Jacobs, City of Novato
Eduardo Martinez, City of Richmond
John McCormick, City of Lafayette
Aaron Meadows, City of Oakley
Devin Murphy, City of Pinole, left at 10:33 p.m.

Laura Nakamura, City of Concord

Jack Ryan, Alternate, Town of Tiburon

Mary Sackett, County of Marin

Manveer Sandhu, City of Fairfield, left at 10:14 p.m.
Shanelle Scales-Preston, County of Contra Costa, Chair
Amanda Szakats, City of Pleasant Hill

Sridhar Verose, City of San Ramon

Chantel Walker, Town of San Anselmo

Sally Wilkinson, City of Belvedere, arrived at 6:36 p.m.
Brianne Zorn, City of Martinez

Absent: Eli Beckman, Town of Corte Madera
Jill Hoffman, City of Sausalito
C. William Kircher, Jr., Town of Ross
Maika Llorens Gulati, City of San Rafael
Beth Painter, City of Napa
Charles Palmares, City of Vallejo
Max Perrey, City of Mill Valley
Patricia Ponce, City of San Pablo
Graham Thiel, Town of Moraga
Carolyn Wysinger, City of El Cerrito

Staff
& Others: Jared Blanton, VP of Public Affairs
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Jesica Brooks, Lead Board Clerk and Executive Assistant
Alcides Hernandez, Director of Rates

Vicken Kasarjian, Acting CEO and Chief Operating Officer
Shaheen Khan, VP of Human Resources, Diversity, and Inclusion
Jonnie Kipyator, Power Analytics Principal Manager
Tanya Lomas, Board Clerk

Nathaniel Malcolm, Senior Commercial Counsel

Ashley Muth, Internal Operations Associate

Catalina Murphy, General Counsel

James Parker, Pacific Energy Advisors

Justine Parmelee, VP of Internal Operations

Mike Rodriguez-Vargas, Internal Operations Assistant
Sabrinna Soldavini, VP of Policy

Enyonam Senyo-Mensah, Manager of Internal Operations
Jamie Tuckey, Chief Customer Officer

1. Roll Call
(Video 0:00:00)
Chair Scales-Preston called the regular meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. with
quorum established by roll call.

2. Board Announcements (Discussion)
(Video 0:02:12)
There were comments from Directors Coler, Alessio, Sackett, Bailey, and Chair
Scales-Preston.

3. Public Open Time (Discussion)
(Video 0:13:00)
Chair Scales-Preston opened the public comment period and there were no
comments.

4. Report from Chief Executive Officer (Discussion)
(Video 0:14:14)
Vicken Kasarjian, Acting CEO and Chief Operating Officer, introduced this item
and addressed questions from Board members.

Chair Scales-Preston opened the public comment period and there were no
comments.

5. Consent Calendar (Discussion/Action)
(Video 0:22:27)
C.1  Approval of 6.15.26 Meeting Minutes
C.2 Approval of 6.18.26 Meeting Minutes
C.3 Addition of Board Members to Committees



https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1aazA-HABWA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1aazA-HABWA&t=132s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1aazA-HABWA&t=780s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1aazA-HABWA&t=854s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1aazA-HABWA&t=1347s
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C.4  MCE Application to the California Energy Commission’s GFO-25-608 -
Electric Hub, Outreach, Messaging, and Equipment
C.5 Proposed Exception to Operating Reserve Fund Policy Cap and Transfer

Chair Scales-Preston opened the public comment period and there were no
comments.

Action: It was M/S/C (Darling/Alessio) to Approve Consent Calendar items
C.1-C.5. Motion carried by unanimous roll call vote. (Absent: Beckman,
Hoffman, Kircher Jr., Llorens Gulati, Painter, Palmares, Perrey, Ponce, Thiel,
and Wysinger).

6. Integrated Resource Plan (Discussion/Action)
(Video 0:27:00)
Sabrinna Soldavini, VP of Policy, Jonnie Kipyator, Power Analytics Principal
Manager, and James Parker, Pacific Energy Advisors, introduced this item and
addressed questions from Board members.

Chair Scales-Preston opened the public comment period and there was a
comment from member of the public, Alicia Minyen.

Action: It was M/S/C (Murphy/Zorn) to
1. Approve MCE's 2026 IRP and Preferred Conforming Portfolio
(PCP); and
2. Direct Staff to finalize and file MCE's 2026 IRP in substantially the
same form and substance as approved, including any supporting
pleadings and motions on August 10, 2026, and submit any
supplemental materials as may be required.
Motion carried by unanimous roll call vote. (Absent: Beckman, Hoffman,
Kircher Jr., Llorens Gulati, Painter, Palmares, Perrey, Ponce, Thiel, and
Wysinger).

7. Proposed Creation of Ad Hoc CEO Search Committee (Discussion/Action)
(Video 1:42:52)
Chair Scales-Preston, Vice Chair Darling, and Director Coler introduced this
item and addressed questions from Board members.

Chair Scales-Preston opened the public comment period and there were
comments from members of the public, Alicia Minyen, Kingston Cole, Robert
Miller, and Ron Arlas.


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1aazA-HABWA&t=1620s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1aazA-HABWA&t=6172s
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Action 1: It was M/S/D (Zorn/Murphy) to Defer the Ad Hoc CEO Search
Commiittee to the September Board Meeting.

Motion did not carry. 9-Yays 19-Nos. (Nos: Alessio, Andre, Bailey, Belotz,
Birdseye, Coler, Darling, Jacobs, McCormick, Ryan, Sackett, Scales-Preston,
Szakats, Walker, and Wilkinson. Absent: Beckman, Hoffman, Kircher Jr.,
Llorens Gulati, Painter, Palmares, Perrey, Ponce, Thiel, and Wysinger).

Action 2: It was M/S/D (Szakats/Bailey) to
1. Approve the Executive Committee’s recommendation of the

creation of an Ad Hoc CEO Search Committee, consisting of
Directors Scales-Preston, Darling, Coler, Painter, Birdseye, Sackett,
and McCormick to lead the search for the new MCE CEO, provided
that the Committee bring key touch points (including the selection
of a recruitment firm) to the Executive Committee or the Board
(based on timing of meetings), and that the final CEO candidates
be brought to the full Board for interviews and for the selection of
the new CEO.

2. Authorize the Ad Hoc CEO Search Committee to request that MCE
staff provide the staffing and external resources the Committee
deems necessary, including retaining an external Executive Search
Recruitment firm.

Motion did not carry. 6-Yays 22-Nos. (Nos: Alessio, Andre, Belotz, Brown,
Coler, Jacobs, McCormick, Martinez, Meadows, Murphy, Nakamura, Ryan,
Sackett, Sandhu, Verose, Walker, Wilkinson and Zorn. Absent: Beckman,
Hoffman, Kircher Jr., Llorens Gulati, Painter, Palmares, Perrey, Ponce, Thiel,
and Wysinger).

Action 3: It was M/S/C (McCormick/Wilkinson) to
1. Approve the Executive Committee’s recommendation of the

creation of an Ad Hoc CEO Search Committee, consisting of
Directors Scales-Preston, Andre, Coler, Painter, Birdseye, Sackett,
and McCormick to lead the search for the new MCE CEO, provided
that the Committee bring key touch points (including the selection
of a recruitment firm) to the Executive Committee or the Board
(based on timing of meetings), and that the final CEO candidates
be brought to the full Board for interviews and for the selection of
the new CEO.

2. Authorize the Ad Hoc CEO Search Committee to request that MCE
staff provide the staffing and external resources the Committee
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deems necessary, including retaining an external Executive Search
Recruitment firm.

Motion carried by roll call vote. 22-Yays 6-Nos. (Nos: Alessio and Zorn.
Absent: Beckman, Hoffman, Kircher Jr., Llorens Gulati, Painter, Palmares,
Perrey, Ponce, Thiel, and Wysinger).

8. Receive Public Comment on the Civil Grand Jury Report (Discussion)
(Video 3:35:41)
Chair Scales-Preston opened the public comment period and there were
comments from members of the public, Robert Miller and Jody Timms.

Action: No action required.

9. Proposed Creation of Ad Hoc Civil Grand Jury Response Committee
(Discussion/Action)
(Video 3:47:43)
Chair Scales-Preston, Vice Chair Darling, and Director Coler introduced this
item and addressed questions from Board members.

Chair Scales-Preston opened the public comment period and there was a
comment from member of the public, Alicia Minyen.

Action: It was M/S/C (Alessio/Meadows) to Approve the creation of an Ad
Hoc Grand Jury Response Committee, consisting of Directors Belotz,
Darling, Perrey, Szakats, Walker, and Wilkinson, to lead and oversee
preparation of a draft response to the June 16, 2026 Civil Grand Jury
report. Motion carried by unanimous roll call vote. (Absent: Beckman,
Hoffman, Kircher Jr., Llorens Gulati, Painter, Palmares, Perrey, Ponce,
Sandhu, Thiel, and Wysinger).

10. Proposed General Counsel Reporting Structure (Discussion/Action)
(Video 4:04:06)
Catalina Murphy, General Counsel, introduced this item and addressed
questions from Board members.

Chair Scales-Preston opened the public comment period and there were no
comments.

Action: It was M/S/C (Nakamura/Walker) to Approve proposed Resolution
2026-06 Delegating Authority Setting Compensation, Tenure,
Appointment and Conditions of Employment to the Executive
Committee and the CEO. Motion carried by unanimous roll call vote.
(Absent: Beckman, Brown, Hoffman, Kircher Jr., Llorens Gulati, Murphy,
Painter, Palmares, Perrey, Ponce, Sandhu, Thiel and Wysinger).



https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1aazA-HABWA&t=12941s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1aazA-HABWA&t=13663s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1aazA-HABWA&t=14646s
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11. Board & Staff Matters (Discussion)
The item was deferred.

12. Adjournment

(Video 4:09:20)
Chair Scales-Preston adjourned the meeting at 10:40 p.m. to the next
scheduled Board Meeting on August 20, 2026.

Shanelle Scales-Preston, Chair

Attest:

Justine Parmelee, Secretary


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1aazA-HABWA&t=14960s
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August 20, 2026

TO: MCE Board of Directors
FROM: Alexandra McGee, Vice President of Strategic initiatives
RE: MCE Co-Application in Partnership with Contra Costa County to Strategic

Growth Council’s (SGC) Project Development Grant Opportunity
(Agenda ltem #05 C.2)

Dear Board Members:

Summary:
Contra Costa County’'s Department Conservation and Development has invited MCE to be a co-

applicant for their proposal to the Strategic Growth’s Council’s (SGC) Project Development grant.
This grant funds projects related to pre-development, basic infrastructure, climate adaptation, and
community planning in disadvantaged or under-resourced communities. This year, SGC expects to
make 3 Project Development grant awards, totaling approximately $15 million (up to $5 million per
award). Proposals are due September 30, 2026.

Proposal
This opportunity is intended to fund the pre-work necessary to identify community-driven

improvements in environmental, infrastructural, economic and public health benefits. Priority is
given to CalEnviroScreen designated Disadvantaged Communities. Contra Costa County's
Department of Conservation and Development (DCD) is requesting $5,000,000 to support the
unincorporated community of Rodeo.

Details of the proposal are under development. Contra Costa staff has invited MCE to provide
support on proposal elements that pertain to solar installation, energy efficiency, and appliance
electrification. MCE staff deemed this role to be a strong compliment to MCE's existing programs to:

- Advance single-family residential electrification through MCE’s Home Energy Savings
Program by providing no cost or low-cost retrofits to improve indoor air quality in a
community that has among the highest asthma-related emergency room visit rates in
California. Retrofits could include heat pump heating, ventilation, air conditioning systems,
heat pump dryers, electrical panel upgrades and remediation costs.

- Advance green construction and job training opportunities through MCE's Green Workforce
Pathways Program. This could provide additional pathways for local job seekers in a
traditionally industrialized area to enter clean energy and electrification careers.

The partner list is still in flux, but is anticipated to include:



- Contra Costa County Department of Conservation and Development:

o Sustainability

» Transportation Planning

» Solid Waste / Recycling

*  Housing and Community Improvement
o Public Works Department

= Street Maintenance

» Capital Projects

» Clean Water Program

* Transportation Engineering
o Contra Costa Health Department

= Contra Costa Green Business Program

- Other Co-Applicants

Contra Costa Resource Conservation District
The Watershed Project

GRID Alternatives

Bay Area Regional Energy Network (BayREN)
Rodeo Sanitary District

Rodeo Citizens Association

WestCAT

Sheet Metal Workers, Local 104

0O O 0O 0 O O O

Timing and Financial Considerations:

Applications are due September 30, 2026. Applications are expected to be reviewed and selected
in Winter 2026 with awards anticipated in Spring 2027. If awarded, and contracts are executed, the
project team would have 2 years to implement the grant.

Fiscal Impacts:
If selected, the proposal partners would be awarded up to $5,000,000. MCE's portion is still to be

determined. There are no match funding commitments requested of MCE to co-apply to this
opportunity.

Recommendation:
Authorize MCE to be a co-applicant to Contra Costa County’s proposal to the Strategic Growth

Council Project Development Grant Opportunity.
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August 20, 2026

TO: MCE Board of Directors

FROM: Mark Belotz, Town of Danville
Cindy Darling, City of Walnut Creek,
Max Perrey, City of Mill Valley
Amanda Szakats, City of Pleasant Hill
Chantel Walker, Town of San Anselmo
Sally Wilkinson, City of Belvedere

RE: Review and Approve Recommended Response to Marin Civil Grand Jury
Report (Agenda ltem #06)

ATTACHMENTS: A. Cover Lettel

B. Eroéosed Marin Civil Grand Jury Responsd

[/ Marin Civil Grand Jury Report: MCE, Marin Clean Energy: A Series o
issteps Highlight Need for Governance Changes

Dear Fellow Board Members:

Summary:
The Ad Hoc Civil Grand Jury Response Committee has completed review of the findings and

recommendations included in the June 15, 2026, Marin County Civil Grand Jury Report (Report):
MCE, Marin Clean Energy: A Series of Missteps Highlight Need for Governance Changes and
recommends Board approval of a proposed Cover Letter (Att. A) and response to the Report (Att. B).

Background:
At its July 16, 2026 meeting, the Board established the Ad Hoc Civil Grand Jury Response

Committee to prepare the Board's response to the Marin County Civil Grand Jury Report concerning
MCE: MCE, Marin Clean Energy: A Series of Missteps Highlight Need for Governance Changes (Att.
C). The six-member Committee includes three Marin County Directors - Max Perrey (Mill Valley),
Chantel Walker (San Anselmo), and Sally Wilkinson (Belvedere) - and three Contra Costa County
Directors - Mark Belotz (Danville), Cindy Darling (Walnut Creek), and Amanda Szakats (Pleasant Hill).

Over the past month, the Committee met four times with support from MCE's governance counsel,
Bethany Burgess of Aleshire & Wynder, and approved the attached draft response for review and
comment by the full Board and the public, and ultimately, approval by the full Board.

While the Committee recommends approval, MCE has requested an extension of the September 16,
2026, response deadline through the end of September, to allow the Committee to consider



comments received tonight and return with a final proposed response for Board approval at its
regular September 17, 2026, meeting, if necessary.

The Grand Jury report contains 14 findings and 13 recommendations, all but 2 of which are directed
to MCE's Board. Under California Penal Code section 933.05, the Board must respond to each
finding and recommendation directed to it. The attached draft reflects the Committee’s proposed
responses.

The Committee has also prepared a cover letter that provides broader context, acknowledges
governance shortcomings, affirms the Board’s responsibility to strengthen oversight and
accountability, and highlights reforms already underway. It also makes clear that this work is part of a
sustained effort to improve transparency, strengthen public confidence, and ensure that MCE
delivers measurable environmental benefits at competitive rates.

The Committee also wishes to recognize and thank MCE staff for their continued dedication and
professionalism during a challenging period. MCE's work depends on its talented and committed
staff. The governance shortcomings identified in the Grand Jury report are matters for which the
Board bears responsibility, including its obligation to provide effective oversight, accountability, and
direction.

Fiscal Impacts:
None.

Recommendation:
Approve the cover letter and proposed response to the Marin Civil Grand Jury.
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MCE

Via Certified Mail

September __, 2026

Honorable Stephen Freccero
Presiding Judge

Superior Court of California
County of Marin

[INSERT ADDRESS INFORMATION
REPORT COVER LETTER]

Re: Civil Grand Jury Report

Dear Judge Freccero,

We submit MCE's responses to the findings and recommendations contained in the Civil Grand
Jury's report, MCE, Marin Clean Energy: A Series of Missteps Highlight Need for Governance
Changes.

MCE’s 34-member Board represents 38 communities across four counties. Although our
communities differ, we are united by a commitment to MCE's fundamental mission: reducing
greenhouse gas emissions while delivering reliable and competitively priced energy.

We thank the Civil Grand Jury for the substantial time and effort devoted to its investigation. We also
acknowledge the environmental advocates, ratepayer groups, labor representatives, members of the
public, and journalists whose scrutiny has brought greater attention and urgency to important
questions about MCE's governance and operations.

The report identifies institutional weaknesses in Board oversight, internal controls, organizational
accountability, and the information provided to support major decisions. The Board recognizes that
MCE's governance practices did not keep pace with the agency’s growth, complexity, and financial
responsibilities. Whatever confidence the Board placed in professional management, ultimate
responsibility for ensuring effective institutional oversight rests with the governing body.

The Board accepts its responsibility to address these weaknesses. Significant reforms are already
underway, including the creation of a Finance Committee, the retention of an independent
governance and management consultant to assess the Board's size and composition, the
engagement of independent governance counsel, and the restoration of direct Board oversight of

1125 Tamalpais Avenue, San Rafael, CA 94901

1 2300 Clayton Road, Suite 1500, Concord, CA 94520
(888) 632-3674

mceCleanEnergy.org



the General Counsel. MCE is also conducting a search for a new Chief Executive Officer and
strengthening the Board’s engagement with the agency’s core business of energy procurement.

These actions represent an important beginning, not the completion of the work required. Lasting
reform will require clearer accountability, stronger controls, more complete and comprehensible
information, greater transparency, and sustained attention to the affordability and measurable
environmental value of MCE's decisions.

We agree with many of the Civil Grand Jury’s findings and recommendations. For each finding and
recommendation, the Board provides the applicable response and, where appropriate, additional
context or information. Our purpose is to respond carefully and accurately while establishing a
constructive path forward.

We thank and recognize MCE's dedicated staff for continuing to serve our customers during a
difficult period. MCE’s customers, member communities, and staff deserve an organization with clear
priorities, effective leadership, and appropriate oversight.

MCE helped pioneer community choice energy in California. It must now lead again through
integrity, measurable climate progress, disciplined management, and affordable rates. The Board
understands that MCE will ultimately be judged not by the reforms it announces, but by the results it
delivers.

Very truly yours,




RESPONSE OF MARIN CLEAN ENERGY
TO THE FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF
THE 2026 COUNTY OF MARIN CIVIL GRAND JURY REPORT
“MCE, MARIN CLEAN ENERGY: A SERIES OF MISSTEPS
HIGHLIGHT NEED FOR GOVERNANCE CHANGES”

Responses to Findings

Finding No. F1: MCE’s Board as a whole has not played a sufficiently active role in key agency
decisions including reviewing policies and future strategy, and setting/evaluating performance
metrics for management.

Response: Agree. The MCE Board agrees that it has not played a sufficiently active role in key
agency decisions. As will be noted throughout this response, the Board has retained a management
consultant to conduct a governance assessment and provide recommendations for improving Board
governance policies.

Finding No. F2: The Board needs - but in recent years has not received - adequate and independent
legal advice. Having ceded approval authority over the hiring of MCE’s General Counsel to the
CEO in 2023, the Board has diminished its ability to govern.

Response: Partially agree; partially disagree. Some members of the Board believe that, at times
in the past, the Board has not received adequate and independent legal advice. More recently,
Board members recognize that legal advice has been independent and adequate. The Board is
committed to re-evaluating the selection process and reporting structure for legal counsel to ensure
there is independence from management in the provision of legal advice. To that end, on July 16,
2026, the Board adopted Resolution No. 2026-06 rescinding Resolution No. 2018-09, clarifying
that authority to appoint the General Counsel is not delegated to the CEO, and providing that the
General Counsel shall report directly to the MCE Board.

Finding No. F3: The Board’s size and composition make it difficult for the Board to govern.
Response: Agree.

Finding No. F4: Many Board members have - quite understandably - limited expertise regarding
a large and complex company such as MCE.

Response: Agree.

Finding No. F5: All MCE Board members are local elected officials who face competing demands
on their limited time and resources; as a result, meeting attendance has often been poor, and
insufficient for optimally effective governance.

Response: Partially agree; partially disagree. MCE agrees that its Board is made up of local
elected officials who face competing demands on their time and resources. The Board recognizes
that this can present challenges to ensuring there is consistent meeting attendance. The Board



disagrees that attendance has often been poor and insufficient, given that the average member
community attendance at regular Board meetings for 2026 has been 77% and for 2025 was 75%.

Finding No. F6: Energy contracts at the heart of MCE’s business are technical and complex.
Board members face a considerable challenge to understand the costs, risks, and policy
implications of MCE’s energy contracts — and the relationship between those contracts and the
actual “greenness” of the electricity that MCE provides to its customers.

Response: Agree. MCE’s energy contracts are technical and complex and MCE Board members
may face challenges in understanding their costs, risks, and policy implications.

Finding No. F7: The Board lacks sufficient visibility into the work of its contracted power
purchasing agent and technical consultant (Pacific Energy Advisors) — an entity that has substantial
influence over MCE’s business operations, and also purchases for (and advises) other CCAs in the
market.

Response: The MCE Board agrees that the Board lacks sufficient visibility into some of MCE’s
business operations. The Board is committed to evaluating MCE’s organizational policies related
to power purchasing activities to ensure there is an appropriate level of Board oversight and
engagement.

Finding No. F8: The Board has not received from management an adequate and understandable
explanation of the almost $200 million year-over-year increase in energy costs in FY 2024-25.

Response: The MCE Board agrees that MCE management provided an explanation to the Board
that some members of the Board found to be adequate and understandable, while for other Board
members, was not comprehensive and does not sufficiently explain why MCE incurred such
significant cost increases. The Board recognizes that MCE staff has made improvements in
communicating information to the Board regarding MCE energy procurement practices.

Finding No. F9: Management has at times invoked confidentiality/market competitiveness
concerns when providing the Board or individual members with only limited details about energy
contracts (even though greater details are publicly reported on the California Energy
Commission’s website), thus impairing Board members’ contemporaneous awareness about key
aspects of MCE’s business.

Response: Agree. More recently, however, MCE management has explored additional options for
providing such information to the Board.

Finding No. F10: Management has been, at some times and in key respects, insufficiently
transparent with the Board, as it has (1) provided incomplete responses to Board members’
questions and requests for information; (2) obfuscated or conflated issues and details; (3) failed to
inform the Board of important actions in a timely manner or done so after-the-fact; and (4) limited
legitimate inquiries and comments from Board members who attempt to question management.



Response: The MCE Board agrees that in the past, management has at some times and in key
respects failed to provide Board members with all the information necessary for effective decision-
making. The Board recognizes that, more recently, MCE management has made significant
improvements in communicating information to the Board. As part of the Board’s governance
assessment, the Board will consider recommendations related to Board oversight of the Chief
Executive Officer, along with recommendations regarding the best ways to address Board inquiries
and concerns.

Finding No. F11: The Board has ceded control of its own meetings by relinquishing its
responsibility over the creation of meeting agendas. This has contributed to meeting inefficiency
and bloated meeting packets.

Response: Generally agree. Prior to August 2023, the Board’s Operating Rules and Regulations
(“OR&Rs”) required the Board Chair to supervise agenda preparation. In August 2023, the Board
amended its OR&Rs to require only the Chair’s review. More recently, MCE has adopted a
practice of having staff prepare agendas in collaboration with the Board Chair and Vice Chair,
with review by the Executive Committee. While this practice provides additional Board oversight,
it is not expressly established in the OR&Rs, which also do not provide a mechanism for Board
members to request future agenda items or provide input on the prioritization and scheduling of
agenda items.

Finding No. F12: The process for amending the agency’s foundational rules - its Operating Rules
and Regulations - has not been consistently and rigorously followed. As a result, the Grand Jury
questions whether all relevant materials were made available to Board members and the public (in
accordance with the Brown Act) in advance of the Board taking actions.

Response: The MCE Board agrees that in 2023, the process for amending the agency’s OR&Rs
was not sufficiently transparent and key materials were not timely provided to the Board and the
public as required by the Brown Act. Moreover, MCE is committed to updating its agenda setting
and publishing processes to ensure transparency and Brown Act Compliance.

Finding No. F13: Management has repeatedly violated key internal controls, including
“Resolution 2020-04” and “authorization chain” documents, which require consultation about, and
approval of, one-to-five-year energy contracts.

Response: The MCE Board agrees that various energy contracts were approved and executed by
the Chief Executive Officer and the Board Chair or Vice-Chair without consultation about those
contracts with an appropriate Committee of the Board or approval and execution by the Technical
Committee Chair. The Board is committed to evaluating and clarifying the roles and
responsibilities established in Resolution No. 2020-04.

Finding No. F14: MCE has grown from a small company to its significant size today, yet its
foundational documents have not been amended to reflect its increased scale and complexity.

Response: Agree. MCE is undertaking a governance assessment that will address, among other
things, whether and how its foundational documents should be updated.



Responses to Recommendations

Recommendation No. R1: By September 30, 2026, MCE’s Board of Directors should review
whether its current delegation of authority provides adequate oversight regarding contract
approval, setting/evaluating performance metrics for senior management, and overall company
strategy.

Response: The recommendation is currently in process.

As discussed throughout this response, the MCE Board will evaluate its current delegations of
authority and policies pertaining to contract approval to ensure that such policies and delegations
provide sufficient oversight for the organization. Additionally, as noted above, MCE is currently
conducting a governance assessment and will consider recommendations from its consultant
regarding the Board’s role and responsibilities in managing the Chief Executive Officer’s
performance. The first phase of the governance assessment is expected to be completed by
December 31, 2026.

Recommendation No. R2: By December 31, 2026, the Board should amend its Operating Rules
and Regulations to reinstate approval authority for hiring of the CEO and General Counsel, to
require Board approval for hiring all C-level employees, and to require an open, competitive
process for all such hiring.

Response: The recommendation has been implemented in part; with the remaining part to be
considered in the future.

On July 26, 2026, the Board adopted Resolution No. 2026-06 re-establishing authority for
appointment of the General Council and addressing the General Counsel’s reporting structure. The
Board agrees that it should also amend its OR&Rs to align with Resolution No. 2026-06. The
Board will seek input from its retained management consultant regarding appropriate procedures
for selecting the Chief Executive Officer, General Counsel, and other C-level employees, and will
endeavor to have this work completed by December 31, 2026.

Recommendation No. R3: By December 31, 2026, the Board should determine whether its
current size and composition are impediments to oversight and governance.

Response: The recommendation is currently in process.

As stated above, MCE is currently undertaking a governance assessment. As part of this
governance assessment, MCE’s retained management consultant will evaluate the challenges to
governance associated with MCE’s current Board structure. The first phase of the governance
assessment is currently scheduled to be completed by December 31, 2026.



Recommendation No. R4: By December 31, 2026, the Board should revise its Operating Rules
and Regulations to regain responsibility for jointly creating meeting agendas in order to improve
meeting efficiency and the prioritization of agenda items.

Response: The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in the
future.

The Board agrees to evaluate its agenda development practices and those practices currently
employed by other similar organizations to identify approaches that promote meaningful Board
and community input in agenda setting and the prioritization of policy and operational items
requiring Board direction. MCE agrees to complete this evaluation by December 31, 2026, and
will endeavor to implement any recommended revisions by March 31, 2027.

Recommendation No. R7: By March 31, 2027, the MCE Board should evaluate whether changes
to Board composition or access to energy expertise would improve oversight and governance, and
if necessary, consider amending its Joint Powers Agreement to allow the governing body of each
jurisdiction to appoint and designate a Board member (or alternate Board member) who is not a
member of its governing body, but who has strong energy industry experience and can commit to
serve for multiple years.

Response: The recommendation is currently in process.

As noted above, MCE is undertaking a governance assessment. As part of this process, MCE’s
retained management consultants will provide recommendations for improvement of the
organization’s governance structure. The initial phase of the governance assessment is expected to
be completed by December 31, 2026.

Recommendation No. R8: By December 31, 2026, the Board should review and assess the value
to ratepayers of certain costly contracts that may serve primarily to allow MCE to claim a higher
renewable Power Content Label.

Response: The recommendation has not yet been fully implemented, but will be fully
implemented in the future.

The Board should review and assess the value to ratepayers of MCE’s energy procurement
policies, including policies for contracts that may serve primarily to allow MCE to claim a higher
renewable Power Content Label. The Board will endeavor to complete the policy review by the
end of the first quarter of 2027 and will periodically audit compliance with and effectiveness of
such policies on a continuing basis.

Recommendation No. R9: By December 31, 2026, the MCE Board should hire an impartial,
outside auditor to provide a comprehensive review of energy contracts executed in FY 2024-25,
including review of cost, capacity, length of contract, fuel source, facility location and approval
processes in order to avoid future similar recurring contract variances and overruns.

Response: The recommendation requires further analysis.



MCE has reviewed various energy contracts executed over the past several years and has identified
lessons learned. It has introduced process improvements to its energy purchasing procedures and
continues to explore additional improvements. In addition, as part of this year’s audit, MCE’s
independent auditor sampled specific transactions including pricing approval chains relative to
energy procurement. The MCE Board will consider whether to conduct a more robust review of
past energy contracts by December 31, 2026. The MCE Board will also consider and evaluate
revisions to its existing policies and governance to ensure there is an appropriate level of Board
oversight and engagement with respect to energy contracts.

Recommendation No. R10: By December 31, 2026, the Board should conduct an internal review
concerning the apparent April 2023 elevation of then-Associate General Counsel to the position
of General Counsel, in order to determine whether that elevation occurred consistently with MCE’s
then-operative Operating Rules and Regulations.

Response: The recommendation requires further analysis.

By December 31, 2026, the Board will consider whether to conduct an internal review of the April
2023 promotion of the Associate General Counsel to the position of General Counsel to determine
whether such promotion complied with MCE’s then-current Operating Rules and Regulations.

Recommendation No. R11: Initially by December 31, 2026, and periodically thereafter, the
Board should direct management to issue a Request for Proposal concerning (1) services provided
by independent energy consultants, and (2) services of all other consultants when the duration or
cost exceeds a de minimis amount (as defined by the Board).

Response: The recommendation requires further analysis.

The MCE Board cannot agree at this time that all services exceeding a de minimis threshold in
duration or cost should be subject to competitive solicitation, as there may be appropriate
exceptions that warrant consideration. However, the Board agrees that MCE should follow
established policies and procedures governing competitive solicitations and will review its
purchasing and contracting policies and procedures to consider appropriate revisions to such
policies that promote greater competition and transparency. The MCE Board will endeavor to
complete this review by March 31, 2027.

Recommendation No. R12: By December 31, 2026, the Board should review its August 17, 2023
amendment of its Operating Rules and Regulations to determine if, in doing so, (1) the Board
received adequate and independent legal advice, and (2) whether MCE and the Board complied
with the public inspection requirements of the Brown Act, California’s open public meetings law.

Response: The recommendation requires further analysis.
As noted above, MCE has retained independent public agency legal counsel and management

consultants to advise on key updates to MCE’s governance structure, practices, and procedures,
including its Operating Rules and Regulations. The initial phase of this governance assessment is



expected to be completed by December 31, 2026. The Board will consider whether it should further
evaluate the amendment of its OR&Rs in 2023.

Recommendation No. R13: By March 31, 2027, the Board should review its existing policies and
internal controls to determine whether they are consistent with and adequate for a company
approaching one billion dollars in revenue.

Response: The recommendation is currently in process.

The Board will endeavor to complete review of its existing policies and internal controls by March
31,2027
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SUMMARY

MCE (Marin Clean Energy), one of California’s 25 not-for-profit renewable energy entities,
provides electricity to most households and businesses in Marin County, and in three nearby
counties, as an alternative to electricity provided by Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E).
Under state law, customers are automatically signed up with MCE, unless they affirmatively take
steps to “opt out” in favor of PG&E.

At the height of the electricity cost market in the fall of 2024, MCE entered into expensive
contracts that eventually increased its energy expenses over the prior year by about $200 million
— more than 25 percent. This issue prompted the Civil Grand Jury to investigate MCE. We
found a Board of Directors that rarely asserted its responsibility of governance, and management
that appeared to be taking advantage of this situation. We also found that controls for contract
approval and other internal processes were not being followed. The investigation concluded with
a number of key findings, some of which we summarize here:

(1) MCE’s Board of Directors has not taken a sufficiently active role in the important
decisions affecting the agency — and has failed to systematically review its policies,
performance, and future strategy.

(2) By delegating to the CEO, the Board’s approval authority over hiring of MCE’s
General Legal Counsel, the Board has lost access to adequate independent legal advice
when it is needed.

(3) The energy contracts at the heart of MCE’s business are complex — and Board
members face a considerable challenge to understand the relationship between those
contracts and the renewability of the electricity that MCE provides to its customers.

(4) On multiple occasions, MCE management has been insufficiently transparent with its
Board.

Our report offers recommendations addressing these and related findings. We briefly summarize
some of our primary recommendations:

(1) MCE’s Board should act as a governing board, by deepening its oversight, and
exercising primary authority over matters such as energy procurement decisions, hiring,
and budget plans.
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(2) The Board should reinstate approval authority for hiring of both CEO and General
Legal Counsel, and have approval authority for hiring of all other top-level management
personnel.

(3) The Board should address its composition and effectiveness, and related issues in its
planned “governance assessment” — a laudable ongoing Board-initiated project that is
expected to be completed after publication of this Grand Jury report.

(4) The Board should review the value of certain costly contracts that, some
knowledgeable critics assert, serve primarily to allow MCE to claim a higher renewable
(i.e., “greener”) Power Content Label.

The Grand Jury applauds MCE for pioneering the Community Choice Aggregator (CCA) model,
and for considerable success in advancing renewable energy. We acknowledge that management
faces unusual challenges in working with a large Board composed of elected members, who
often lack significant financial and energy experience. We also recognize that our
recommendations in this report are broad and consequential. Yet we believe these significant
actions and operating changes are necessary if the Board is to properly govern this more than
$840 million public organization (approaching the size of Marin County’s entire annual budget')
and position MCE for continued success. Without the proposed modifications to its current
operating regulations and organizational documents, we are concerned the Board will not be able
to provide needed oversight of MCE’s future performance.

BACKGROUND

A Local Option for Electricity Service: “Community Choice Aggregation”

In 2002 the California Legislature amended the Public Utilities Code? to provide for
“Community Choice Aggregators” (CCAs) — allowing counties and cities to buy electricity and
sell it to their residents and businesses. CCAs can negotiate electricity contracts with power
providers that focus on “clean” energy sources. CCAs can then offer purchased power to local
subscribers as an alternative to electricity provided by an “Investor-Owned Utility” (IOU) such
as Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E). Each CCA relies on its area IOU’s existing power lines,
metering, and billing systems to deliver and charge for the electricity supplied by the CCA.> The
same 2002 legislation made a local CCA the default electricity provider for all new customers
within that CCA’s service area, but permits customers to “opt out,” and so retain electricity
generated by the local IOU if the customer wishes.*

! See News Release, “Board Approves $865.8 Million Budget for 2025-26,” County of Marin website,
https://www.marincounty.gov/news-releases/board-approves-8658-million-budget-2025-26. All urls cited in this
report are current as of May 15, 2026.

2 Assembly Bill No. 117 (Sept. 24, 2002), amending Cal. Public Utilities Code, §§ 218.3, 366, 394, and 394.25; and
adding §§ 331.1, 366.2, and 381.1. See generally J.R. DeShazo et al., “The Promises and Challenges of Community
Choice Aggregation in California” (2017) UCLA Luskin School of Public Affairs,
https://innovation.luskin.ucla.edu/wp-

content/uploads/2019/03/The_Promises and Challenges_of Community Choice Aggregation_in_CA.pdf
(describing the nature, emergence, and benefits of CCAs).

3 Bach IOU also continues to provide all natural gas service.

4 Cal. Public Utilities Code, § 366.2, subd. (a), (2) & (3).
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Marin Clean Energy (MCE)

Marin Clean Energy (MCE) was formed under a Joint Powers Agreement in 2008° as a not-for-

profit entity, and became California’s first CCA in 2010.° Its vision then, as now, has been to
“lead California to an equitable, clean, affordable, and reliable energy economy by serving as a
model for community-based renewable energy, energy efficiency, and cutting-edge, clean-tech
products and programs.”” MCE began with a small staff, a management team that included co-
founder and current Chief Executive Officer (CEO) Dawn Weisz, and an eight-member
governing Board of Directors composed of one member from each town or city council, elected
in each of Marin’s originally participating seven towns and cities, and one Marin County
Supervisor.® Today there are 25 CCAs in California, serving more than 15 million customers in
over 200 California cities and counties,’ subject to some regulation by the state.!” Other notable
CCAs include AVA Community Energy (serving Alameda County, and some cities in the
Central Valley),'! Silicon Valley Clean Energy (serving 13 South Bay communities),'? and
Peninsula Clean Energy (serving 22 San Mateo County communities and the City of Los
Banos)."?

In the years since its formation MCE has grown to include all eleven Marin cities and towns, the
unincorporated parts of Marin County, and the counties of Contra Costa, Napa, and Solano, as

well as numerous cities within those counties.'* MCE currently provides electricity to 38

5 MCE, “Formation Documents” / “Joint Powers Agreement (pdf) — Updated April 17, 2025”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/key-documents/. The current parties to the JPA are described post, fn. 14.

¢ MCE, “Formation Documents” / “MCE Implementation Plan (pdf) — Revised January 2013”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/Marin-Energy-Authority-Community-Choice-Aggregation-
Implementation-Plan-And-Statement-of-Intent-Revised 012213.pdf.

7 MCE, “Our Purpose” https://mcecleanenergy.org/about/.

8 MCE, “Celebrating 15 Years of Clean Energy, Climate Action, and Community Power, Impact Report 2025,”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/12/2025_MCE_Impact-Report_111325-1.pdf p. 6.

9 California Community Choice Association (CalCCA), https://cal-cca.org/about/; MCE, “What is Community
Choice Aggregation?” https://mcecleanenergy.org/faq/.

10 See, for example, hearings held by the Cal. Senate Committee on Energy, Utilities and Communications (Aug. 23,
2017) “The Changing Electricity Landscape: The Growth of Community Choice Aggregators (CCAs),”
https://www.senate.ca.gov/media/senate-energy-utilities-communications-committee-20170823?format=video; Cal.
Senate Committee on Energy, Utilities and Communications (Mar. 19, 2019) “The Changing Electricity Landscape:
The Need for a New Regulatory Approach?” https://www.senate.ca.gov/media/senate-energy-utilities-
communications-committee-20190319?format=video.

See also, e.g., Senate Bill. No. 155 (Oct. 2, 2019), amending Cal. Pub. Utilities Code, §§ 399.13,399.16, 454.5 &
454.52 (strengthening oversight of CCAs by the California Public Utilities Commission; requiring CCAs and other
load-serving entities to strictly adhere to California renewable energy and grid adequacy requirements).

' Ava Community Energy, https://avaenergy.org/.

12 Silicon Valley Clean Energy, https://svcleanenergy.org/.

13 Peninsula Clean Energy, https://peninsulacleanenergy.com.

14 MCE, “Celebrating 15 Years of Clean Energy, Climate Action, and Community Power, Impact Report 2025,”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/12/2025_MCE_Impact-Report_111325-1.pdf, at pdf pp. 7-11.
As of 2026, there are 38 parties to the Joint Powers Agreement (“Marin Energy Authority Joint Powers Agreement,”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/MCE_JPA-Agreement_38 Communities-

Updated 4.17.25.pdf).
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communities, with 34 elected local government officials serving on its Board of Directors. >

Reflecting this increased coverage, Marin Clean Energy now simply refers to itself as “MCE.”

The Grand Jury supports MCE’s mission and wishes for it to succeed. MCE’s contribution to
clean energy, climate action, and community power is substantial and well documented.
According to MCE’s 2025 Impact Report, over the past 15 years MCE’s clean energy
investments have resulted in 1085 MW of new renewable energy capacity built or under
development, and a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions of 500,000 mega-tons of CO2e. To
support its customers financially and ensure that all customers can benefit from a green
economy, MCE has provided $80 million in bill savings and discount programs, credited $12
million to low-income customers through the MCE Cares Credit, issued $19 million in customer
rebates for EVs and EV charging, and distributed $57 million for energy efficiency upgrades. To
prioritize underserved populations, MCE has awarded $100,000 in community partnership
support to help residents and businesses become more climate-ready; supported more than 80
underserved youth in gaining hands-on training in green construction, electrification and energy

efficiency through its NextGen Trades Academy; and empowered underserved communities in

Concord, Richmond, San Rafael, and Vallejo to help shape the future of transportation. '

By the Numbers
Who Is MCE? Residents and businesses served

Since 2010, MCE has offered more renewable power at stable rates, significantly reducing energy-
related greenhouse gas emissions, and reinvesting millions in local energy programs. As California’s first
Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) program, MCE set the standard for energy innovation and is a
leader in developing the not-for-profit, public agency model.

Greenhouse gas emissions reduced

Vision

MCE's vision is to lead California to an equitable, clean, affordable, and reliable energy economy by Customer accounts

serving as a model for community-based energy, energy efficiency, and cutting-edge clean-tech

products and programs

Mission Bill savings compared to PG&E

MCE'’s mission is to confront the climate crisis by eliminating fossil fuel greenhouse gas emissions,
producing renewable energy, and creating equitable community benefits

New renewables

Service options
All MCE servi 1
S POWEREDEY @E By (”?E BV acT G& Member communities
Sl LIGHT GREEN EEP GREEN LOCAL SOL
& 609 100%
100 % A
fossil-free RENEWABLE RENEWABLE
Green jobs supported in California
MCE LIGHT GREEN MCE DEEP GREEN MCE LOCAL SOL
60% 100* 100*%
renewable since 2017 renewable locally sourced New warkers trained
o solar from Novato's
95% Cooley Quarry

carbon-free in 2023

Committed to new renewables

Caption: MCE Factsheet. Source: MCE Impact Report 2025, https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2025/12/2025 MCE_Impact-Report 111325-1.pdf, at pdf p. 4.

5 MCE, “Board of Directors,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/board-of-directors/. Consistent with MCE’s
organizational documents, the 34-member Board consists of representatives from the 38 communities, with one
Board member representing Napa county plus four cities within that county.

16 MCE, “Celebrating 15 Years of Clean Energy, Climate Action, and Community Power, Impact Report 2025,”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/12/2025 MCE Impact-Report 111325-1.pdf at pdf pp. 4-15.
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MCE’s annual revenue is currently more than $840 million.!” It provides electricity for more
than 600,000 customer accounts and 1.8 million residents and businesses in the four-member
counties.'® MCE currently has a staff of more than 120, and a management team of three.!” The
staff is diverse and the agency looks to be welcoming of all backgrounds. About sixty percent of
the employees are women.2° By all accounts, the agency appears to be a top place to work, and a
place where staff can succeed.’!

MCE explains that it purchases electricity “mostly ... from nonpolluting, renewable sources such
as solar, wind, geothermal, hydroelectric, and bioenergy. The projects that produce our

electricity are located in California, the Pacific Northwest, and Colorado. The exact proportion of
each varies with time, based on demand and availability. For example, MCE may use a higher
proportion of hydroelectric energy during the spring and summer months when winter runoff
generates more power at affordable prices.”>?> MCE procures electricity by entering into “short-
and long-term contracts with a variety of power suppliers to meet the energy needs of our
customers.”?3
MCE offers two main electricity supply programs. One is called “Light Green,” which aims to
provide electricity that is sourced at least 60 percent from “eligible renewables” such as solar and
wind (along with biomass & biowaste, geothermal, and “eligible hydroelectric”). The other is
called “Deep Green,” which is advertised as electricity derived entirely from solar and wind.?* In
2024 MCE exceeded its Light Green 60 percent goal, supplying to its customers 69 percent
renewable electricity under that program.?>

Ultimately, MCE is an energy trader, purchasing and selling electricity. At one end, MCE
purchases power in an energy market in competition with other CCAs and other energy traders.
But unlike most energy traders, MCE does not both buy and sell in the same energy market. The
endpoint for MCE electricity is with rate paying customers, as MCE sells its electricity in
competition with PG&E. In FY 2024-25 MCE spent nearly $200 million more than the previous

17 Id. at pdf p. 5.

18 MCE, “What is MCE?” https://mcecleanenergy.org/faq/.

19 MCE, “Meet our Team,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/our-team/. MCE lists its three executives as the Chief
Executive Officer, Chief Operating Officer, and Chief Customer Officer — excluding its Chief Financial Officer
from the Executive Leadership team.

20 Ibid.

21 “The San Francisco Bay Area Top Workplaces 2025,” https://topworkplaces.com/award/bayarea/2025/35-149/
(listing MCE as No. 12 of companies with 35-149 employees).

22 MCE, “Where does MCE get its electricity?” https://mcecleanenergy.org/faq/.

2 MCE, “How does MCE procure power?” https://mcecleanenergy.org/fag/.

24 MCE, “Compare Rates and Choose What Works Best for You,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/compare-rates-and-
options/ (highlighting the “renewable” percentages for “Light Green” and “Deep Green,” respectively). As
explained in an MCE chart regarding its “2024 Power Content Mix,” the legal term, “eligible renewables” includes
the sources listed in the text above, but excludes electricity sourced from coal, “large hydroelectric,” natural gas, and
nuclear plants. The same chart characterizes PG&E’s electricity as sourced 63 percent from “nuclear” (and 12
percent from “large hydroelectric” — yet none from coal), which, in combination with other lesser sources, results
in PG&E’s “eligible renewables” figure of only 23 percent. MCE, “Where Your Energy Comes From” / “Ensuring
Transparency” https://mcecleanenergy.org/energy-sources/.

23 MCE, “Compare Rates and Choose What Works Best for You,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/compare-rates-and-

options/.
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year on one-to-five-year energy contracts, while prices were at a peak. In light of these high-cost
purchases, MCE must include these high costs in its rates, until these expensive power contracts
are complete. In other words, MCE’s rates to customers are higher than they could have been
without its expensive purchases, and it is less able to compete with PG&E because of those
purchases.

Why did MCE purchase these contracts that created a $200 million year-over-year variance,
while other CCAs in the same market did not make similar purchases leading to similar
variances? The answer to this question requires a “deep dive” into how MCE operates, and
examination of details about how energy is purchased and delivered. But even as we examined
power purchases, we found irregularities concerning other operational details. Our investigation
identified serious concerns regarding governance, oversight, transparency, and adherence to
internal controls.

Public-Interest Watchdog Critiques of MCE — Followed by a Series of
Articles Published in The Marin Independent Journal

Beginning in the Fall of 2025, several state and local public-interest watchdog groups —
including Clean Coalition, Marin Conservation League, and Marin’s Coalition of Sensible
Taxpayers — submitted public comments to MCE, verbally at Board meetings and in writing,
critical of MCE’s recent financial performance and governance.?® We will address these
critiques, and public comments by others, in the “Discussion” section of this report below.

Subsequently the Marin Independent Journal published a series of four articles examining MCE
in late October 2025. The initial article described the efforts of some MCE Board members to
encourage more transparency and accountability.?” It reported that although most of MCE’s
Board members “had confidence in management ... for the second year in a row, MCE’s
expenses differed from its budget by more than $100 million, its auditors reported. Total
expenses increased by $200 million from the year before — creating an operating loss.”?®

The final series article observed that several former MCE directors had commented that the
Board’s large size “is not conducive to detailed discussion.”?® The article quoted a former Board
member — an accountant who was on the Board during its first decade, when there were only 12
members: ““ ‘But even then, I wasn’t the only one who felt like the Board ... had absolutely no
experience in the utility business, which is a complicated business, and we had no choice but to
rely on what management tells us.” 3° That former member concluded: “ ‘There were certain

26 Beginning in 2025, such public comments have been posted on MCE’s website on a page titled “Written Public
Comment Submissions,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/board-meetings/#public-comments.

%7 Steven Rosenfeld, “Friction at MCE, Part 1: Calls for financial reform, transparency” (Oct. 25, 2025) Marin
Independent Journal, https://www.marinij.com/2025/10/25/friction-at-mce-part-1-calls-for-financial-reform-
transparency/.

8 Ibid.

2 Steven Rosenfeld, “Friction at MCE, Part 4: Management, allies block governance reforms” (Oct. 28, 2025)
Marin Independent Journal, https://www.marinij.com/2025/10/28/friction-at-mce-part-4-management-allies-block-
governance-reforms/.

30 Ibid.
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things we could comment on, but the basic business was just oblivious to us.... There was a
strong feeling that the Board should hire some outside advisers who reported to the Board and
not to management.” !

In the ensuing months periodic follow-up articles have been published in the Marin Independent
Journal, reporting on MCE Board and committee meetings.>> Various interested persons and
groups have continued to submit critical and constructive comments in the form of letters and
memoranda, which MCE has continued to post on its website.>* In late 2025, MCE’s Board
voted to create a standing finance committee.** It also voted in early 2026 to undertake a
“governance assessment,” the scope of which will be defined after the Board receives and
evaluates responses to its request for proposals, which were due by the end of April, 2026.%
Clearly, this governance assessment project will not commence until well after June, 2026 —
subsequent to the end of the current Marin County Civil Grand Jury term.

APPROACH

We reviewed material posted on MCE’s website (https://mcecleanenergy.org/), including

hundreds of pages of meeting packets, dozens of hours of Board of Directors and related
committee meeting videos, along with financial, formation, and policy documents, and written
public comments. We also reviewed the websites of other peer CCAs, and other sources and
professional articles concerning CCAs.

We also researched California legislation creating and governing CCAs, and related legal
constraints on public entities by the Brown Act, California’s open public meetings law.*°

We conducted approximately 30 hours of interviews with 14 persons including: (1) members of
MCE’s Board of Directors; (2) representatives of watchdog entities who have commented on
MCE’s operations; (3) members of the public who have submitted comments to MCE; and (4)
representatives of MCE’s management.

31 Ibid., italics added.

32 Responding to the series of Marin IJ articles, MCE posted a document in November 2025 that purported to clarify
and correct asserted 1J “misinformation”: https://mcecleanenergy.org/fact-or-fiction-on-the-friction-at-mce/. (Found
by Google search.) Although MCE has promoted complimentary media coverage on its “In The News” website
section, and directly linked to such articles, MCE has posted only responses — but with no links — to Marin IJ
articles.

33 MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/board-meetings/#public-comments.
34 MCE, “Meeting Archive” / “Board of Directors November 20, 2025 Minutes,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2026/01/MCE-Board-Meeting-Minutes-November_2025.pdf, item 8.

35 MCE, “Meeting Archive” / “Board of Directors January 15, 2026 Minutes,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2026/03/MCE-Board-Meeting-Minutes-January 2026.pdf, at pdf p. 4 (item 8); MCE, “Open
Solicitations” / “MCE Solicitations” / “Governance Assessment Services RFP,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2026/03/2026-01-RFP-for-Governance-Assessment-Services.pdf (“MCE ... seeks a qualified
organization or individual(s) to assess MCE’s governance structure and practices and develop recommendations
based upon the findings”). Id. at pdf p. 1.

36 Cal. Gov. Code, §§ 54950-54963.
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In our investigation of specific missteps that have recently come to light at MCE, we realized
problems arose from broader issues about organizational governance, and operational
transparency. We subsequently focused our inquiry on underlying issues that, we believe, led to
those missteps.

Throughout our investigation we continued to monitor and review postings (meeting packets and
videos; public comment documents, etc.) published on MCE’s website, and those of some
comparable peer CCAs. We also continued to monitor ongoing articles, editorials, and letters to
the editor appearing in the Marin Independent Journal and other publications. However, because
of the timing of this jury’s one-year term, and necessary review of this report prior to
publication, we ended our investigation on May 15, 2026.

DISCUSSION

1. MCE Board Members Disagree About the Scope of Their Governance Role

Soon after we initiated our investigation, we found a basic disagreement amongst the Board
members about their Board responsibilities. Although some members have been active in
requesting information from management and offering analysis and strategy suggestions, others
felt this was beyond their scope and preferred to defer to management. We reviewed MCE’s
foundational documents to determine what was originally anticipated for these responsibilities.

The function and authority of MCE’s Board of Directors is described in its governing
documents. MCE’s Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) provides: “The governing body of the
Authority shall be a Board of Directors (‘Board’) consisting of one director for each Party
[county and municipalities] that “meets at regular intervals to provide the overall management
and guidance for MCE.”*” Consistent with the JPA, MCE’s Revised Community Choice
Aggregation Implementation Plan and Statement of Intent (Plan) specifies that the Board’s
primary duties are to “establish program policies, set rates and provide policy direction to the
Executive Officer, who has general responsibility for program operations, consistent with
policies established by the Board.”*® In this report, we refer to the Board’s roles and duties set
forth in these foundational documents, when exercised, as “governance.” Governance defines the
structural framework — rules, practices, and processes — that enables effective corporate
oversight and ensures transparency. Governance also determines how a board of directors
supervises management, mitigates risks, and discloses information to stakeholders, fostering trust
and accountability.?

37 MCE, “Formation Documents” / “Joint Powers Agreement (pdf) — Updated April 17, 2025”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/key-documents/, art. 4, § 4.1.

3 MCE, “Formation Documents” / “MCE Implementation Plan (pdf) — Revised January 2013”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/Marin-Energy-Authority-Community-Choice-Aggregation-
Implementation-Plan-And-Statement-of-Intent-Revised 012213.pdf, at pdf p. 11 (“Organizational Overview”).

3 See, e.g., Continuing Education of the Bar (CEB) (Feb. 21, 2025), https://ceb.com/blog/corporate-governance-
compliance-in-house-governance-strategies/.

Marin County Civil Grand Jury Page 8 of 49


https://mcecleanenergy.org/key-documents/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/Marin-Energy-Authority-Community-Choice-Aggregation-Implementation-Plan-And-Statement-of-Intent-Revised_012213.pdf
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/Marin-Energy-Authority-Community-Choice-Aggregation-Implementation-Plan-And-Statement-of-Intent-Revised_012213.pdf
https://ceb.com/blog/corporate-governance-compliance-in-house-governance-strategies/
https://ceb.com/blog/corporate-governance-compliance-in-house-governance-strategies/

MCE, Marin Clean Energy: A Series of Missteps Highlight Need for Governance Changes

In light of these foundational documents, we conclude that the MCE Board is expected to
exercise an active governance role.

Our interviews with Board members, together with our review of relevant MCE documents and
videos of Board and committee meetings reveals the following:

e Some Board members, stressing their understanding that governing directors owe a
fiduciary duty to their constituents and MCE ratepayers, have sought financial and energy
market-related information in order to better understand MCE’s operations. As detailed
later in this report, these Board members have attempted to understand why MCE’s
energy contracts entered into in the fall of 2024 greatly exceeded, by up to approximately
$200 million, those of the prior year. They also seek to know the extent of any problem,
and how it or similar variances might be avoided in the future. These members also have
advocated for internal governance changes to help Board members better monitor
financial matters to set policy regarding energy procurement and related matters.

e Other Board members have questioned the need for enhanced financial oversight, and the
necessity of creating any new internal committee charged with that task. Some of these
members have stressed their general respect for, and trust in, MCE’s experienced
management and professional staff. Others in this group have asserted that those who
seek more specific and detailed financial information and related internal governance
reforms are from small jurisdictions — and hence have too much time on their hands
compared with members who serve larger populations. And, as detailed later in this
report, some have accused fellow Board members of acting in ways that challenge the
Board’s decorum, and impose unreasonably on MCE’s staff. For many of these Board
members, those who seek further details about financial transactions and invoke
“fiduciary duty” can be, and have been, viewed as impairing MCE’s pre-existing positive
“culture.”

e MCE management weighs in on the side of less assertive Board governance, and has
acted in a variety of ways consistent with that end. Although MCE explains that it is
“governed by [its] Board of Directors” whose “monthly meetings ... are always open to
the public,” thus ensuring “public transparency and accountability,”** we have found that
this expressed dedication to Board governance is often illusory. We highlight here one
example related to MCE’s significant efforts to “onboard” new members.

As recently as early 2025, MCE’s management emphasized a limited scope for Board oversight
and investigative roles in its Board training materials, while prioritizing other functions, such as
promotion of MCE generally. One such piece, an official MCE Board member orientation slide
titled “MCE Board, What is the Assignment?” characterized the role of each new Board member,
explaining the “Role of [the] Board of Directors” is to “share,” “inform,” “advise,” and

“advocate.” Significantly, this orientation material mentioned nothing about what one might

29 ¢¢

expect to see as a primary role of each Board member: Governance.

Only recently did MCE revise this Board member orientation slide to add the word “Govern” to
the list of each member’s role.*! Yet even that change is circumscribed: The revised slide (shown

40 MCE, “MCE Governance & Finance FAQ” / “Who governs MCE?” https://mcecleanenergy.org/fag/.
41 MCE, “Meeting Archive” / “Special Meeting, MCE Board Orientation” (Feb. 20, 2025),
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/MCE-Board-Orientation-Meeting-
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below) suggests that the primary “focus” of each Board member should be on “the connection”
between MCE and that member’s jurisdiction. Certainly, this connection is important, and
consistent with MCE’s corporate culture. But this focus diminishes Board governance as a stated
priority, on par with “spread the word,” and “offer your perspective.” Moreover, the newer
“Assignment” orientation slide imposes a narrow scope to the concept of governance, limiting it
to approving MCE’s “budget, rates and policies.”

MCE Board: What is the Assignment?

We know Board members are busy with many work and community commitments.

Fortunately, MCE can employ over 100 professional staff with specialized expertise

and full-time engagement on MCE operations, freeing up Board members to focus on

the connection between MCE and member communities.

The MCE Board Assignment is to:

+ Share: Spread the word about MCE programs, rebates, successes and community-
based work

+ Inform: Notify MCE about key initiatives and events happening in your community
with an energy nexus

* Govern: Approve MCE's budget, rates, and policies.

» Advise: Offer your perspective on community-based policy decisions

+ Advocate: Be a spokesperson and advocate for MCE with external parties and key
stakeholders

Caption: MCE Board orientation “assignment” description in effect beginning February 2025 — with “Govern” added.
Source: MCE, https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/MCE-Board-Orientation-Meeting-
Packet February 20 2025.pdf, at pdf p.10.

MCE’s current orientation materials also include a slide that makes no reference to any
governing role. It acknowledges that Board members have other responsibilities, and emphasizes
that they should “rely on and trust” MCE’s staff.*> The same new Board orientation materials
also describe the Board’s three standing committees — Executive, Finance, and Technical. The
materials state, regarding each, that it “hears and approves” matters within its jurisdiction — but
the materials do not specifically mention any role regarding governance.*

The Grand Jury’s Conclusions About Board Member and Management Views of Governance:
The Grand Jury concludes that active governance is clearly anticipated in MCE'’s foundational
documents, and is necessary for MCE to meet the requirements of those documents. And yet
MCE’s Board of Directors is divided about how actively it should govern. This disagreement is
compounded because MCE’s management, and some Board members, appear to promote an
agency culture that prioritizes deference to the financial and policy preferences of management.
As a result, despite having grown to an $840 million company, decisions affecting MCE'’s
operation and strategy are currently largely driven by a few members of management.

Packet February 20 2025.pdf, at pdf p. 10. We acknowledge here that “approve” is certainly one act in
governance. However, standing alone and in this context, one reasonable (and likely, in our view) implication to be
taken from this piece is that the Board may rely on management’s recommendations, without the need for
independent “oversight,” or “investigation,” or “evaluation.”

42 MCE, “Meeting Archive” / “MCE Board Orientation” (Mar. 11, 2026), https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2026/03/MCE-Board-Orientation-Meeting-Packet-March-2026.pdf, pdf p. 15 (“As elected
representatives of their communities, Board members are busy with many work and community commitments. MCE
employs professional staff with specialized expertise and full-time engagement on MCE operations that Board
members can rely on and trust to focus on MCE’s continued success with their communities.”).

4 Id. at pdf pp. 16-18.
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2. MCE’s Board Has Ceded its Authority In Numerous Circumstances

Over the past years MCE’s Board of Directors have passed various resolutions, and amendments
to its Operating Rules and Regulations, reflecting changes that have ceded Board authority in
various key matters. These changes, usually in the form of “delegations” to the CEO, have
involved the Board’s authority over purchasing;** compensation, hiring and firing;*’ agenda
setting;*® approval of the hiring of General Counsel;*’ and most significantly, energy
procurement — MCE’s main function.*®

4 MCE, “Key Documents” / “Resolutions and Ordinances” / “Resolution 2018-04,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2018/04/Resolution-2018-04 Designating-the-CEO-as-A gent-Pursuant-to-Code-25500.pdf (see
related chart describing the specific ceding of Board authority).

4 MCE, “Key Documents” / “Resolutions and Ordinances” / “Resolution 2018-09,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2018/10/Resolution-2018-09-Delegating-Auth.-of-Setting-Comp.-Tenure-Appt.-and-Cond.-of-
Emplymnt-to-ExCom-and-CEO-1.pdf (see related chart describing the specific ceding of Board authority).

4 MCE, “Formation Documents” / “Amended Operating Rules [and] Regulations (pdf) — August 17, 2023,
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/08/Amended-MCE-Operating-Rules-Regulatons-Final-
8.21.23.pdf. The prior version of the Operating Rules and Regulations (undated, posted at
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/operating-rules-regulations-asammended.pdf) provided, in article
IV, § 1.a, that the Board Chair would “supervise the preparation of the business agenda.” The revised version of
article I'V, § 1.a, reduces that role, providing that the Board Chair simply “review the business agenda.”

4T MCE, “Key Documents” / “Amended Operating Rules [and] Regulations (pdf) — August 17, 2023,”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/08/Amended-MCE-Operating-Rules-Regulatons-Final-
8.21.23.pdf. The prior version of the Operating Rules and Regulations (undated, posted at
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/operating-rules-regulations-asammended.pdf) listed, in article VII, §
2, as a matter that “shall be approved only by a majority vote of the full membership of the Board,” the following:
“b. The hiring of an Executive Director and General Counsel.” The revised version of that provision (now
renumbered article “VI,” § 2.b.), removes the prior reference to General Counsel, and lists only “The hiring of a
Chief Executive Director.” MCE, “Formation Documents” / “Amended Operating Rules [and] Regulations (pdf) —
August 17,2023, https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/08/Amended-M CE-Operating-Rules-
Regulatons-Final-8.21.23.pdf.

4 MCE, “Key Documents” / “Resolutions and Ordinances” / “Resolution 2020-04,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2020/11/Resolution-2020-04-Delegating-Energy-Procurement. DOCX.pdf (see related chart
describing the specific ceding of Board authority). The language of Resolution 2020-04, delegating purchasing
authority, traces back through Resolution 2018-03 (https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2018/04/Resolution2018-03 _Rescinding-Reso-No.-2017-02-and-Delegating-Energy-Procurement-
Auth.pdf) to Resolution 2017-02 (https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/Resolution-

2017 02 MCE-Delegating-Contracting-Authorities.pdf).
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Summary of actions taken in recent years to reduce MCE Board of Directors’ authority
Year Subject Action

2017-2020 Energy Procurement Authority Expanded the CEOQ's already existing authority (to unilaterally
approve and execute energy contracts for terms of less than or
equal to one year) to also approve and execute energy contracts
of from one-to-five years with consultation and signature of
Technical Committee Chair

2018 Purchasing Authority Allowed the CEO to approve transactions under $100,000 (and
required signature by the Executive Committee Board Chair for
expenditures above that amount)

2018 Compensation, Hiring, and Firing Granted the CEO broad authority to hire, fire, and set
compensation for all other staff within the Board-approved
budget, but requires “consultation with the Executive Committee”
2023 Agenda Setting Revised the role of the Board Chair from "supervise the
preparation of the business agenda” to simply “review the
business agenda”

2023 Hiring of General Counsel Modified the authority of the Board from approval of “The hiring
of an Executive Director and General Counsel” to simply “The
hiring of a Chief Executive Director”

Caption: Recent actions ceding MCE Board'’s authority to the CEO.
Source: MCE website “Key Documents,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/key-documents/.

In this section, we will focus on the ceding of energy procurement authority, as this has directly
affected customer rates. The issue regarding hiring of General Counsel is also touched on below.

® Regarding energy procurement: The Board has, since at least 2017, delegated authority
to the CEO to enter into energy procurement contracts as follows:

o The CEO may unilaterally enter into short term (up to 12 months) energy
contracts.

o The CEO may “jointly,” with the “Technical Committee Chair ... after
consultation with a Committee of the Board, ... approve and execute contracts ...
for terms of less than or equal to five years.” The most recent MCE policy
reflecting these internal controls is Resolution 2020-04.4

Even with this expanded authority, as explained in section 4 of this report, MCE
management has routinely violated the internal control rules of Resolution 2020-04
italicized above, by (1) executing contracts with Board members other than the Technical
Committee Chair, and (2) without the required prior “consultation” with a committee.

In response to public criticism about these violations of its own longstanding internal
controls, MCE management in early 2026 proposed, and the Board approved, Resolution
2026-01. This new procurement resolution created an interim committee to consult about
and approve energy contacts, management asserted, “for the purpose of advising on and
facilitating MCE’s delegations, as set forth in Resolution 2020-04.”°

49 Ibid.

30 MCE, “Key Documents” / “Resolutions and Ordinances” / “Resolution 2026-01,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2026/03/2026-01-re-Interim-Advisory-Committee.pdf. The resolution stated: “Consultation with the
[interim committee] constitutes ‘consultation with the appropriate Committee of the Board of Directors’ within the
meaning of the delegation regarding one- to -five-year energy procurements under Resolution 2020-04, with respect
to procurements executed after the date of this Resolution.” Id. at pdf p. 2. The resolution also provided that the
interim committee “will sunset when the Board completes its governance assessment, revisits and/or clarifies the
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Less than one month later, MCE management proposed and recommended the Board
approve “Resolution 2026-02,”°! seeking to rescind both Resolutions 2020-04 and 2026-
01. Resolution 2026-02 would, in essence, endorse the past internal control violations,
and at the same time, (1) e/iminate any consultation with a Board committee, and (2)
delegate even more authority to the CEO to enter into short and medium term contracts
— including those up to 10 years (and of any value) — as well as all contracts of any
duration, so long at the “notional value” is no greater than the huge sum of $65 million.>
Specifically:

o Instead of prior “consultation” with a “Board committee,” the proposed resolution
would require only that the Technical Committee Chair (or in that person’s
absence, the Committee Vice Chair, or Board Chair, or Vice Chair of the Board)
“must have met with MCE Staff at least once within the prior 12 months to
review MCE’s open positions and contracting needs.”

o The proposed resolution also would further expand the CEO’s unilateral authority
far beyond energy contracts of up to 12 months, instead granting new power to
“approve and execute” energy contracts “of any amount, with delivery periods
having a cumulative total of less than or equal to 60 months.”** And this would
apply to contracts “of any term, with a notional value less than or equal to $65
million.”* In other words, with this additional delegation, the CEO would be
given unilateral authority over essentially all of MCE’s energy contracts.

When proposed Resolution 2026-02 was submitted to the Board for approval at its April
meeting, many public commenters — including the Sierra Club, the Marin Conservation
League, and Marin’s Coalition for Sensible Taxpayers — objected, in writing and orally,
to the proposed dramatically increased delegation of authority to the CEO.%° In addition,
some Board members spoke up, balking at perceived internal inconsistencies in the

delegations set forth in Resolution 2020-04 or its successor, or modifies this Resolution, whichever comes first.”
1bid.

S MCE, “Meeting Archive”/ “Board of Directors April 16, 2026 Meeting Packet,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2026/04/MCE-Board-Meeting-Packet-April-2026.pdf, at pdf p. 88.

32 Id. at pdf at pp. 99-101 (reline comparing proposed changes with Resolution 2020-04).

33 Id. at pdf at p. 100.

3 Id. at pdf pp. 100-101.

3 Id. at pdfp. 101.

% MCE, “Meeting Archive”/ “Board of Directors April 16, 2026 Video,”
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=i3Juv1s4cVY, at 1:33:50—1:54:20. Regarding the written comments, see, €.g.,
MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “Public Comment Letter from Lucy Dilworth — Distributed
4.15.26,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/Public-Comment-Letter-Lucy-Dilworth-
4.14.26.pdf (CST); id., “Public Comment Letter from Julia Dowell — Distributed 4.15.26,”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/Public-Comment-Letter-Julia-Dowell-4.15.26.pdf (Sierra
Club); “Public Comment Letter from Alicia Minyen — Distributed 4.15.26,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2026/04/Public-Comment-Letter-Alicia-Minyen-4.16.16.pdf; “Public Comment Letter from
Michael Kamerick — Distributed 4.16.26,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/Public-
Comment-Letter-Michael-Kamerick.pdf (Sierra Club); “Public Comment Letter from Nick Pappas — Distributed
4.17.26,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/Public-Comment-Letter-Nick-Pappas-
4.17.26.pdf; “Public Comment from Doug Kelly — Distributed 4.17.26,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2026/. /Public-Comment-Letter-Doug-Kelly-4.16.16.pdf (CST); “Public Comment from Mary
Fitzpatrick — Distributed 4.21.26,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/Public-Comment-
Letter-Mary-Fitzpatrick-4.21.26.pdf.
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proposal and supporting materials, and lack of guardrails.’” For example, one Board
member, apparently referencing the recent $200 million variance in MCE’s energy costs,
observed that the “challenges and missteps of the recent past have made it clear that this
organization requires more oversight of its contracting activities, not less.”® In essence,
these members apparently believed that the suggestion to significantly further delegate
authority to the CEO was poorly thought out and presented — and that Resolution 2026-
02 required substantial revision.

In response, the Board Chair tabled the proposal, and indicated that revisions might be
offered and considered in an upcoming MCE “procurement workshop.” It is unclear
when this matter will be brought back to the Board.

® Regarding General Counsel: The Board has also delegated to the CEO all authority for
the hiring of General Counsel. Prior to August 17, 2023, MCE’s Operating Rules and
Regulations (OR&R) required Board approval for the hiring of General Counsel. MCE’s
revised OR&R, as amended on August 17, 2023, no longer requires such Board approval
(see fn. 47). In our interviews, MCE Board members informed us that removing the
Board’s own authority to approve such hiring has left the Board without access to
adequate independent legal advice.

As further detailed in the Appendix, we see irregularities surrounding General Counsel’s
appointment that may have left the Board unaware of how this change occurred.

o It appears that MCE’s CEO elevated the current General Counsel to that role in
about April 2023 — prior to the August 17 change in the OR&R, and at a time
when such an appointment required approval of the full Board. MCE purports to
post (for open meetings) all Board documents on its official “Board Archive” of
its proceedings. However, we have not found any Board approval, vote, or Board
Minutes documenting such approval. Nor have we found any Agenda item for
discussion, or even formal notice to the Board on this topic. Without full Board
approval, we think General Counsel could not have assumed that position under
the rules then in effect.

o MCE’s Board Archive also fails to show (as of the time of writing this report) any
record reflecting that the Board was presented with any proposal to give up its
then-existing authority to approve the hiring of General Counsel. We have learned
that such a proposal was indeed shared with the Board immediately before the
Board’s vote, yet we have not been able to discern that this late documentation
was properly shared with the public, and the changes shown in the late
documentation regarding General Counsel were not highlighted or described to
the Board. In view of this history, and as more fully explained in the Appendix:

37 MCE, “Meeting Archive”/ “Board of Directors April 16, 2026 Video,”
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=i3Juvls4cVY, at 1:19:20-1:22:50.

3 MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “Board Statement from Director Kevin Jacobs,”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/Board _Statement Resolution 2026-02-Kevin-Jacobs.pdf,
at pdf p. 2.

% MCE, “Meeting Archive”/ “Board of Directors April 16, 2026 Video,”
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=j3Juvis4cVY, at 1:55:00—1:55:15.
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(1) It is not apparent that the key document proposing to remove the
Board’s authority to approve hiring of General Counsel was made
available to the public prior to the Board'’s vote (and indeed, it remains
hidden from public view even now) — raising questions about whether the
procedure followed complied with the “public inspection” requirements of
the Brown Act, California’s “open public meetings” law;

(2) The Board’s vote to remove its own authority to approve the hiring of
General Counsel, made in light of MCE management’s repeated failure to
highlight that significant change, contributed to a serious procedural
irregularity, leaving us to question whether (a) the Board received
adequate and independent legal advice about an issue that directly
affected General Counsel, and (b) the Board was aware of the significant
change that it approved.

(3) The documents setting out the proposed changes to the OR&R were
appended to an email sent to Board members on August 16, and then
subsequently “distributed” to the Board at the August 17 meeting. In order
to provide public access for those attending that meeting remotely, the
documents appended to that late email submission should have been
immediately posted on MCE’s website, as contemplated by the Brown
Act, Government Code section 54957.5, subdivision (b)(2)(B) — and also
identified to the video audience during the Board meeting.

The Grand Jury’s Conclusions About The Board Giving Up Authority to the CEO: The Board
has delegated its authority to MCE management in a number of areas — most prominently
regarding energy procurement, and control of General Counsel. In light of the apparent
disagreement among Board members concerning their proper role, we are concerned that the
shift of authority to the CEO has made it more difficult for the Board to provide meaningful
fiduciary oversight. Relatedly, and as discussed later in this report, the Board needs, but in
recent years has not consistently received, adequate independent legal advice.

%0 Specifically: Cal. Gov. Code, section 54957.5, subdivision (b)(1), requires that materials distributed less than 72
hours prior to discussion of agenda items must be made available for “public inspection ... at the time the writing is
distributed” to the Board members. The section provides two alternative ways for an agency to comply with this
requirement: First, under subdivision (b)(2)(A), the agency shall (i) make the writing available for public inspection
“at a public office or location that the agency shall designate for this purpose” and (ii) list the address where [the
writing] is available “on the agendas for all meetings of the legislative body of that agency.” Alternatively, an
agency can comply under subdivision (b)(2)(B), by satisfying each of four different requirements, one of which is:
“(i1) The ... agency immediately posts [the writing] on the ... agency’s internet website.”
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3. Public Interest Groups Provide Constructive Criticism, But
Frequently Receive No Meaningful Response From MCE

As alluded to previously, various entities, including Marin’s Coalition of Sensible Taxpayers, the
statewide Clean Coalition, and Marin Conservation League, have submitted extensive public
comments that have, in turn, been posted on MCE’s website.®' Various individuals, including
members of these groups, have spoken during “public comment” sessions at MCE Board and
committee meetings. All of these entities and speakers have supported MCE’s mission and wish
for it to succeed.®? Yet all have raised substantial concerns about MCE’s financial and energy
procurement decisions and related strategies, and all have expressed related concerns about
MCE’s financial oversight, management transparency, and governance structure. Some of these
criticisms and observations are reflected in our “findings” and “recommendations” listed later in
this report. We summarize below key points raised by some of these entities:

e Comments by Coalition of Sensible Taxpayers — presenting comparisons with
other CCAs: In September 2025 Marin’s Coalition of Sensible Taxpayers (CST)
undertook a comparison of MCE with its CCA peers.®> CST’s comment offered seven
financial metric charts illustrating MCE’s poor financial performance relative to its peers.
For example:

o One chart shows “the dramatic $186MM increase in energy costs MCE
experienced in 2025 compared to its CCA peers. MCE’s energy costs were 30%
higher in 2025 compared to the peer average of 4%.”%

61 Other similar entities have likewise submitted related comments advocating financial and corresponding
governance reforms. MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “Sustainable San Rafael Comment Letter —
Submitted October 3, 2025, https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/Public-Letter-Bill-Carney-
Sustainable-San-Rafael-10.3.25.pdf; MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “350Marin Comment Letter
— Submitted October 6, 2025,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/350Marin-Steering-
Committee-Letter-Jody-Timms.pdf; and MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “Public Comment Letter
from Robin Moller — Distributed on December 2, 2025,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2025/12/12.1.25-Robin-Moller.pdf.

%2 For consistency and clarity, all documents and speech, submitted to MCE by the public, will in this report be
referred to as “public comment,” or simply “comment.”

9 MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “Mathew Salter’s Request to Distribute Letter from Mimi
Willard — Distributed November 19, 2025,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/Public-
Comment-Letter-submitted-by-M.Salter-11.18.25.pdf. CST observed that most CCAs report on a June 30 financial
fiscal year end, except for MCE and Silicon Valley Clean Energy. It explained that its analysis adjusted MCE and
Silicon Valley Clean Energy’s reported financial statements to align those agencies. /bid.

o4 Ibid.
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Figure I: 2025/2024 Energy Cost Change
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CCA Ticker 2025 2024 Change %
MCE MCE $ 805617 $ 619,564 $ 186,053 30.0%
Clean Power Alliance CPA 1,277,422 1,219,547 57,875 AT7%
San Diego Community Power SDP 1,101,545 1,047,553 53,992 5.2%
Ava Community Energy AVA 767,656 707,476 60,180 8.5%
San Jose Clean Energy SIE 427,656 389,161 38,495 9.8%
Silicon Valley Clean Energy SVE 357,942 378,559 (20,616) -5.4%
Orange County Power Authority oCP 275,724 321,916 (46,192) -14.3%
Peninsula Clean Energy PCE 365,972 325,171 40,801 12.5%
Clean Power SF CSF 330,219 281,217 49,002 17.4%
Sonoma Clean Power SCP 172,915 176,729 (3,814) -2.2%
CCA Average $ 564,117 $ 538592 $ 25525 4.0%

Caption: Change in Energy Costs at Top-10 CCAs — 2024-2025. Source: Coalition of Sensible Taxpayers (CST),
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/Public-Comment-Letter-submitted-by-M.Salter-11.18.25.pdf,
at pdf p. 6. (Note: MCE and SVE financial statements were adjusted to reflect a June 30, 2025 fiscal year-end.)

o Another CST chart shows MCE’s 2025 energy costs per MWh compared with its
peers. “MCE’s energy cost at $143 per MWh was the highest of its peers, 30%
higher than the CCA average of $110 per MWh. This is a direct result of the
timing, terms, and volume of short-term financial hedges and renewable energy
credits (PCC1) that MCE procured.!%! While all CCAs faced surging prices in the
resource adequacy and renewable energy credits markets during the period, MCE
was an outlier.”®

%5 Regarding the terminology “renewable energy credits” (or certificates), also known as RECs, and “PCC1,”

MCE’s website states: “Each time 1 megawatt of renewable energy is generated, a corresponding renewable energy
certificate (REC) is also generated. RECs are the main method of accounting for renewable energy transactions.”
MCE, “Energy Expert: Utility Power Purchasing”/ “How is Power Accounted for?”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/energy-expert-utility-power-purchasing/. The same MCE page addresses “three types of
RECs,” describing “PCC 1 RECs [as] ... bundled with electricity that comes from [a] renewable energy facility.” By
contrast, the page explains, “PCC 2 RECs ... are bundled with electricity, but the electricity ... doesn’t have to come
from [a] renewable energy facility”; and finally, “PCC 3 RECs are produced by a renewable facility, but they’re
unbundled and sold without the associated electricity.” Ibid.

% Jbid.
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Figure llI: 2025 Energy Cost (MWh)
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Caption: 2025 Energy Costs ($/MWh) at Top-10 CCAs. Source: Coalition of Sensible Taxpayers (CST),
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/Public-Comment-Letter-submitted-by-M.Salter-11.18.25.pdf,
at pdf. 7.

o CST concluded that “MCE produced dismal fiscal 2025 results primarily due to
agency-specific high energy costs and, to a lesser extent, rising staffing costs. We
call on management to provide a far more detailed explanation — with
accompanying documentation — of its poor financial performance in 2025.
Ratepayers deserve accountability, transparency, predictability, and credibility —
none of which is currently provided by MCE. CST calls on MCE’s Board to
address this situation with the urgency it merits.”®’

To date, MCE has posted no response to the CST public comment, nor has it otherwise
addressed CST’s analysis.

e Comments by Clean Coalition — concerning MCE’s comparative price
differentials, energy purchasing decisions, and related transparency /
accountability: By public comments, Clean Coalition (CC), a statewide group focused
on accelerating the transition to renewable energy, presented its own comparative rates
analysis of various peer CCAs, and asserted that MCE’s “price differentials, relative to
PG&E, are outliers.”®® (In other words, CC reported, the average customer’s bill
difference between MCE and PG&E is greater than the average bill difference between
other CCAs and their own investor owned utility company.) At the MCE Board meeting
held later that month, MCE management dismissed CC’s analysis as an inapt “apples-to-
oranges” comparison.®’ In a subsequent comment to MCE’s Board, CC stated:

87 Ibid.

% MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “Clean Coalition Comment Letter for September MCE Board
Meeting,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/RE-Item-7-Meeting-Minutes_Clean-
Coalition_9.17.25.pdf.

% MCE, “Meeting Archive” / “Board of Directors September 18, 2025 Video,”
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JmB25Q rNSY, at 1:48:57—1:50:35.
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O  “Our analysis shows that MCE’s customers are paying some of the highest
premiums above the host utility.””

o “There is no statistical correlation between renewable energy content and
electricity rates when reviewing CCA data. In other words, it is mathematically
untrue that CCAs with a higher renewable content must charge the highest
electricity rates.””!

o “Average wholesale energy prices have been falling for multiple years (even as
MCE has consistently misforecasted market conditions).””? “The Board deserves
a detailed line-by-line explanation of why MCE’s Energy Costs have risen
significantly at a time when market energy prices have declined.” In this respect,
CC posed several pointed questions concerning transparency and accountability
(see graphic) and concluded: “Until these questions are answered
comprehensively, the Board does not have sufficient information to implement
the meaningful reforms needed to prevent anything similar from happening
again.””?

Questions Posed by the Clean Coalition to MCE

1. Why is the $200 million swing in energy costs being attributed to volatility when market data clearly
demonstrates a predictable year-over-year downward trend and a consistent intra-year swing for wholesale
energy prices?

2. Why did it take until 6 months after the end of the fiscal year for MCE to, proverbially, “hit the panic
button"?

3. Is MCE's share of short-term contracts too high? If so, why?

4. Have last-minute hedge contracts resulted in MCE accepting what would normally be unacceptable prices?
If so, how many contracts, and during what times of the year?

5. What guardrails are in place to prevent a similar issue from occurring again, if the risk management
framework has not shifted due to any events over the past three years?

6. If MCE's Board does not have any granular data or clear explanations for such critical missteps, who at
MCE is addressing these issues?

7. Why is this level of transparency and accountability (or the lack thereof) acceptable given the CCA's
obligation to operate in a manner that serves the best interests of the ratepayers?

Caption: Questions posed by Clean Coalition to MCE regarding its transparency and accountability. Source: Clean
Coalition https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/Clean-Coalition-Letter-9.30.25.pdf, at pdf p. 5.

70 MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “Clean Coalition Comment Letter for September MCE Board
Meeting,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/RE-Item-7-Meeting-Minutes_Clean-
Coalition_9.17.25.pdf.

! Ibid.

72 Ibid. The letter continued: “One of the questionable assertions made in regard to the unexpected $200 million
swing in Energy Costs experienced by MCE is that the increased costs can be attributed to short-term contracts,
hedging, and normal volatility. While the Clean Coalition is not questioning this particular data that was provided by
MCE staff, the most important questions were left completely unanswered. What specific underlying market
dynamics left MCE on the hook for these high prices, and was it foreseeable? .... On average, the price of wholesale
energy in the CAISO market has decreased in each of the last three years since the end of MCE’s Fiscal Year 2023,
which ended in March 2023. [Citing and showing a graph.] Market fluctuations are traditionally dictated by natural
gas prices, with higher prices during the annual system peak in the summer and extending through the winter as
demand increases due to reliance on natural gas for heating purposes. This is a predictable trend.” 7bid.

3 Ibid.
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MCE management addressed CC’s public comments in a response, directed to MCE
Board members, posted on MCE’s website. Regarding CC’s first and main issue, that
MCE’s must remain competitive, the response asserted that, although MCE has no
“policy” regarding comparing its rates to those of other CCAs, “MCE remains
competitive compared to its CCA peers and PG&E.””* The response also attributed the
approximately $200 million variance in energy costs that MCE had experienced in the
2024-2025 fiscal year in part to MCE’s policy of “high quality renewable purchases.”””
The response did not directly address CC’s contention that a CCA such as MCE, that
provides higher renewable content than its peers, need not also charge the highest
electricity rates, or how CC went wrong in its analysis. Although one might expect some
explanation that would allow observers to understand why CC’s numbers might be
“apples,” and MCE’s numbers might be “oranges,” MCE’s response instead explains
MCE’s management’s views on a variety of subjects,’® while extolling the virtues of
MCE’s products. Nor did the response acknowledge or address CC’s pointed criticisms
(found in its follow-up public comment, and highlighted above) concerning fiscal
responsibility, transparency, and the Board’s ability to fulfill its governance
responsibilities.

e Comments by Marin Conservation League — questioning energy contracts that
were signed at the height of the market, and the “greenness” of such contracts:
Beginning in September 2025 Marin Conservation League (MCL), an entity devoted to
preserving and protecting Marin’s natural assets in a changing environment, submitted
various critiques addressing MCE’s finances, transparency, and governance, all of which
have been posted on MCE’s website.”” Most recently, in late January 2026 MCL
submitted a new public comment focusing on the $200 million that MCE spent in FY
2024-25 on certain energy contracts that were signed at the height of the market.”® MCL
requested that MCE “provide a full analysis of the impact and value” of such contracts in
order to determine the extent to which they actually reflect or encourage what is termed
in the industry as “additionality” — that is, evidence that a renewable energy
procurement contract has directly caused the construction of new (additional) renewable
energy generation capacity that would not otherwise have been built. MCL noted that

74 MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “MCE Response to Clean Coalition Letters — Distributed
October 1, 2025, https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/MCE-Response-to-Clean-Coalition-
Letters.pdf.

75 Ibid.

76 Ibid. MCE’s response begins with a discussion of rates and costs, but then veers from addressing CC’s points,
instead discussing bill credits, local solar generation, maintenance of financial reserves, and various activities in its
“suite of customer programs” — and summarizing all of this as examples of “Adaptability and Innovation.” /bid.

77 MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “Marin Conservation League Letter — Submitted October 3,
2025 https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/MCL-to-MCE-10.3.25.pdf; “Marin Conservation
League Letter — Submitted November 18, 2025 https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/11.18.25-
Public-Comment-Rebecca-Schwartz-Lesberg-for-MCE-BOD-meeting-agenda-item-8.pdf; “Marin Conservation
League Letter — Submitted November 19, 2025 https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/11.19.25-
Public-Comment-Rebecca-Schwartz-for-MCE-BOD-meeting-agenda-item-9.pdf.

78 MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “Public Comment Letter from Rebecca Schwartz at MCL —
Distributed February 2, 2026” (letter dated Jan. 29, 2026), https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2026/02/Public-Comment-from-Rebecca-Schwartz-Lesberg-at-MCL-Distributed-2.2.26.pdf.
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“MCE and the Board have significant discretion over this very large expenditure” that,
MCL asserted, only “reshuffles” clean energy attributes among parties, and yet those
same funds could be better expended on other more worthy projects that might provide
more renewable energy and more real reduction in greenhouse-gas energy sources. MCL
suggested that MCE has entered into such questionable contracts in order for MCE to
acquire the legal right to claim (and advertise) a higher renewable Power Content Label
(PCL) attributable to its electricity generation. Yet, MCL asserted, such energy purchases
do not, in fact, lead to substantial (or perhaps even any) real-world environmental
“additionality.”” The questions raised by MCL’s comment appear to be reasonably
intended to elicit information that could be useful in the Board’s evaluation of the costs
and benefits of the FY 202425 contracts, and similar contracts in the future.

MCE quickly issued a response, denying that MCE enters into certain types of energy
purchasing contracts solely so that it can report a more “green” power content label in its
advertising.® This response did not address MCL’s concern that the funds paid for the
challenged expensive energy contracts might better be spent on other more worthy
“green” projects. Moreover, as MCL observed in its own subsequent reply, MCE’s
response failed to address the substance of MCL’s other points,®! stating that MCE
offered “no quantification in megawatts, number of facilities, or any other metric of new
capacity”; and its “statements [did] not explain how buying attributes through [the
challenged] contracts lead to any new renewable or GHG-free energy capacity.”* Nor,
MCL observed, did MCE’s response address MCL’s primary assertion that some of
MCE’s key contracts amount to greenwashing — that is, energy attributes being
“reshuffled” among parties without creating new renewable energy or GHG-free energy
production or capacity, for the purpose of enhancing MCE’s Power Content Label.
Accordingly, MCL repeated its earlier request that MCE thoroughly assess the costs and
environmental benefits of the challenged contracts and present the results to the
appropriate Board committees and the full Board, so that the Board can incorporate the

7 Ibid. This issue is also addressed in more specific detail in a subsequent submission by MCE customer and
observer Nick Pappas: “Purchasing these offsets has added hundreds of dollars to MCE customer bills in recent
years, and it is worth noting that these purchases are strictly for voluntary marketing claims. Even as prices have
declined, MCE proposes to spend $54 million ... on short-term attributes in FY26-27 — around $90 per household.”
He asks Board members: “Do you have enough information to justify these added costs to your constituents?” MCE,
“Written Public Comment Submissions” / “Public Comment From Nick Pappas — Distributed 2.19.26, at pdf p. 5.
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/02/Public-Comment-from-Nick-Pappas-Distributed-
2.19.26.pdf.

80 MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “Response to MCL — Distributed February 2, 2026,”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/02/MCE-Response-to-MCL-Comment-2.2.26.pdf. MCE’s
response begins: “MCE did not spend $202 million on unbundled (“PCC3”) attribute-only contracts, as stated in the
letter.” “PCC3” (meaning “Portfolio Content Category 3”) refers to certain types of energy contracts. Yet MCL’s
letter nowhere referred to or addressed such contracts.

81 MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “Public Comment from Rebecca Schwartz at MCL —
Distributed 2.11.26,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/02/Public-Comment-from-Rebecca-
Schwartz-Lesberg-at-MCL-Distributed-2.11.26.pdf.

82 Ibid.
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findings from that analysis “into the current budget process.”®* Again, this appears to be a
reasonable request, as the Board should have sufficient information to evaluate these
concerns.

As of this writing, MCE has provided no further response to MCL’s reply. In the
meantime, the Sierra Club recently has submitted extensive public comment, echoing and
expounding upon MCL’s concerns — including, specifically, that “MCE spends
significant ratepayer funds on environmental attributes — often of questionable impact
— to offset [‘fossil energy products’] ... purchases on its Power Content Label.”%*

The Grand Jury’s Conclusions About Public Comments by Watchdog Groups: Numerous well-
intentioned advocates have been critical of MCE regarding its financial performance; average
customer bills exceeding those of full service PG&E customers by a larger amount than at peer
CCAs; and costly renewable energy purchases that serve to increase MCE'’s advertised
“greenness” but, assertedly, contribute no (or little) additional clean energy. The Grand Jury
has evaluated these comments because they raised issues later discussed by Board members.
Although we do not take a position on these technical claims, we believe it is necessary for these
comments to be addressed by management and the Board. To accomplish this, the Board will
require more detailed information contained in these contracts. Whereas MCE management
asserts it has responded to these public comments, in the best of cases, it does not respond to
critics, specifically and substantively. In other instances, management has provided no response,
mischaracterized the criticisms, misdirected and shifted responsibility, or responded with
marketing.

8 MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “Public Comment from Rebecca Schwartz at MCL —
Distributed 2.11.26,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/02/Public-Comment-from-Rebecca-
Schwartz-Lesberg-at-MCL-Distributed-2.11.26.pdf.

8 MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “Public Comment Letter from Julia Dowell — Distributed
4.15.26,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/Public-Comment-Letter-Julia-Dowell-
4.15.26.pdf, at pdf p. 4. The Sierra Club concludes: “Beyond these significant environmental policy concerns, these
attributes represent considerable expenditures from MCE customers — unjustly adding to the energy burden for the
1.5 million people MCE serves for no apparent benefit or purpose beyond fleeting and illusory environmental
claims. MCE proposes to spend $54 million in the next fiscal year on these attributes, approximately $90 per
household, in addition to the hundreds of millions it will spend to back these paper attributes with fossil energy and
capacity.” Id. at pdf p. 5. MCE quickly posted an extensive response, again challenging the analysis employed by
both MCL, and embraced by the Sierra Club. MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “MCE’s Response to
Sierra Club Letter,”https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/MCE-Reponse-to-Sierra-Club-Letter-
MCE-Energy-Procurement-and-Governance-Concerns-April-15-2026.pdf, at pdf pp. 1-4. Regarding the Sierra
Club’s contention quoted in the text above, MCE replied: “Despite repeated assertions to the contrary, MCE does
not purchase short-term attributes to mask reliance on the gas-fired fleet in the grid. MCE does use short-term
contracts for bundled renewable and greenhouse gas-free energy to help bridge the gap as we wait for new long-term
resources to come online and to help keep costs lower for customers.” Id. at pdf p. 4.
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4. MCE’s Management Has Violated its Internal Controls Concerning
Energy Contracts, and Promoted Inaccurate Advertising About
“Green” Power Content

MCE has failed to adhere to its own important internal controls governing consultation about,
and signing of, certain significant and costly energy contracts. Questions have also been raised
concerning the accuracy of certain advertising statements about the renewability of MCE’s
power content, statements that MCE later revised.® We believe these errors arise out of
management’s casual approach to internal controls and transparency.

e Compliance with internal controls concerning consultation about and execution of
one-to-five-year energy contracts: MCE’s Resolution 2020-04 states: “The CEO and
Technical Committee Chair, jointly, are hereby authorized, after consultation with the
appropriate Committee of the Board of Directors, to approve and execute contracts for
Energy Procurement for terms of less than or equal to five years. The CEO shall timely
report to the Board of Directors all such executed contracts.”

In early 2026 an observer, who had reviewed a posted draft of MCE management’s
proposal for addressing recently asserted “misinformation,” questioned whether MCE
was adhering to its own internal consultation and execution rules called for by Resolution
2020-04.87 The observer called for an audit to examine whether contracts were signed by
the appropriate Board members, and implored the Board to act “as fiduciaries,” to
“ensure that the CEO does not bind MCE into energy procurement contracts that are not
properly authorized and executed.”®

MCE responded in a legal memo to the Board’s Technical Committee, reflecting an
internal investigation signed jointly by MCE’s General Counsel and outside counsel.®’

8 MCE itself highlighted these two problems in its own document that was designed to address asserted
“misinformation” about MCE. See MCE, “Board Meetings”/ “Meeting Archive” / “Board of Directors January 15,
2026 Supplemental Packet,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/01/MCE-Board-Meeting-
Supplemental-Packet-January-2026.pdf, Item 5, Consent Calendar, C.4 (“Ensuring Accuracy in Local
Information”), at pdf p. 19.

8 MCE, “Key Documents” / “Resolutions and Ordinances” / “Resolution 2020-04,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2020/11/Resolution-2020-04-Delegating-Energy-Procurement. DOCX.pdf. The Resolution states, in
relevant part: “2. Delegation to the Chief Executive Officer and Technical Committee Chair, Jointly. [Par.] The
CEO and Technical Committee Chair, jointly, are hereby authorized, after consultation with the appropriate
Committee of the Board of Directors, to approve and execute contracts for Energy Procurement for terms of less
than or equal to five years. The CEO shall timely report to the Board of Directors all such executed contracts.”

87 MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “Public Comment Letter by Alicia Minyen — Distributed
January 6, 2026,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/01/1.6.26-Alicia-Minyen.pdf, at pdf p. 2.
This public comment responded to a draft document set out in MCE, “Meeting Archive” / “Executive Committee
January 5, 2026 Meeting Packet” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/12/MCE-Executive-
Committee-Meeting-Packet January 2026.pdf, item 5.C.2 (“Corrections to Marin 1J & Misinformation”).

8 MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “Public Comment Letter by Alicia Minyen — Distributed
January 6, 2026,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/01/1.6.26-Alicia-Minyen.pdf, at pdf p. 3.

8 MCE, “Meeting Archive” / “Technical Committee February 6, 2026 Meeting Packet,”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/01/MCE-Technical Committee-Packet-February 2026.pdf, at
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o Regarding consultation, the memo asserted that Resolution 2020-04 “does not
specify a minimal level of detail to be provided to the Technical Committee
during the ‘consultation’ process,” and that management’s “historic practice” of
providing only high level and general overview once, at the beginning of each
year, satisfies the requirement of “prior consultation” with the Technical
Committee.”

o Regarding execution of contracts, the memo conceded that “20 active one-to five-
year contracts were executed jointly by the CEO ... and either Chair or the Vice
Chair of the Board of Directors” (i.e., not by “the CEO and Technical Committee
Chair, jointly,” as required by Resolution 2020-04). And yet, the memo
concluded, this repeated practice was consistent with Resolution 2020-04, “when
read jointly with” another MCE document — its “Operating Rules and
Regulations.”!

The Grand Jury’s Assessment: We have doubts about the MCE legal memo’s analysis
regarding both (1) Resolution 2020-04’s “consultation” requirement, and (2) its execution
/ authorization requirement.

(1) Regarding Resolution 2020-04’s consultation requirement: It seems questionable
whether the truncated once-per-year consultation afforded by MCE management
in the last few years comports with the spirit and intent of Resolution 2020-04’s
explicit requirement of prior “consultation with the appropriate Committee of the
Board of Directors.”

(2) Regarding Resolution 2020-04’s execution / authorization requirement: MCE’s
legal memo concludes that a long-existing general provision in MCE’s Operating
Rules and Regulations (the language of which is not quoted in MCE’s memo),
authorizes the challenged routine departure from the much more specific (and
more-recently adopted) internal control procedure that Resolution 2020-04
requires for the execution / authorization of energy contracts. But assuming for
purposes of analysis that these two provisions can properly be harmonized as the
MCE legal memo maintains, to allow some departure from the specific execution
/ authorization requirements of Resolution 2020-04 in unusual circumstances, we
find it troubling that such departures have been routine.”>

pdf p. 66 (agenda item 9, “Resolution 2020-04: Review Consultation and Execution of Certain Contracts
(Discussion)”).

0 Ibid.

! Ibid. The memo asserts:” The OR&R (which is a separate exercise of the Board’s authority) expressly authorize
the Chair to execute contracts adopted or authorized by the Board and for the Vice-Chair to execute the Chair’s
duties in the Chair’s absence. (OR&R Article IV, Section 1(a) & (b).) Thus, Resolution 2020-04 read jointly with
the OR&R explains that the Chair or Vice-Chair may also approve and execute a contract that was entered into
pursuant to the Resolution 2020-04 as authorized by the Board when necessary and proper.” /bid.

We note that the MCE legal memo does not quote the language of MCE’s Operating Rules and Regulations, article
IV, § 1, parts a & b. Those passages provide, in relevant part: “Duties of the Chairperson [or in that person’s
absence, the Vice-Chair] are fo review the business agenda before MCE meetings, preside over MCE Board
meetings, and sign all ordinances, resolutions, contracts, and correspondence adopted or authorized by the Board.”
MCE “Formation Documents” / “Amended Operating Rules and Regulations (pdf) — August 17, 2023,”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/08/Amended-M CE-Operating-Rules-Regulatons-Final-
8.21.23.pdf

%2 It seems apparent that regarding one-to-five-year energy contracts, Resolution 2020-04 is the more specific and
primary controlling provision — and that the OR&R, referring in general to other “contracts,” serves at most as a
back-up provision that should become applicable in only rare circumstances, if ever.
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Despite at least 20 recent deviations from the procedure required by Resolution 2020-
04,” neither MCE’s General Counsel nor its CEO brought this internal control violation
to the attention of the Board. With such notification, the Board could have been advised,
and considered whether to take steps to address the continuing transgressions. And armed
with such knowledge, the Board might have avoided large purchases of energy that
continue to affect MCE’s ability to lower the cost of electricity for ratepayers. Instead, it
took an outside observer to uncover this apparent significant failure to follow MCE’s
own internal control rules in this important respect. This, we conclude, appears to reflect
problematic inattention by the Board, management’s casual attitude toward operating
rules, and a willingness to engage in corner-cutting by MCE management and its
General Counsel.

e MCE’s assertion that it has provided “100% fossil-free power since 2018”: As noted
above, a public comment response, prepared by MCE management and designed to
address asserted “misinformation” about MCE, prominently included a significant error
that MCE has used in its advertising.”* The first bullet point in this piece stated: “Fifteen
years of reliable service and 100% fossil-free power since 2018.”%° After another outside
observer called into question the truth of this statement, and raised a related concern that
the Board “might not be getting a clear picture on [this or] other environmental issues,”"°

six days later MCE rescinded its claim.”’ Yet, at a subsequent public meeting, MCE’s

CEO downplayed that abandonment and presented an alternative narrative, stating: “A

newspaper article may have given the impression that MCE changed its language

regarding fossil free due to a reform. Instead, this change is due to a long-standing
approach to incorporate feedback from all sides and accommodate requests in the most

% MCE, “Meeting Archive” / “Technical Committee February 6, 2026 Meeting Packet,”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/01/MCE-Technical Committee-Packet-February 2026.pdf
(agenda item 9, “Resolution 2020-04: Review Consultation and Execution of Certain Contracts (Discussion)”). We
do not know whether (and if so, to what extent) this deviation from internal controls also occurred with regard to
shorter-term energy contracts that were, as of the date of the MCE legal memo, no longer “active.”

% MCE, “Board Meetings”/ “Meeting Archive” / “Board of Directors January 15, 2026 Supplemental Packet,”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/01/MCE-Board-Meeting-Supplemental-Packet-January-
2026.pdf, Item 5, Consent Calendar, C.4 (“Ensuring Accuracy in Local Information”), at pdf p. 19.

% Ibid. The Executive Committee had earlier discussed this statement, and some Board members had questioned its
accuracy. See MCE “Meeting Archive” “Executive Committee January 5, 2026 Video,”
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PfwImTQI1RMS at, e.g., 1:53:13—15:29 [quoting the statement, and asking,
“have we had 100 percent fossil free power for the 15 years?” In response the CEO stated: “[Yes,] you can go back
and look at the power content label” and, on immediate further questioning, confirmed that the statement applied
“for the entire 15 years.” Id. at 1:53:30—1:53:38. Nevertheless, after additional pointed public comment on the issue
(id. at 2:44:11-2:46:58), and related clarifications from MCE staff (id. at 2:55:08-2:55:16), acknowledging that
MCE had indeed acquired some amounts of energy that was not fossil free, the Executive Committee ultimately
voted to retain the quoted statement, but to add a caveat footnote. /d. at 2:56:15-2:35:46. The resulting footnote
appears in the previously cited version of the public comment response set out in the January 15, 2026 Board packet
(see fn. 94), and reads: “In the early years of MCE’s operations, specifically in 2015, 2016, and 2017, our Light
Green product included a limited amount of natural gas, ranging from 5% to 12%, as reflected in the Power Content
Labels published by the California Energy Commission.”

% MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “Request to Forward to the Board — Director Kullaway —
Distributed January 21, 2026,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/01/Request-to-Forward-to-
Board-Director-Kullaway.pdf.

97 MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “Message to the Board — Jamie Tuckey — Distributed January
21, 2026, https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/01/Message-to-Board-Jamie-Tuckey.pdf.
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simple way ... so we removed the term entirely for simplicity.”*® We find this a facile
recharacterization, in response to criticism, to avoid acknowledging an obvious error.

Similar issues continue to arise at MCE. Even as we write this, according to media reporting in
April 2026, MCE overpaid its CEO about $60,000 in 2024.°° Although this overpayment is not
directly related to the contract signing violations and advertising error that we mention above,
these three aspects of MCE’s operations share a common theme: lack of sufficient internal
controls. According to the media report, MCE has explained that it conducted a comprehensive
audit, and advised that this overpayment was an isolated event.'”® However, we note that this
incident apparently did not come to light in MCE’s financial audit of FY 2024-25, and MCE’s
spokesperson did not say whether this compensation error was the result of a single
overpayment, or multiple monthly payments.

The Grand Jury’s Conclusions About Internal Controls and Exaggerated Marketing Claims:
MCE has repeatedly violated its own internal controls concerning Board consultation, and
signing of energy contracts, effectively removing Board members from decisions about
important, short-term, power expenditures. Moreover, although MCE does, to a significant
extent, supply clean energy to its customers, its exaggerated claims have created unnecessary
public confusion, and the extent of the “greenness” of MCE'’s energy portfolio continues to be
unclear. Management appears to consider following critical controls optional, and routinely
minimizes violations, or claims its contrary actions are consistent with the rules.

5. MCE’s Energy Costs Have Recently Increased Without Board
Visibility Or Influence

When certain energy costs increased dramatically in 2024, the Board learned about this only
months after the contracts were signed (and therefore the costs incurred). Rather than bring this
to the attention of the Board in advance to discuss possible alternatives, the $200 million energy
cost increase was decided without the Board weighing in on these substantial expenditures.

According to MCE’s most recent audited financial statement for FY 2024-25, its cost of
electricity increased from $571.4 million in FY 2024 to $768.5 million in FY 2025, an increase
of $197.1 million (more than 34 percent).'”! MCE’s professional independent auditor noted that
“the primary reason for the increase in energy costs was the rising costs in the resource
adequacy market and the timing and pricing of certain contracts that were executed to comply
with the State’s Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS) through acquisition of Renewable Energy
Certificates (RECs).”!%?

% MCE, “Board Meetings”/ “Meeting Archive” / “Executive Committee February 2, 2026 Video,”
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tZhnn8fa7vU, at 15:25-16:35.

9 Steven Rosenfeld, “MCE overpaid chief executive nearly $60K in 2024” (Apr. 26, 2026) Marin Independent
Journal, https://www.marinij.com/2026/04/26/mce-overpaid-chief-executive-nearly-60k-in-2024/.

100 7pid.

101 MCE, “Key Documents” / “Audited Financial Statements” / “2025 Financial Statements (pdf),”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/Final-Audited-Financial-Statements-FY -2024.25.pdf, at
pdfp. 12.

192 1d. at pdf p. 7, italics added. The purchasing of costly RECs is discussed in the text and accompanying fn. 133.
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That increase in energy costs led to an operating loss of $12.1 million in FY 2024-25, contrasted
with an operating gain of $144.1 million the prior year — a swing of $156.2 million.!”> MCE
reported an overall gain of $13.2 million that year when including investment income,'** and
MCE’s independent auditor reported that “despite the increases in prices for energy products,
MCE remains in a strong financial position with a stable customer base.”!% Neither of these
positive statements can be attributed to FY 2024-05 energy purchasing, MCE’s primary activity.

Another driver of operating costs, though to a lesser extent, is the increase in staff compensation
from $20.9 million in FY 202324 to $24.7 million in FY 2024-25,'% an increase of 18 percent.
Indeed, in the seven years between FY 2017-18 and FY 2024-25, total staffing costs grew by
more than 400 percent — from $5.9 million'"’ to $24.7 million — and during this same period
employee headcount (full time equivalent) rose from 76 to 115 — a jump of more than 50
percent.'”® The previously mentioned CCA peer analysis by Marin’s Coalition of Sensible
Taxpayers (CST) shows that MCE’s FY 2024-25 compensation as a percentage of total revenue
was already among the highest for top-10 CCAs.'”” According to CST, in 2025 MCE’s staff
costs accounted for 3.2 percent of revenue. “This is significantly higher than the peer CCA
average of 2.5% of revenue. Staff costs at the larger CCAs, San Diego Community Power and
Clean Power Alliance, are considerably lower at 1.4% and 1.6% respectively. As the agencies
scale, overhead costs as a percentage should fall due to economies of scale. Unfortunately, MCE
is not achieving the same level of efficiency as it scales, resulting in [poorer performance] ...
than its peers.”!!°

103 Id. at pdf. p. 12.

104 Ibid.

105 MCE, “Key Documents” / “Audited Financial Statements” / “2025 Financial Statements (pdf),”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/Final-Audited-Financial-Statements-FY -2024.25.pdf, at
pdfp. 9.

106 14, at pdfp. 12.

107 MCE, “Key Documents” / “Audited Financial Statements” / “2018 Financial Statements (pdf),”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/MCE-Financial-Statements-Y ears-Ended-March-31-2018-
2017-With-Report-of-Independent-Auditors.pdf, at pdf p. 14 (FY 2017-2018).

108 Government Compensation in California, “Marin Clean Energy 2018,”
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/SpecialDistricts/Special District.aspx ?entityid=282 1 &year=2018 (104 reported
“employees,” minus the then-28 unpaid Board members); MCE, “Meeting Archive” / “Board of Directors February
11, 2026 Special Meeting.” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/02/MCE-Board-Meeting-Packet-
February-2026.pdf, at pdf p. p. 87 (showing FY 2024-2025 staff).

1% MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “Mathew Salter’s Request to Distribute Letter from Mimi
Willard — Distributed November 19, 2025,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/Public-
Comment-Letter-submitted-by-M.Salter-11.18.25.pdf. And yet, as observed subsequently (text accompanying fns.
146-147), MCE has recently given 12.5 percent salary increases to its staff, thus affecting the FY 2026—27 budget
prior to Board approval of that budget.

10 1pid.
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Figure V: 2025 Staff Cost / Revenue
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Caption: 2025 Staff Cost as a Percentage of Revenue at Top-10 CCAs. Source: Coalition of Sensible Taxpayers
(CST), https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/Public-Comment-Letter-submitted-by-M.Salter-

11.18.25.pdf, at pdf. p. 7.

Consistent with the findings in the audit mentioned above (noting that MCE’s energy costs rose
in 2024 primarily because of increasing energy costs “and the timing and pricing of certain
contracts”), MCE’s management has cited energy price volatility, combined with MCE’s policy
to remain at the highest level of renewable energy, as the cause of the spike in energy contracts
during that period.!'! CST, as previously observed, disagrees, and has presented data indicating
that MCE has underperformed in comparison with its CCA peers — all of which have faced
similar energy market conditions — on a variety of FY 2024-25 financial metrics including:
Energy Revenue, Energy Cost, Net Energy Margin, Staff Cost per Revenue, Operating Margin
and Return on Equity.'!?

After the contract signing violations of FY 2024-25, MCE’s unaudited financial statements for
the first three quarters of FY 2025-26 are now trending in a positive direction. Following a first
quarter operating loss of $26.9 million, second and third quarter gains made up for that initial
loss, resulting in operating income of $19.8 million for the first nine months of FY 2025-26.!13
In addition, in light of the Board’s vote in late 2025 to form a standing Finance Committee''*
(after management and other Board members opposed doing so for more than two years), the

U MCE, “Board Meetings” / “Meeting Archive” / “Board of Directors November 20, 2025 Video,” MCE Board
Meeting November 20, 2025, at 1:52:17-2:26:05.

"2 MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “Mathew Salter’s Request to Distribute Letter from Mimi
Willard — Distributed November 19, 2025,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/Public-
Comment-Letter-submitted-by-M.Salter-11.18.25.pdf, pp. 5-6, figures II-VII.

113 MCE, “Key Documents” / “Unaudited Quarterly Financial Statements” / “MCE Q1 2025-26 Report (pdf),”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/MCE-2025-06-Financial-Statements.pdf, at pdf p. 3 (FY
Q1); MCE, “Key Documents” / “Unaudited Quarterly Financial Statements” / “MCE Q2 2025-26 Report (pdf),”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/1 1/MCE-2025-09-Financial-Statements.pdf, at pdf p. 3 (FY
Q2); MCE, “Key Documents” / “Unaudited Quarterly Financial Statements” / “MCE Q3 2025-26 Report (pdf),”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/02/MCE-2025-12-Financial-Statements.pdf, at pdf p. 3 (FY
Q3).

114 MCE, “Board Meetings” / “Meeting Archive” / “Board of Directors November 20, 2025 Minutes,”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/01/MCE-Board-Meeting-Minutes-November 2025.pdf, item
8.
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Board may now be better positioned to avoid similar contracting decisions — decisions that have
led to poor financial results relative to its peers.

The Grand Jury’s Conclusions About MCE’s Recent Energy Costs: MCE'’s latest financial
audit showed poor operating results stemming from questionable and costly short-term energy
contracts signed at the peak of market prices. As noted earlier, this is at the heart of most recent
public scrutiny, as these contracts, executed without meeting rules set by the Board, have
resulted in financial consequences unusual for comparable CCAs. Positively trending operating
income from unaudited financial statements for the first three quarters of F'Y 2025-26, plus the
recent creation of a Finance Committee, are welcome developments — but it remains unclear
whether MCE is armed with adequate professional financial governance and strategic planning
resources necessary for the agency’s continuity.

6. MCE’s Board Should Consider Reducing Its Size And Changing Its
Composition

As discussed earlier, MCE’s Board of Directors currently has 34 members — a substantial
change from the original eight when it began operating in 2010. The expanded Board is a direct
result of the increase in the communities served by MCE; each community is allotted one
member. Local commentators'°and experts in Board governance''® have observed that a 34-
member Board is oddly large, cumbersome, and far from optimal. This view has been
acknowledged by MCE members at recent Board meetings,'!” and confirmed by many of those
whom we interviewed in the course of our investigation. An influential 2010 study highlighted
“the Rule of Seven: every person added to a decision-making group over seven reduces decision
effectiveness by 10 percent” — and the study cautioned that even when a larger group is
necessary, ‘“organizations trying to make important decisions should limit the size of the group as
much as possible.”!'® A 2014 Wall Street Journal article, discussing a study conducted by the

115 Dick Spotswood, “MCE should reconsider board’s structure” (Nov.1, 2025) Marin Independent Journal,
https://www.marinij.com/2025/11/01/dick-spotswood-mce-should-reconsider-boards-structure/; Commentary, Marin
Voice, “Leadership needs to make some changes at MCE” (Feb. 4, 2026), Marin Independent Journal,
https://www.marinij.com/2026/02/04/marin-voice-ceo-needs-to-make-some-changes-at-mce/.

116 See, e.g., Errol Biggs, “Best board size for optimal performance” (2011) Practical Governance Group,
https://practicalgovernancegroup.com/best-board-size-optimal-performance/; The Diligent team, “Best practices:
Board size and corporate governance” (Sept. 25, 2017) Diligent, https://www.diligent.com/resources/blog/best-
practices-board-size-and-corporate-governance; Erin Walczewski, “Too Small, Too Big, Just Right: The Goldilocks
Size for a Nonprofit Board” (Dec. 21, 2022) Gooly GO, https://www.cooleygo.com/too-small-too-big-just-right-the-
goldilocks-size-for-a-nonprofit-
board/#:~:text=For%20a%20new%?20nonprofit%20organization,no%20greater%20than%20eleven%E2%80%9D%2
Odirectors.

7 See, e.g., MCE, “Board Meetings”/ “Meeting Archive” / “Board meeting — February 19, 2026 June 15, 2023,”
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vWMO0Adz3810, at 3:06:25-3:06:40: “The fundamental problem [is] that MCE’s
board is way too big.”

118 Marcia W. Blenko, Michael C. Mankins, and Paul Rogers, Decide & Deliver: 5 Steps to Breakthrough
Performance in Your Organization (2010 Harv. Bus Rev. Press, Boston), p. 88. The report continued: “Of course, a
larger group may sometimes be necessary to ensure buy-in. But organizations trying to make important decisions
should limit the size of the group as much as possible.” Ibid. See also, e.g., Worklytics (Jan. 23, 2026) “12 Meeting
Effectiveness Metrics to Improve Productivity (With Examples),” https://www.worklytics.co/blog/top-12-metrics-
for-effective-meetings (“Research indicates that the ideal meeting size is somewhere between 3 and 8 participants.
Larger meetings tend to turn into information-sharing sessions and allow for far less individual participation.”)
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governance research firm GMI Ratings, reported “more effective oversight of management with
a smaller board,” and “[s]mall boards are more likely to dismiss CEOs for poor performance — a
threat that declines significantly as boards grow in numbers.”!!

Compared with its peer CCAs, MCE’s Board is more than double the average size of 14.6
members. Although we conclude that the Board is too large, we refrain from making a specific
recommendation concerning its size because, we conclude, this matter should be the focus of the
Board itself (possibly in the context of the upcoming governance review), and undertaken only
after the Board has begun to reassert its authority by addressing the other internal deficiencies
outlined in this report. As long as the Board remains its current size, it must find a way to make
each meeting maximally efficient and prioritized in order to afford meaningful oversight by 34
members in the allotted meeting time.

Number of Board Directors or Commissioners

at Top-10 CCAs

# Directors/

CCA Commissioners
MCE 34
Clean Power Alliance 38
San Diego Community Power 7
Ava Community Energy 18
San Jose Clean Power 1
Silicon Valley Clean Energy 13
QOrange County Power Autharity 5
Peninsula Clean Energy 23
Clean Power SF 5
Sonoma Clean Energy 1
Peer CCA Average 14.6

Caption: Comparison of Board Size at MCE compared with Top-10 CCA Peers.
Source: Website of each CCA.

A related issue, raised multiple times in the context of our interviews, is that MCE’s Board
members are busy, locally-elected officials, with other responsibilities. Some members may sit
on the Board because they wish to encourage renewable energy, but lack both sophisticated
financial and energy expertise, and the time required to execute fiduciary duties attendant to
governing such a complex and technical enterprise. A contributing key challenge is turnover: In
a given year, many Board members cycle off, and are replaced by new members. For example, in
2025, the Board lost, and absorbed, 15 members.!?’ Although MCE’s staff provides a Board
orientation session'?! for new members each year, that presentation affords only a broad
overview of the agency, its customer programs, and how MCE purchases and delivers energy to

119 Joann S. Lublin, “Smaller Boards Get Bigger Returns” (Aug. 26, 2014) The Wall Street Journal,
https://www.wsj.com/articles/smaller-boards-get-bigger-returns-1409078628.

120 By comparing the November 2024 and 2025 Board meetings minutes (see MCE, “Board Meetings” / “Meeting
Archive,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/board-meetings/) we count 15 new members on the 2025 roster who were not
on the 2024 roster.

21 E.g., MCE, “Meeting Archive” / “Board Member Orientation February 20, 2025 Meeting Packet,”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/MCE-Board-Meeting-Packet-February-2025.pdf.
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customers. Significantly, as observed earlier (text and accompanying fns. 41-43), it does not
sufficiently address or stress active governance by Board members.

Yet MCE competes in a market with sophisticated traders when it purchases electricity and
trades renewable energy certificates / credits, and therefore needs Board members who are able
to provide (or who can be educated to provide) corresponding focused governance. A 2009
Marin County Civil Grand Jury report, issued before MCE began operating, presciently
questioned whether Board members would have “the professional expertise to compete in what
has been a historically volatile and highly competitive business.”'?? The same report predicted
that “MCE will not be a primary concern” for Board members because they are “elected to
govern other local entities.” The report opined: “This is not to say that they will not be diligent,
but it does say that their already busy schedules will become busier.”'?* True to that prediction,
Board member absences at monthly full Board meetings (when neither the member nor alternate
attended), where crucial voting takes place, have averaged 25 percent over the past year. (See
table) In such an environment, Board members must necessarily rely on staff and management to
fully disclose information without misdirection or obfuscation. For its part, management must
clearly record and receive Board direction; faithfully execute Board policy decisions; and
communicate in a way that can be understood by those not steeped in the technical minutiae of
the energy market.

MCE Board of Director Meeting Absenses
(when neither the member nor the alternate attended)
# Absent
# Absent Marin % Absent
Full Board | % Absent Directors Marin
Meeting Date (n=34) Full Board (n=12) Directors
2/120/2025 10 29% 4 33%
3/20/2025 5 15% 2 17%
4/17/2025 8 24% 2 17%
5/15/2025 10 29% 3 25%
7117/2025 12 35% 5 42%
9/18/2025 12 35% 0 0%
10/16/2025 13 38% 5 42%
11/20/2025 3 9% 1 8%
1/15/2026 6 18% 4 33%
2/19/2026 6 18% 2 17%
3/19/2026 11 32% 4 33%
4/16/2026 6 18% 2 17%
Average 25% 24%

Caption: MCE Board Meeting Absences — 2025—April 2026. Source: MCE website meeting archives,
https://mcecleanenergy.org/board-meetings/.

As previously observed, our review of MCE Board and committee meetings reveals that some
members have, in recent months, invested considerable time and energy in their effort to fulfill
their fiduciary and oversight duties. Yet, it is not apparent to us that all Board members endorse

122 Marin County Civil Grand Jury (Dec. 2, 2009) “Marin Clean Energy: Pull the Plug,” p. 5.
123 Id. atp. 13.
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such an approach to the role. A February 2026 editorial in the Marin Independent Journal
focused on that problem, noting: “Last year, in response to criticism of MCE’s management, one
director said the questions were coming from small-town members who were not as busy as their
colleagues who have other governmental responsibilities. That [referring to being busy] is
exactly the problem.”'?* In other words, as the editorial implied, the Board’s oversight is
compromised by its large membership; the fact that many of its members are spread thin and
often cannot commit sufficient time and energy; and most Board members lack professional
experience in the complexities of energy procurement and related finance.

We find MCE at a juncture, and facing a variety of views on how to proceed: On one end of the
spectrum, some Board members appear eager (or at least willing) to roll up their sleeves and
more actively govern and exercise oversight — and to suggest management reassess its
interactions with the Board. On the other end of the spectrum, some Board members appear
comfortable allowing management to continue to exercise authority to, in essence, govern the
Board. Dramatically exemplifying the latter stance — and apparently broadcasting a message of
intolerance to internal criticism — the Board Chair has suggested that some members who have
encouraged the full Board to undertake a greater oversight role should consider resigning from
the Board if they cannot be “proud” of the Board as it stands.'?’

As observed earlier, the Board as a whole has endorsed, and is in the midst of a governance
assessment project that will be completed well after the filing of this report. If it is to address the
shortcomings we have noted, that assessment will need to (1) be robust (covering all aspects of
MCE — the Board, management, and staff), (2) conducted by a neutral and widely-respected
evaluator, and (3) consider and make recommendations about the size and composition of the
Board — changes that may require amendments to MCE’s foundational and organizational
documents.'*® We hope the Board will, in connection with that project, eventually reach
appropriate consensus about the scope and extent of its governance role. In the meantime, we
think the Board should more actively govern and exercise oversight, consistent with the
suggestions of some critics and Board members, and demand from management transparency,
and compliance with required procedures.

124 Marin 1J Editorial Board, “MCE right to remove overstatement from messaging” (Feb. 1, 2026),
https://www.marinij.com/2026/02/01/editorial-mce-right-to-remove-untrue-statement-from-branding/.

125 At MCE’s November 2025 Board meeting, the Chair of the Board, addressing members who had voiced
constructive criticism and advocated for enhanced financial oversight, stated: “Right now it feels like we’re divided,
and we shouldn’t be serving, being divided.... Our community members expect us to serve ... and be respectful of
each other [and] ... staff.” So I’m hoping that for the rest of this meeting we can also continue to be respectful of
each other in the process.” MCE, “Meeting Archive” / “Board of Directors November 20, 2025 Video,”
https://www.youtube.com/embed/s79p9jam__ 4, at 23:30-24:21, italics added. Later in the same meeting, the Chair
elaborated on her view that some members should not remain as Board members: “I’m really disheartened, saddened
how the Board direction is going.... [W]e’re serving at the will of our council because they have appointed us to
serve on these boards ... and ... ultimately ... if we’re gonna serve on the Board, we should be proud of the Board
we serve on, and if it doesn’t represent what we stand for or our communities then we should let our council know
that that doesn’t represent, and that we shouldn’t be a part of that board.” Id. at 4:22:43-4:23:26, italics added.

126 Knowledgeable persons we interviewed suggested town managers might be tasked with operational details about
CCAs. This approach would require revision of MCE’s JPA.
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The Grand Jury’s Conclusions About Board Size and Composition: A smaller and more
technically oriented Board (much like a board of a public company this size) is likely to be more
effective for the future of MCE. The unwieldy nature of a Board with 34 members has presented
management with both educational challenges and opportunities to consolidate control. The
anticipated governance assessment project might provide useful guidance — but only if that
assessment is robust, and conducted by a neutral and widely-respected evaluator.

7. MCE Management Has Been Insufficiently Transparent With Its
Board

Based on our review of recent extensive MCE Board and committee meetings, and statements
from persons we have interviewed, we find that MCE management has been insufficiently
transparent — and indeed, often evasive — in its communications with and to MCE’s Board.
Management too frequently (1) provides incomplete responses to Board members’ questions and
requests for information; (2) obfuscates or conflates issues and details; (3) fails to inform the
Board of important actions as required, or informs the Board late or after-the-fact; and (4) limits
legitimate inquiries and comments from Board members who question management. This
behavior markedly limits the Board’s ability to exercise its fiduciary oversight duties to MCE’s
ratepayers. We provide several recent examples (among others) below.

e Failure to provide complete responses to Board members’ questions and requests
for information

o At the November 20, 2025, Board meeting, a member requested more information
regarding the one-to-five-year energy contracts signed in FY 2024-25, worth
about $200 million. The same Board member made the same request at the
January 5, 2026 Executive Committee meeting, and again at the February 6, 2026
Technical Committee meeting.'?’” As of early May, the Board member still had
not received the requested information.

o  When a Board member asked at the February 2, 2026, Executive Committee
meeting about the extent of natural gas purchases related to MCE’s “Resource
Adequacy” contracts signed in 2022 and 2025, management evaded the question,
and instead referred to the fact that MCE’s Power Content Label is not required to
include those types of contracts.!'?®

o  MCE’s six-member Technical Committee meets monthly in public. Its scope is
“to explore, discuss and provide direction or approval on issues related to
electricity supply, distributed generation, greenhouse gas emissions, energy
efficiency, procurement risk management and other topics of a technical

127 MCE, “Board Meetings” / “Meeting Archive” / “Technical Committee February 6, 2026 Video,”
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=L1Nek55DYLU, at 1:18:25-1:19:10 (describing the three requests).

128 MCE, “Board Meetings” / “Meeting Archive” / “Executive Committee February 2, 2026 Video,”
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tZhnn8fa7vU, at 22:39-23:33. This response was preceded and followed by the
statement that management “would be happy to talk to [the Director] about that afterward” [meaning after the Board
meeting], and the comment, “I think we have already covered [the resource adequacy contracts] in detail.” We have
seen these kinds of statements (appearing to both put off a direct answer, and redirect the conversation) numerous
times during Board meetings, in response to direct questions.
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nature.”'?” Yet MCE limits the sharing of requested key aspects of energy
contracts with these Board members,'** even afier these contracts have been
entered into, on the ground that public release of this sensitive information should
be avoided to protect MCE’s competitive market interests.!*! However, we have
been informed that MCE reports about these contracts in greater detail publicly to
the California Energy Commission — listing specific power plants, suppliers, and
resource characteristics not shared with its own Board, which sees such contracts
only with such information omitted.'3?

e Obfuscating or conflating issues and details

o  MCE management obfuscated information about a key rules amendment to
remove the Board’s authority to hire the General Counsel. For reasons explained
earlier (text and accompanying fn. 47), and described in detail in the Appendix,
we question whether the Board was fully aware of the significant change that it
made when approving that key amendment.

o Regarding one of the main types of renewable energy contracts that MCE enters
into, MCE management has stated that its costly “Product Content Category 1”
(PCC 1) contracts'® (see definition in fn. 65) are “bundled”'** — meaning, these
energy contracts are for renewable power accompanied by a “Renewable Energy
Certificate” (REC) (see definition in fn. 65), which is required in order for MCE
to claim it is providing a cleaner (greener) product to the public. Yet, as discussed
earlier (see text and accompanying fns. 77-83), knowledgeable observers
associated with the energy industry have characterized such purchases as
“attribute-only” contracts on the grounds that, under these contracts, only the
REC “greenness” claim — and no actual energy — is purchased. In this regard,
an industry expert has told the Board: “MCE does not pay for the energy; they
don’t schedule the energy ... and they have to hedge the energy by buying system

129 MCE, “Board Meetings” / “Meeting Archive” / “Board of Directors September 18, 2025 Meeting Packet,”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/MCE-Board-Meeting-Packet-September-2025.pdf , at pdf
p- 15.

130 MCE, “Meeting Archive” / “Executive Committee January 5, 2026 Meeting Packet”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/12/MCE-Executive-Committee-Meeting-

Packet January 2026.pdf, item 5.C.2 (“Corrections to Marin 1J & Misinformation™), at pdf p. 10: “MCE is a public
entity, subject to the Brown Act and is therefore required to make public all information presented to its Board and
Standing Committees. Unlike our private competitors, we are not able to conduct private meetings with the Board or
its Standing Committees to discuss market-sensitive information.”

31 Cal. Gov. Code §§ 54950-54963.

132 MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “Public Comment Letter from Nick Pappas — Distributed
2.19.26,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/02/Public-Comment-from-Nick-Pappas-Distributed-
2.19.26.pdf, at pdf p. 6.

133 These contracts cost $179 million in FY 2024-25, and $131 million in the FY 2025-26 budget. MCE, “Board
Meetings”/ “Meeting Archive” / “Board Meeting Retreat, October 16, 2025 Meeting Packet,”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/MCE-Board-Retreat-Meeting-Packet-October-2025.pdf, at
pdf p. 24 (regarding FY 2024-25) and MCE, “Board Meetings”/ “Meeting Archive” / “MCE Executive Committee
Meeting Supplemental Packet: Monday, March 2, 2026,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2026/02/MCE-Executive-Committee-Meeting-Supplemental-Packet-March 2026.pdf, at pdf p. 210
(regarding the FY 2025-26 budget).

134 MCE, “Board Meetings”/ “Meeting Archive” / “Board of Directors October 16, 2025 Meeting Packet,”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/MCE-Board-Retreat-Meeting-Packet-October-2025.pdf,
pdfp. 37.
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power [i.e., including from fossil fuels] in the market.”'*> When industry
observers have criticized MCE for regularly entering into such expensive
contracts as a key part of its portfolio, MCE management has often merely
characterized such “PCC 1” contracts as “the gold standard.”'*® Based on our own
review, we are not satisfied that MCE has directly addressed these observers’
critiques of such contracts.

o Two additional categories of energy contracts, “Financial Hedges” and “Resource
Adequacy” (RA), constitute MCE’s other two large energy costs — $288 million
and $159 million, respectively, in FY 2024-25; and $267 million and $146
million, respectively, in the FY 2025-26 budget.'*” Energy industry experts
(including, most recently, the Sierra Club) have asserted that MCE’s hedges and
RA purchases are often sourced from fossil fuel suppliers.'*® Indeed, the
California Public Utility Commission’s latest report shows MCE as supplying
more fossil fuel through its RA contracts than any other northern California CCA;
but only 16 percent of MCE’s RA comes from clean sources, compared to more
than 30 percent for most of its Bay Area peers.'*” These purchases are technically
neither part of MCE’s energy portfolio, nor included in MCE’s advertised Power
Content Label (and hence not considered regarding MCE’s “green energy”
claims). However, because MCE does not explicitly acknowledge the nature of
these transactions, Board members may be unaware of the extent to which fossil
fuel energy may, under some circumstances, be added to the grid through MCE’s
purchases.

135 MCE, “Board Meetings”/ “Meeting Archive” / “Technical Committee, March 6, 2026 Video,”
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1Y TsteawCJk&t=1723s at 1:17:23—1:17:33. (Note also the entire comment and
explanation, at 1:16:08-1:19:10.)

136 MCE, “Board Meetings”/ “Meeting Archive” / “MCE Technical Committee Meeting March 6, 2026 Video,”
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1Y TsteawCJk&t=1723s, at 1:42:50—-14:42:55.

137 See sources cited in fn. 133.

138 MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” / “Public Comment Letter from Nick Pappas — Distributed
2.19.26,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/02/Public-Comment-from-Nick-Pappas-Distributed-
2.19.26.pdf, at pdf p. 6 (“Hedges and RA are the key channels through which MCE maintains financial relationships
with fossil energy suppliers, with correspondingly important environmental policy considerations which are not
currently being discussed with the Board”). The Sierra Club asserts similarly. Regarding RA, it says: “We
understand [based on MCE’s FY 2026-27 budget that it] ... continues to spend approximately half of its budget on
fossil energy products, including both unspecified hedge energy ($225 million) and RA contracts ($105 million)
which are primarily provided by natural gas suppliers.” The Sierra Club characterizes MCE’s “energy hedges” as
“simply gas transactions which are structured to evade state reporting requirements for gas energy purchases. Under
this structure, MCE enters a fixed price arrangement with a broker; in turn, the broker enters into a contract with a
natural gas power plant to provide energy and cover their exposure in the market. While these transactions are not
inherently with gas suppliers, that is the typical course of action for the ‘Peak’ and ‘Offpeak’ products shown in
MCE’s state reports. MCE has entered into dozens of these ‘hedge’ transactions in recent years.” MCE, “Written
Public Comment Submissions” / “Public Comment Letter from Julia Dowell — Distributed 4.15.26,”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/Public-Comment-L etter-Julia-Dowell-4.15.26.pdf, at pdf
pp- 4-5.

139 California Public Utilities Commission Energy Division, “2023 Resource Adequacy Report” (Aug. 2025),
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-
homepage/2023-resource-adequacy-reportv2.pdf#page=70, at pdf p. 70. Citing the same report, the Sierra Club
observes: “Sonoma Clean Power, a neighboring CCA formed several years after MCE, met 45% of its RA with
clean resources in the same year; CleanPower SF, Central Coast Community Energy, Peninsula Clean Energy, and
Silicon Valley Clean Energy all doubled MCE’s performance.” MCE, “Written Public Comment Submissions” /
“Public Comment Letter from Julia Dowell — Distributed 4.15.26,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2026/04/Public-Comment-Letter-Julia-Dowell-4.15.26.pdf, at pdf p. 5.
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o In developing meeting agendas, management often provides much information
about seemingly less significant items that consume significant time, and leaves
less opportunity to address more important items. For example, at the October
2025 Board retreat meeting, staff provided an hour-long (plus continuation after
lunch not on the video) detailed presentation about Virtual Power Plants
(VPPs)'“? that, now and through at least 2028, will comprise only one-quarter of
one percent of energy provided at peak hours.'*!

e Failure to inform the Board of important actions in a timely manner — or doing so
after-the-fact

o In June of 2024, MCE’s then Chief Financial Officer (CFO) departed to take a
position at another CCA (Sonoma Clean Power).'*? After more than a year of
operating without a CFO, MCE’s Finance Vice President was promoted to the
vacant CFO position in mid-October 2025. Yet the Board was not formally
notified of that critical promotion, and many learned of it only by reviewing the
staff roster embedded in the Minutes of the October 16, 2025 Board meeting: a
roster of Board meeting attendees, posted approximately one week after the
October meeting, showed the former Finance Vice President’s title had changed
to CFO.!** After the CEO formally announced the appointment a month later at a
Board meeting, one member asked: “In light of the public scrutiny and amidst
calls for greater transparency and accountability, why was someone promoted into
the CFO role without prior consultation with the Board and without running an
open search process?”’'** In response, the CEO ignored the inquiry concerning
absence of consultation and, without explaining the lack of communication,
simply asserted that management had followed the policy set by the Board several
years earlier (which delegated staff hiring and promotions to the CEO).!*

o Ata February 2026 budget workshop Board meeting, when presenting the
proposed FY 2026-27 staff compensation budget line-item, the Board learned that
merit and promotional salary increases had been approved by the CEO on January
1, 2026, affecting the FY 202627 budget prior to Board approval of that
budget.!*® The proposed staff compensation budget, including proposed new
hires, reflected a substantial 12.5 percent increase, from $29.5 million approved in
FY 2025-26 to $33.2 million proposed for FY 2026-27, and averaged about
$277,000 over the 120 MCE full-time positions.'*” This budget front-running was

140 MCE, “Board Meetings”/ “Meeting Archive” / “Board Meeting Retreat, October 16, 2025 Meeting Packet,”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/MCE-Board-Retreat-Meeting-Packet-October-2025.pdf,
item 8.

14 MCE, “Board Meetings”/ “Meeting Archive” / “Board Meeting Retreat, October 16, 2025 Video,”
https://www.youtube.com/embed/p3El 5z3j00, at 3:25:45.

142 Sonoma Clean Power, “Sonoma Clean Power Welcomes Industry Leader Garth Salisbury as New CFO,”
https://cal-cca.org/sonoma-clean-power-welcomes-industry-leader-garth-salisbury-as-new-cfo/.

143 MCE,“Board Meetings”/ “Meeting Archive” / “Board Meeting Retreat, October 16, 2025 Minutes,”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/MCE-Board-Retreat-Meeting-Minutes-October_2025.pdf.
144 MCE, “Meeting Archive” / “Board of Directors November 20, 2025 Video,” MCE Board Meeting November 20,
2025, at 56:31-57:55 (announcement) & 1:03:21-1:03:40 (Board member question).

145 1d. at 1:03:40-1:04:30.

146 MCE, “Meeting Archive” / “Board of Directors February 11, 2026 Special Meeting,”
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/02/MCE-Board-Budget-Workshop-2-Meeting-Packet-
February-2026.pdf, at pdf p. 58. (MCE’s fiscal year runs from April 1 through March 31.)

147 Calculated as follows: $33.2 million (ibid. at p. 58) covering MCE staff of 120 (id. at p. 60).
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announced, ironically, while discussing how to find cost savings and cut MCE’s
rates in order to compete with PG&E’s recent rate cuts that leave an average MCE
customer with substantially higher bills than PG&E charges.

o Although MCE’s internal staff includes a ten-member group of power resource
professionals,'*® MCE also has for 16 years contracted with a small energy
consulting firm, Pacific Energy Advisors (PEA),'* to augment this staff in
various ways, including energy product procurement and power contract
negotiation.'** We have been told, in our interviews, that PEA has predominant
influence — even over MCE’s own internal staff professionals — in these
matters. MCE management has been granted authority to select consultants such
as PEA, and yet the full Board has little insight concerning that contract. Neither
has the Board nor its Technical Committee been consulted about whether to issue
a Request for Proposal concerning PEA’s services, so that the Board might be
able to periodically evaluate this strategically important contracting decision that
goes to the core of MCE’s main function.

e Limiting inquiries and comments from Board members who attempt to question
management

o In late-January 2025, MCE’s Executive Committee (“ExCom’) Chair sent an
email to the CEO with a list of financial topics and reports for future committee
agenda discussions compiled by a four-person subset of the then 11-member
committee.'*! The ExCom Chair clarified that the list was “not a set of demands
but rather is meant to be a collaborative next step in an ongoing dialogue of what
would be useful for ExCom to understand about the agency we’re tasked with
supporting and providing oversight of on behalf of our cities and residents.”!*?
The CEO responded that some items listed were out-of-scope or would consume
too much staff time.'>* In addition, the CEO (in conjunction with General
Counsel) cited potential violations of the Brown Act (the open public meetings
law)'** — even though the subgroup of requesting directors did not create a
quorum — on the ground that the four-person discussion might possibly (and
inadvertently) lead to a prohibited serial communication under the Act.'*® By this,
and for these stated reasons, the ExCom’s request was not considered.

o In a November 2025 email sent to all Board members, management admonished
certain Board members for asking questions that any fiduciary who takes an

18 MCE, “Board Meetings”/ “Meeting Archive” / “MCE Board Orientation Meeting Packet February 20,
2025,”.https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/MCE-Board-Orientation-Meeting-

Packet February 20 2025.pdf, at pdf p. 49.

149 PEA, http://pacificea.com/. PEA serves numerous other CCAs in addition to MCE. See
http://pacificea.com/clients/ (listing, among 11 other clients, Silicon Valley Energy, Clean Power SF, and Sonoma
Clean Power).

130 PEA, http://pacificea.com/clients/marin-clean-energy-mce/ (listing services provided to MCE). See also MCE,
“Board Meetings” / “Meeting Archive” / “MCE Board Meeting November 20, 2025 Video,”
https://www.youtube.com/embed/s79p9jam__ 4, at 1:22:09—1:45:17 (PEA presentation to the Board).

151 This email, and the resulting email chain, has been shared with the Grand Jury by MCE Board members, and we
have retained a copy in our files.

152 See fn. 151.

153 See fn. 151.

154 Cal. Gov. Code §§ 54950-54963.

155 See fn. 151.
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oversight role seriously might pose to MCE staff — concerning, for example,
audit information, financial reports, and energy cost trends. The email included an
attachment entitled “Staff time allocation on board requests” listing all instances
of requests from Board members over the past year. Although staff time is
important, management’s email could be interpreted as an effort to reduce Board
oversight, and embarrass those reasonably seeking desirable oversight
information.

© We have noticed various instances at Board meetings when members’ comments
have been limited by MCE’s CEO, and /or by General Counsel. We relate here
just one example: At the November 2025 Board meeting, during a discussion
about a “Summary of Approved Contracts,” one member voiced questions about
the approval process regarding MCE’s one-to-five year energy contracts —
asking who had approved; which appropriate committee had been consulted, and
when, etc.'*® In the process, when that Board member attempted to explain to
other members some relevant “background” about recent “energy costs” leading
to a $200 million increase over the prior year,'>’ the Board member was
interrupted four times by General Counsel.!*® After a second Board member
objected to the interruptions,'* the first Board member was able to complete the
comments.'®® A third Board member then thanked the first member for that
analysis, and commented that it helped “bring[] greater transparency.”!®! And yet,
we note, this greater transparency occurred only after insistence by a few Board
members — and in spite of MCE management’s efforts to curtail discussion.

The Grand Jury’s Conclusions About How Management Interacts With the Board:
Managerial behavior such as we have described above inhibits, rather than facilitates, Board
governance. Although we have found that MCE’s Board has often failed or declined to embrace
its governance role, the driving force behind this result appears to be management’s acts,
omissions, and communications.

Admittedly, MCE management faces a difficult challenge in working with a large Board of
elected officials, many of whom lack specific energy and finance experience — and many of
whom quickly rotate on and off the Board. But in order for MCE to succeed, the Board should
require management to:

136 MCE, “Board Meetings” / “Meeting Archive” / “Board of Directors November 20, 2025 Video,”
https://www.youtube.com/embed/s79p9jam 4, at 1:11:41-1:12:22. The full discussion of this issue ranged from
1:11:41-1:21:24.

57 1d., at 1:14:54-1:16:58.

158 1d., at 1:16:59—1:17:28.

159 Id., at 1:17:50—1:17:58.

160 14, at 1:18:01—1:19:04. The member explained that “sixty percent of these short-term contracts ... were executed
in” August—October 2024, “and so in hindsight, we signed [those] ... contracts at the peak of the market. This ... is
the cause of our $200 million increase year-over-year in energy costs. And so I would like to recommend that we
revisit Board Resolution 2020-04, which provides the CEO with authority to sign these short term contracts. I think
we need to implement some guardrails and checkpoints to make sure we have a good handle on what is happening
with our short-term contracts.” (Italics added.)

161 1d., at 1:19:45-1:19:57.
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(1) Work cooperatively with the Board to prioritize agendas to focus on important
governance issues;

(2) Share difficult news early, rather than late, and actively consult regarding key staff
changes, thus building trust;

(3) Invite — and constructively receive and respond to — valid criticism; and

(4) Clearly and consistently summarize pros and cons of all key decisions facing the
Board, instead of providing only management’s opinion or preferred option.

In the meantime, the Board can require observance of MCE'’s internal control rules, and update
and reinforce those rules as necessary to ensure operational transparency, so that the Board
may exercise its proper governance role.

FINDINGS

In light of our investigation described above, we find as follows:

F1. MCE’s Board as a whole has not played a sufficiently active role in key agency decisions
including reviewing policies and future strategy, and setting / evaluating performance
metrics for management.

F2. The Board needs — but in recent years has not received — adequate and independent legal
advice. Having ceded approval authority over the hiring of MCE’s General Counsel to the
CEO in 2023, the Board has diminished its ability to govern.

F3. The Board’s size and composition make it difficult for the Board to govern.

F4. Many Board members have — quite understandably — limited expertise regarding a large
and complex company such as MCE.

F5. All MCE Board members are local elected officials who face competing demands on their
limited time and resources; as a result, meeting attendance has often been poor, and
insufficient for optimally effective governance.

F6. Energy contracts at the heart of MCE’s business are technical and complex. Board
members face a considerable challenge to understand the costs, risks, and policy
implications of MCE’s energy contracts — and the relationship between those contracts
and the actual “greenness” of the electricity that MCE provides to its customers.

F7. The Board lacks sufficient visibility into the work of its contracted power purchasing agent
and technical consultant (Pacific Energy Advisors) — an entity that has substantial
influence over MCE’s business operations, and also purchases for (and advises) other
CCAs in this market.

F8. The Board has not received from management an adequate and understandable explanation
of the almost $200 million year-over-year increase in energy costs in FY 2024-25.

F9. Management has at times invoked confidentiality / market competitiveness concerns when
providing the Board or individual members with only limited details about energy contracts
(even though greater details are publicly reported on the California Energy Commission’s
website), thus impairing Board members’ contemporaneous awareness about key aspects of
MCE’s business.
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F10.

F11.

F12.

F13.

F14.

Management has been, at some times and in key respects, insufficiently transparent with
the Board, as it has (1) provided incomplete responses to Board members’ questions and
requests for information; (2) obfuscated or conflated issues and details; (3) failed to inform
the Board of important actions in a timely manner or done so after-the-fact; and (4) limited
legitimate inquiries and comments from Board members who attempt to question
management.

The Board has ceded control of its own meetings by relinquishing its responsibility over
the creation of meeting agendas. This has contributed to meeting inefficiency and bloated
meeting packets.

The process for amending the agency’s foundational rules — its Operating Rules and
Regulations — has not been consistently and rigorously followed. As a result, the Grand
Jury questions whether all relevant materials were made available to Board members and
the public (in accordance with the Brown Act) in advance of the Board taking actions.
Management has repeatedly violated key internal controls, including “Resolution 2020-04
and “authorization chain” documents, requiring consultation about, and approval of, one-
to-five year energy contracts.

MCE has grown from a small company to its significant size today, yet its foundational
documents have not been amended to reflect its increased scale and complexity.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In light of the discussion in the body of our report, and the findings described above, we
recommend as follows:

R1.

R2.

R3.

R4.

RS.

R6.

By September 30, 2026, MCE’s Board of Directors should review whether its current
delegation of authority provides adequate oversight regarding contract approval, setting /
evaluating performance metrics for senior management, and overall company strategy.
By December 31, 2026, the Board should amend its Operating Rules and Regulations to
reinstate approval authority for hiring of the CEO and General Counsel, to require Board
approval for hiring all C-level employees, and to require an open, competitive process for
all such hiring.

By December 31, 2026, the Board should determine whether its current size and
composition are impediments to oversight and governance.

By December 31, 2026, the Board should revise its Operating Rules and Regulations to
regain responsibility for jointly creating meeting agendas in order to improve meeting
efficiency and prioritization of agenda items.

By December 31, 2026, all of MCE’s Marin jurisdictions (and preferably, all 38
jurisdictions covered by MCE) should implement a process by which its appointed Board
member (or, in that person’s absence, the designated alternate member) commits to
attending each regular Board meeting.

By December 31, 2026, all of MCE’s Marin jurisdictions (and preferably, all 38
jurisdictions covered by MCE) should reassess their appointments of chosen Board
members to prioritize those with the most extensive financial and energy expertise.
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R7.

RS.

ROI.

R10.

R11.

R12.

R13.

By March 31, 2027, the MCE Board should evaluate whether changes to Board
composition or access to energy expertise would improve oversight and governance, and if
necessary, consider amending its Joint Powers Agreement to allow the governing body of
each jurisdiction to appoint and designate a Board member (or alternate Board member)
who is not a member of its governing body, but who has strong energy industry experience
and can commit to serve for multiple years.

By December 31, 2026, the Board should review and assess the value to ratepayers of
certain costly contracts that may serve primarily to allow MCE to claim a higher renewable
Power Content Label.

By December 31, 2026, the MCE Board should hire an impartial, outside auditor to provide
a comprehensive review of energy contracts executed in FY 2024-25, including review of
cost, capacity, length of contract, fuel source, facility location and approval processes, in
order to avoid future similar recurring contract variances and overruns.

By December 31, 2026, the Board should conduct an internal review concerning the
apparent April 2023 elevation of then-Associate General Counsel to the position of General
Counsel, in order to determine whether that elevation occurred consistently with MCE’s
then-operative Operating Rules and Regulations.

Initially by December 31, 2026 and periodically thereafter, the Board should direct
management to issue a Request for Proposal concerning (1) services provided by
independent energy consultants, and (2) services of all other consultants when the duration
or cost exceeds a de minimis amount (as defined by the Board).

By December 31, 2026, the Board should review its August 17, 2023 amendment of its
Operating Rules and Regulations to determine if, in doing so, (1) the Board received
adequate and independent legal advice, and (2) whether MCE and the Board complied with
the public inspection requirements of the Brown Act, California’s open public meetings
law.

By March 31, 2027, the Board should review its existing policies and internal controls to
determine whether they are consistent with and adequate for a company approaching one
billion dollars in revenue.

REQUIRED RESPONSES

Pursuant to Penal Code section 933.05, the Grand Jury requires responses from the following
governing bodies within 90 days:

MCE Board of Directors: (F1-F14, R1-R4, R7-R13)
Marin County Board of Supervisors: (F4—F5, R5-R6)
City Council: City of Belvedere (F4-F5, R5-R6)
City Council: City of Larkspur (F4—-F5, R5-R6)

City Council: City of Mill Valley (F4-F5, R5-R6)
City Council: City of Novato (F4-F5, R5-R6)

City Council: City of San Rafael (F4-F5, R5-R6)
City Council: City of Sausalito (F4-F5, R5-R6)
Town Council: Town of Corte Madera (F4-F5, R5-R6)
Town Council: Town of Fairfax (F4-F5, R5-R6)
Town Council: Town of Ross (F4—-F5, R5-R6)
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e Town Council: Town of San Anselmo (F4-F5, R5-R6)
e Town Council: Town of Tiburon (F4-F5, R5-R6)

The governing bodies listed above should be aware that the comment or response of the
governing body must be conducted in accordance with Penal Code section 933, subdivision (c),
and subject to the notice, agenda and open meeting requirements of the Brown Act.

INVITED RESPONSES

Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors: (F4-F5, R5-R6)
Napa County Board of Supervisors: (F4-F5, R5-R6)
Solano County Board of Supervisors: (F4-F5, R5-R6)
City Council of Benicia: (F4-F5, R5-R6)

City Council of Concord: (F4—F5, R5-R6)

City Council of El Cerrito: (F4-F5, R5-R6)

City Council of Fairfield: (F4-F5, R5—R6)

City Council of Hercules: (F4-F5, R5-R6)

City Council of Lafayette: (F4—F5, R5-R6)

City Council of Martinez: (F4-F5, R5-R6)

City Council of Napa: (F4-F5, R5-R6)

City Council of Oakley: (F4—F5, R5-R6)

City Council of Pinole: (F4-F5, R5-R6)

City Council of Pittsburg: (F4—F5, R5-R6)

City Council of Pleasant Hill: (F4—F5, R5-R6)

City Council of Richmond: (F4-F5, R5-R6)

City Council of San Pablo: (F4-F5, R5-R6)

City Council of San Ramon: (F4-F5, R5-R6)

City Council of Vallejo: (F4-F5, R5-R6)

City Council of Walnut Creek: (F4-F5, R5-R6)

Town Council of Danville: (F4-F5, R5-R6)

Town Council of Moraga: (F4-F5, R5-R6)

State of California Senate — Energy, Utilities and Communications Committee: (F1, F6-
F9, F12, F14,R1, R7-R9, R11, R13)

e MCE CEO (F1-F14)

Note: At the time this report was prepared information was available at the websites cited.

Reports issued by the Civil Grand Jury do not identify individuals interviewed. Penal Code section 929 requires that reports of
the Grand Jury not contain the name of any person or facts leading to the identity of any person who provides information to
the Civil Grand Jury. The California Legislature has stated that it intends Penal Code section 929 to encourage full candor in
testimony in Grand Jury investigations by protecting the privacy and confidentiality of those who participate in any Civil
Grand Jury investigation.
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APPENDIX — Regarding the Hiring of General Counsel

The following timeline documents an investigation performed by the Grand Jury to understand
the process by which (1) MCE’s current General Counsel assumed that role in the organization
in or about April 2023, and thereafter (2) MCE’s Board amended its Operating Rules and
Regulations to grant to the CEO, for the first time, authority to hire General Counsel without
Board approval.

We undertake this detailed review for overlapping reasons. First, the timeline serves as an
example illustrating how (as we have observed in other circumstances) MCE’s management and
CEO often operates with respect to the Board — by engaging in a course of conduct that tends to
obfuscate rather than highlight key issues. Second, the timeline documents significant findings in
our report related to a key problem that, we have found, has impaired the Board’s ability to
govern — the Board needs, but in recent years has not received, adequate independent legal
advice.

All documents referred to in this timeline are available on MCE’s website as of this writing, with
URL addresses as indicated. We begin with the facts, and end with our observations and
conclusions.

The Rules for Hiring General Counsel Include Board Approval

1. MCE’s original “Operating Rules and Regulations” (OR&R) is posted on its website at
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/operating-rules-regulations-asammended.pdf.
This original OR&R document lists in its article VII, section 2, various important activities over
which the Board exercises control. This particular provision of the OR&R specifies, as a matter
that “shall be approved only by a majority vote of the full membership of the Board,” the
following: “b. The hiring of an Executive Director and General Counsel.” Id. at pdf p. 4, italics
added. (This undated document shows the subtitle “As Amended.” An MCE memorandum
describes this version of the OR&R as having been “adopted in March 2009.”)
https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/06/MCE-Board-Meeting-Packet-
June-2023.pdf, at pdf p. 84, fn. 2.)

2. In addition to its foundational OR&R, MCE also periodically adopts various resolutions that
express Board policy consistent with the OR&R. Among many such resolutions passed over the
years is (adopted in September of 2018) “Resolution 2018-09,” https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2018/10/Resolution-2018-09-Delegating-Auth.-of-Setting-Comp.-Tenure-Appt.-
and-Cond.-of-Emplymnt-to-ExCom-and-CEO-1.pdf. Resolution 2018-09 provides, in its section
1: “The Board hereby delegates to MCE’s ... CEO ... in consultation with the Executive
Committee, the authority to prescribe the compensation of all MCE officers, other than the CEO,

and provide the number, compensation, tenure, appointment and conditions of employment of
MCE employees, provided that such prescription and provision be consistent with the Board-
approved budget.” Id. at pdf p. 1. As will become more apparent shortly, we question whether, in
light of the fundamental and specific OR&R provision requiring full Board approval, which
expressly names General Counsel, any inconsistent or ambiguous Board resolution can control
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when hiring (or promoting, or advancing) General Counsel. More specifically, Resolution 2018-
09, quoted above, is both subservient to the OR&R, and general in its language (“appointment ...
of MCE employees™), and its implementation with respect to General Counsel would appear to
require amendment to the otherwise controlling OR&R.

General Counsel is Hired Without Board Approval

3. As of February 16, 2023, Catalina Murphy was consistently shown on memoranda to the
Board (in meeting packets), and in minutes of Board meetings, as “Associate General Counsel.”
See https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/MCE-Board-Meeting-Packet-
February-2023.pdf, at pdf pp. 18 and 26. Yet, as of April 20, 2023, Catalina Murphy is shown in
similar memoranda as “General Counsel.” See (https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2023/04/MCE-Board-Meeting-Packet-April-2023.pdf, at pdf pp. 45 and 63.
Based on our review of MCE’s Board meeting Minutes circa 2021—early 2023, it appears this
position had been vacant for at least eight months. At this time, approval of the hiring of General
Counsel was still subject to a “majority vote of the full membership of the Board” under the
OR&R quoted in paragraph #1 above. However, we have found no evidence indicating any

Board vote of approval concerning this hiring; neither have we found any announcement (or
entry in the Minutes) about this change in status. Nor have we found any evidence that the
Executive Committee was consulted about the change in General Counsel, as would have been
required by Resolution 2018-09, quoted in paragraph #2 above.

After Missing Board Approval, a Change in the Rules — Step 1: Highlight
“Minimal Changes,” With No Mention of General Counsel

4. The June 15, 2023, Board Meeting Packet included proposed amendments to the OR&R. It
also included an introductory memorandum, authored jointly by MCE’s Associate General
Counsel and its new General Counsel, Catalina Murphy. The memorandum’s opening passages
identified four “minimal changes” proposed for the OR&R. These changes were: (1) updating
MCE’s name; (2) streamlining the description of the Board Chair’s duties regarding agendas; (3)
extending the term of the Board secretary; and (4) changing the month for the annual Board
election. The memorandum’s list of changes did not mention any change in Board approval of
hiring General Counsel. See https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2023/06/MCE-Board-Meeting-Packet-June-2023.pdf, at pdf pp. 84-85.
Consistent with counsel’s memorandum, the proposed amendments to the OR&R in this packet
included these four “minimal changes,” yet no change to the Board’s then-existing power: the
requirement that the Board must approve the hiring of General Counsel. /d., at pdf pp. 89 and 94.

5. But in a subsequent Supplemental Packet for the same June 15, 2023 Board meeting, clean
and redlined documents showed, for the first time, a proposed amendment of the OR&R striking
Board authority to approve the hiring of General Counsel. See
https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/06/6.15.23-Supplemental-Meeting-
Packet.pdf, at pdf pp. 16 & 21. We found no additional or updated memorandum highlighting
this change from the earlier June packet, no comment from staff addressing this change, and no
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indication when this supplemental packet was transmitted to the Board. This two-packet
submission to the Board, again without explanation, we will see again in this timeline.

6. With these two versions of the OR&R submitted to the Board on June 15 the proposed
changes to the OR&R was presented for action.
https://www.youtube.com/embed/VOQPtcrnYMBA, at 38:14. Associate legal counsel summarized
relevant history, explaining that the Executive Committee reviewed MCE’s formation documents
at its February 2023 meeting, and concluded the OR&R should be updated to incorporate
“minimal changes.” Counsel explained that the Executive Committee “then formed an ad hoc
committee, tasked with providing a recommendation to the Board on this matter. The resulting
document from the ad hoc committee meeting is the proposed amendment to MCE Operating
Rules and Regulations, which can be found in attachment A of item number 7.” Id. at 38:28—
39:16. (We note that both meeting packets contain an attachment “A” concerning item number

7.) Counsel then listed a “quick summary of the proposed revisions,” specifically describing the
same four items mentioned earlier in paragraph #4 above — but again, counsel did not mention
any change regarding Board approval of the position of General Counsel. Id. at 39:17-40:00.

Step 2: Management Characterizes Change in Rules as “Alignment”
7. Counsel next turned to the recently circulated Supplemental Packet, stating:

“It came to our attention after the first packet was released that there did need to be an
additional edit to align with Resolution 2018-09 [quoted in paragraph #2 above] ... ,
which delegated the authority of setting compensation, number, tenure, appointment, and
conditions of employment aside from the CEO position to the Chief Executive Officer, so
long as these actions are consistent with the Board-approved budget. So, we’ve made that
additional edit. You’ll find it in the redline.” Id. at 40:07—40:40.

Counsel did not advise whether the Executive Committee reviewed and approved that
“additional edit” as required, when that edit was made, what was being “aligned,” or to whom
“we” referred. Taken by its own terms, counsel’s statement says that an inconsistency between
Resolution 2018-09 and the OR&R had been identified, and that someone determined that the
OR&R must be “aligned” with the resolution. Counsel’s statement also implies that
determination was made by counsel, without consultation by the ad hoc committee, and only
after the first packet was released for the June 15 Board meeting.

Counsel’s last quoted passage (inset above) — a recitation that focused on delegated
compensation and related authority, but did not include any of the key terms, “approve,” “hire,”
or, most importantly, “General Counsel,” and said nothing about the process by which the (late)
Supplemental Packet was produced for Board action — was the full extent of the explanation to
the Board about the newly-inserted amendment to strike from the OR&R the Board’s
longstanding authority to approve the hiring of General Counsel. We conclude that this
explanation, delivered immediately before the Board’s vote, can most charitably be
characterized as less-than-transparent. Indeed, it appears to have been phrased to obfuscate,
rather than illuminate, the fact that the Board was about to remove from its fundamental OR&R,
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the key authority to approve the hiring of General Counsel, a power that it had possessed since
MCE’s inception in 2009.

The Board Chair asked for any public comment; there was none. /d. at 45:16—45:22. The Board
then proceeded to its first vote, apparently passing the Supplemental Packet amendments to the
OR&R Packet unanimously. /d. at 49:02—-50:39. However, pursuant to the OR&R itself,
changing that fundamental document is a two-step process; this first vote was therefore
provisional, requiring confirmation by a second vote at the next Board meeting, which would be
held August 17, 2023.

Step 3: Management Again Highlights “Minimal Changes” — and Again Does Not
Mention General Counsel

8. The August 17, 2023 Board Meeting Packet showed most of the OR&R amendments that had
been provisionally approved in June 2023. See https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2023/08/MCE-Board-Meeting-Packet-August-2023.pdf, at pdf pp. 21-25
(redlined). Yet confusingly — and apparently failing to reflect the Board’s June vote described
in paragraph #7 above — the August packet showed no amendment to the OR&R removing the
Board’s authority to approve the hiring of General Counsel. (As an aside, this packet also did not
show the names of MCE’s member jurisdictions on the first page of the OR&R — names that
had appeared in the June 15 Supplemental Packet. As we will see, this information would later

be contained in a last-minute Supplemental Packet, submitted to the Board on the afternoon
before the August 17 Board meeting.)

9. An accompanying memorandum to the Board, included in the August 17 Meeting Packet,
reminded Board members about the two-step process for amending the OR&R, and highlighted
the same four items proposed for amendment that had been highlighted in June. See
https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/08/ MCE-Board-Meeting-Packet-
August-2023.pdf, at pdf pp. 14—15. To keep these items in mind, we quote this memorandum:

“For reference, the revisions to the ORR that the Board authorized to proceed for
approval include:

* Updating MCE’s name from ‘Marin Energy Authority’;

» Streamlining the Chairperson’s duty from ‘supervise the preparation of the agenda’ to
‘review the agenda’ before each Board or Committee meeting;

 Allowing the continuation of the Secretary’s one-year term, subject to the Board’s
decision to remove; [and]

* Changing the annual election Board meeting month from June to ‘on or near December’
which better aligns with the local elections of the MCE member communities.” /d., at pdf
p. 15.

Again, neither the OR&R version recommended to be approved in the Meeting Packet, nor its
accompanying memorandum, mentioned any change in the Board’s authority to approve the
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hiring of General Counsel. (And again, these omissions would soon be “corrected” by
Supplemental Packet and verbal introduction by counsel.)

10. Prior to the August 17 Board meeting, a Supplemental Packet was again posted, again late,
and other relevant documents were submitted to Board members by email without public posting
(see paragraph #11 below). See https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2023/08/MCE-Board-Meeting-Supplement-Packet-August-2023.pdf. However,
this packet is unlike most of the Board packets we have seen on the MCE website, before and
after 2023. The Supplemental Packet for the August 17 meeting, as this packet appeared to the
Grand Jury in 2026 (and earlier, on Sept. 19, 2024 and Oct. 6, 2024, courtesy of the Internet
Archive Wayback Machine), consists simply of a two-page agenda, without any attached
documents. https://web.archive.org/web/20241001000000/https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2023/08/MCE-Board-Meeting-Supplement-Packet-August-2023.pdf. More
specifically, this Supplemental Packet included no document showing proposed amendments to
the OR&R, and no memorandum highlighting or explaining changes to Board approval of the
hiring of General Counsel. Absent a second presentation of proposed changes to the OR&R
highlighting such removal of the Board’s authority, under both (1) the Brown Act (California’s
open public meetings law, set out in Cal. Gov. Code, §§ 54950-54963), and (2) pursuant to the
two-step process required for OR&R amendments, it appears to the Grand Jury that the Board
could not properly undertake a second, confirming, vote on such changes.

Late and Missing Documents — and Misdirection

11. We have learned, from our interviews with Board members, that although documentation
showing proposed amendments to the OR&R to remove the Board’s authority is missing from
MCE’s official posted archives, in fact Board members were provided such written
documentation on the day before the August 17, 2023 Board meeting. An MCE staff email sent
at 2:56 PM on August 16, 2023, to all Board members stated: “Attached are real-time and
meeting materials to be discussed at tomorrow’s in-person Board meeting at 7:00 P.M.”
Appended to that email were: (1) The same two-page Supplemental Packet agenda mentioned in
paragraph #10, above; (2) a 10-page slide presentation about MCE’s Deep Green program; and
(3) & (4) “redlined” and “clean” versions of the proposed changes to the OR&R. The latter two
documents showed, in renumbered article VI, section 2.b., the proposed amendment removing
the Board’s authority to approve the hiring of General Counsel, just as this amendment appeared
in the June Supplemental Packet mentioned in paragraphs #5 and #6 above. Significantly, there
was no accompanying memorandum, or update to the prior memorandum described in
paragraph #9 above, highlighting the inclusion of this additional amendment, or otherwise
reminding the Board of the (less-than-transparent) explanation that had been provided orally at
the June Board meeting. Nor have we seen any indication that MCE’s General Counsel, or
associate general counsel, alerted the Board to any potential conflict of interest arising from
counsel’s representations or presentations concerning this matter that directly affected General
Counsel.

12. The Board voted again at the August 17, 2023 meeting to amend the OR&R. See
https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/MCE-Board-Meeting-Minutes-August-
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17-2023.pdf, pdf p. 3, item 7. As the ensuing Board meeting video shows, MCE’s associate legal
counsel highlighted the “version that ... you received yesterday via email,” and stated that it was
“the [same] one that has been distributed today.”
https://www.youtube.com/embed/4Vk9j0210Zw, at 1:18:57-1:19:09. Then legal counsel
reported that MCE staff recommended the Board’s approval of the proposed amendments. In
doing so legal counsel did not mention, let alone highlight, the fact that the new document in the
Supplemental Packet (both redlined and clean versions) differed from the OR&R amendment
document contained in the initial August 17 meeting packet, insofar as the new document
removed the Board’s authority to approve the hiring of General Counsel.

Unusually for Board meetings, there was no discussion by Board members about any of the four
proposed amendments to the OR&R submitted to the Board, whether in June or in August, and
counsel did not state that the new document was the same document approved by the Board in
June (two approvals being consistent with the OR&R’s two-step amendment process). Nor did
the Board Chair ask if any member of the public wished to comment. The matter was moved
quickly to a vote; the proposed OR&R amendment passed unanimously. /d. at 1:20:26—1:22:30.

Result: Board Authority is Reduced — and the Hiring Without Board Approval is
Papered Over

13. The resulting updated version of the OR&R presently posted on the MCE website (listed as
amended as of August 17, 2023) shows that the Board retains its authority to approve the hiring
of the CEO — but the Board’s former authority, possessed since 2009, to approve the hiring of
General Counsel, is now absent. See https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2023/08/Amended-MCE-Operating-Rules-Regulatons-Final-8.21.23.pdf, at pdf
p. 4.

Observations and Conclusions — Skirting the Rules, the Board
Unaware, and Apparent Violation of The Brown Act

1. In light of paragraph #s 1-3 above, we question how Catalina Murphy was promoted to the
position of General Counsel in April 2023, without Board approval of that hiring, when it
appears that, at that time, MCE'’s fundamental governing OR&R document controlled, and
required, approval of the “‘full ... Board.”

2. In light of paragraph #s 4—10 above, it appears that the OR&R amendment removing the
Board’s authority to approve hiring of General Counsel, submitted to the Board on June 15 in the
late Supplemental Packet, was never properly brought to the attention of the Board, either by
memorandum or orally, before the Board voted to adopt such a change. To the contrary: As
observed earlier, it appears that the explanation then given to the Board concerning the
proposed amendment did more to obfuscate than illuminate. The “quick summary of the
proposed revisions” did not mention the fact that the Board was being asked to eliminate from
its fundamental OR&R, the key authority that it had possessed since 2009 — the approval of the
hiring of General Counsel.
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3. The Brown Act, California’s open public meetings law, requires that materials distributed less
than 72 hours prior to discussion of agenda items must be made available for “public inspection
... at the time the writing is distributed” to the Board members. (Cal. Gov. Code, § 54957.5,
subd. (b)(1).) This section provides two alternative ways for an agency to comply with this
requirement:

® First, under subdivision (b)(2)(A), the agency shall (i) make the writing available for
public inspection “at a public office or location that the agency shall designate for this
purpose” and (ii) list the address where [the writing] is available “on the agendas for all
meetings of the legislative body of that agency.”

e Alternatively, an agency can comply under subdivision (b)(2)(B), by meeting each of
four different requirements, one of which is: “(ii) The ... agency immediately posts [the
writing] on the ... agency’s internet website.” For those attending the August 17, 2023
meeting remotely, immediate posting on MCE’s website pursuant to section 54957.5,
subdivision (b)(2)(B) — along with a real-time oral notification to the video audience
highlighting the posting prior to the Board’s vote — would be the only way for MCE to
provide public access to such a last-minute submission.

In light of paragraph #s 8—13 above, it is unclear whether MCE and its Board complied with this
important law. Specifically, based on what is shown in MCE’s public archives, it is not apparent
that the key documents setting out the proposed changes to the OR&R, which were appended to
the email sent to Board members on August 16, and then subsequently distributed to Board
members at the August 17 meeting, were made available to the public (whether attending the
meeting in person or participating virtually on line) prior to the Board’s vote. (Indeed, these key
documents remain hidden from the public on MCE’s public archives page even now.)

4. Finally, the history set out above concerning the June and August meetings reflects strikingly
similar internal procedural irregularities that, on their own (and all the more when considered in
combination), make us question whether the Board (i) received clear and independent legal
advice about an issue that directly affected General Counsel, and (i1) was fully aware of the
significant change that it approved on August 17, 2023, which removed its own authority to
approve hiring of General Counsel. Specifically, as mentioned in the above timeline:

e In June 2023 MCE’s legal counsel highlighted, both by memorandum and orally, various
specific proposed amendments to the OR&R — but was insufficiently transparent (and
indeed, appears to have obfuscated) regarding amendments written to remove the
Board’s authority to approve hiring of General Counsel.

e In August 2023, counsel obfuscated again, at least twice. As an initial matter, MCE’s
legal counsel listed specific proposed amendments to the OR&R, but that list did not
include removing the Board’s authority to approve the hiring of General Counsel. Next,
after providing the Board with a late substitute document that did show the removal of
the Board’s authority, MCE’s legal counsel provided an ambiguous and incomplete
history of that change and, once again, counsel failed to highlight that change (either by
an accompanying memorandum, or orally) when presenting the OR&R amendment to the
Board.

HH#
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August 20, 2026

TO: MCE Board of Directors
FROM: John McCormick, Chair, Ad Hoc CEO Search Committee
RE: Ad Hoc CEO Search Committee Status Report (Agenda Item #07)

Dear Fellow Board Members:

Summary:

This memorandum provides a status update on the work of the Ad Hoc CEO Search Committee
since its formation in July 2026. The Committee has moved quickly to establish its process, develop a
schedule, identify evaluation criteria for selecting an executive search firm, narrow the field of
executive search firms, and prepare an invitation-only streamlined request for proposal. No search
firm has been selected at this stage, and the full Board will retain responsibility for making the final
selection of the search firm, interviewing CEO finalists, and selecting MCE's next permanent Chief
Executive Officer.

Background
At its July 16, 2026, meeting, the Board established the Ad Hoc CEO Search Committee to lead the

process for identifying MCE's next permanent CEO, with key touchpoints to return to the Executive
Committee and/or full Board as appropriate. The Committee was authorized to request staff and
external resources needed to support the search, including an executive search recruitment firm. The
July Board materials also contemplated that interim executive leadership could become part of the
Committee's work; and the Committee has included those issues in its workplan.

Administrative Update

The Committee convened its first meeting on August 3, 2026. Since that time, it has established the
following operating structure and cadence:

e Director John McCormick was selected by the Committee to serve as Chair.

e The Committee established weekly virtual meetings, generally on Fridays from 12:00 p.m. to
1:00 p.m. during August, with the flexibility to adjust cadence as the search advances.

e Committee members include Directors Stephanie Andre (Larkspur), Kari Birdseye (Benicia),
Barbara Coler (Fairfax), John McCormick (Lafayette), Beth Painter (Napa), Mary Sackett (Marin
County), and Shanelle Scales-Preston (Contra Costa County).



e MCE Human Resources, Legal, and Internal Operations/Board Clerk staff are supporting the
Committee with research, meeting administration, process design, procurement materials, and
related work.

Search Process Status

The Committee has made substantive progress on the permanent CEO search and has reached
alignment on several key elements:

e Evaluation framework. The Committee identified the following criteria for selecting a search
firm: energy/utility/CCA expertise and senior-level networks; experience with public, quasi-
public, nonprofit, or similarly complex organizations; search methodology and ability to meet
an aggressive timeline; recent successful CEO/C-suite placements; and candidate reach and
proposed team capability.

¢ Invitation-Only Streamlined RFP and Shortlist. To yield the benefits of a competitive
solicitation while proceeding expeditiously, the Committee decided to utilize an Invitation-
Only Streamlined RFP. Drawing on information developed through the Ad Hoc Governance
Assessment Committee’s prior work, suggestions received from Board members, and the
Committee’s evaluation criteria, the Committee has shortlisted four executive search firms to
advance to the next stage of the process. The Committee is currently finalizing the
Streamlined RFP and anticipates issuing it to those four firms shortly. The RFP is designed to
obtain comparable information regarding search strategy, work plan and timing,
Board/public-agency experience, comparable CEO placements and retention, proposed
search team, candidate sourcing, conflicts/off-limits restrictions, references, and fees. As
noted below, the Committee intends to bring its recommended search firm to the Board for
consideration at the September meeting.

e CEO job description. The Committee has begun reviewing MCE's existing CEO job
description, and a working draft informed by CEO job descriptions from other California
CCAs. The selected search firm is expected to assist the Committee and Board in refining the
final position and leadership profile.

Provisional Schedule and Board Touchpoints

The Committee has developed an accelerated but deliberate roadmap intended to balance
timeliness, thoroughness, transparency, and candidate confidentiality. Key upcoming milestones are:

e August 14 - Review and refine the draft Invitation-Only Streamlined RFP and continue discussion
of interim leadership options and decision criteria.

e August 21 - Finalize the Streamlined RFP and authorize staff to issue it to the four invited firms.

e September 2 - Target date for invited firm proposals.

e September 9 - Provisional date for Committee interviews of executive search firms via Zoom.

e September 11 - Target for the Committee to finalize its search-firm recommendation and its
recommended Interim CEO approach.

e September 17 Board Meeting - Present the Committee's recommended executive search firm
for Board consideration and provide the Committee's recommendation regarding the Interim
CEO approach.

e September 25 - Target kickoff with the selected search firm, subject to Board action and contract
completion.



Next Board Touchpoint

The Committee anticipates returning to the Board at its September 17, 2026 meeting with a
recommendation regarding the executive search firm and a recommendation regarding the Interim
CEO approach. Additional future Board touchpoints may include the CEO position/leadership
profile, compensation considerations, finalist interviews, and final selection of MCE's CEO.

Fiscal Impacts:
None

Recommendation:
Discussion only.
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August 20, 2026

TO: MCE Board of Directors
FROM: Andy Twilling, Power Procurement Manager
RE: Approved Contracts for Energy Update (Agenda Item I.1)

Dear MCE Board Members:

Summary:
This report summarizes contracts for energy procurements entered into by the Chief Executive

Officer or their delegate and, if applicable, the Chair of the Technical Committee, since the last
report was prepared for the regular Board meeting in July 2026. This summary is provided to your
Board for information purposes only and no action is needed.

Review of Procurement Authorities:

In November 2020, your Board adopted Resolution 2020-04 which included the following
provisions:

The CEO and Technical Committee Chair, jointly, are hereby authorized, after consultation with the
appropriate Committee of the Board of Directors, to approve and execute contracts for Energy
Procurement for terms of less than or equal to five years. The CEQ shall timely report to the Board of
Directors all such executed contracts.

The CEQ is authorized to approve and execute contracts for Energy Procurement for terms of less
than or equal to 12 months, which the CEO shall timely report to the Board of Directors.

The CEO is required to report all such contracts and agreements to the MCE Board of Directors on a
timely basis.

Item | Month of Purpose Average Annual | Contract | Date of consultation
# Execution P Contract Amount Term with IAC (if applicable)
Purchase of Renewable 1 Year or
1 July 2026 Energy $2,270,000 less N/A

Contract Approval Process:

Energy procurement is governed by MCE's Energy Risk Management Policy as well as Board
Resolutions 2020-04 and 2026-01. The Energy Risk Management Policy (Policy) has been developed
to help ensure that MCE achieves its mission and adheres to its procurement policies established by
the MCE Board of Directors (Board), power supply and related contract commitments, good utility
practice, and all applicable laws and regulations.



The evaluation of every new energy contract is based upon how to best fill MCE's open position.
Factors such as volume, notional value, type of product, price, term, collateral threshold and posting,
and payment are all considered before execution of the agreement.

After evaluation and as part of the overall approval process, an approval matrix is implemented
whereby the draft contract is routed to key MCE departments and consultants for review, input, and
approval. Typically, contracts are routed for commercial, technical, legal, and financial approval, and
are then typically routed through the Chief Operating Officer for approval prior to execution. The
table below lists the MCE departments and consultants (and examples of relevant staff) assigned to
review and approve, before the contract is forwarded to the next stage of review.

Review Owner Review Category

CB Hall (MCE, Director of Power Resources) Procurement/Commercial
John Dalessi (Pacific Energy Advisors) Technical Review

Steve Hall (Hall Energy Law) Legal

Nathaniel Malcolm (MCE, Senior Commercial Counsel) Legal (Process & CPUC
Compliance)

Maira Strauss (MCE, Chief Financial Officer) Credit/Financial

Vicken Kasarjian (Acting CEO and COO) Executive

Pursuant to Resolution 2020-04, contracts for terms of less than or equal to 12 months can be
approved and executed by the CEO.

Pursuant to Resolution 2020-04 and Resolution 2026-01, MCE consults with the Interim Advisory
Committee (IAC) regarding potential contracts for terms of 1-5 years. After consultation with the
Interim Advisory Committee, the CEO and Technical Committee Chair are jointly authorized to
approve and execute the agreement.

Fiscal Impacts:
Expenses and revenue associated with these Contracts and Agreements that are expected to occur

during FYE 2027 are within the FYE 2027 Operating Fund Budget. Expenses and revenue associated
with future years will be incorporated into budget planning as appropriate.

Recommendation:
Information only.
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MARIN COUNTY | NAPA COUNTY | UNINCORPORATED CONTRA COSTA COUNTY

M‘ E UNINCORPORATED SOLANO COUNTY | BENICIA | CONCORD | DANVILLE | EL CERRITO
FAIRFIELD | HERCULES | LAFAYETTE | MARTINEZ | MORAGA | OAKLEY | PINOLE

PITTSBURG | PLEASANT HILL | RICHMOND | SAN PABLO | SAN RAMON | WALNUT CREEK
Policy Planning Calendar (Fiscal Year Ending 2027)
A preliminary outlook of expected policy topics and decision points across Board and Committee

meetings, intended for planning purposes only, with topics and timing subject to change as
organizational priorities and external developments evolve.

Executive Finance Technical
Board of Directors Committee Committee Committee
September Proposed Policy Proposed Investment Policy ~ [2025 Power
Accepting Grant Amendment of Review Source Disclosure
Awards Policy 014: MCE's Attestation -
Investment Policy California Energy
Proposed Amendment Commission
of Policy 014: MCE's  |Proposed Policy
Investment Policy Accepting Grant EEI Master
Awards Agreement with
Annual Audit JP Morgan
Proposed Third Ventures Energy
2025 Power Source Amended and Corp
Disclosure Attestation |Restated Schedule
- California Energy A.1 to the Master Power Purchase
Commission Services Agreement with
Agreement with RPCA Solar 19,
CLEAResult LLC
Consulting, Inc
October Procurement Policy Power
and Guidelines, Procurement
Financial Guardrails, Policy Decisions
and Risk
Governance
Assessment Next
Steps
November Appoint Treasurer Annual CEO

Evaluation
Mid-Year Pro Forma
Update Mid-Year Pro

Forma Update

Updated August 2026



Power Procurement
Policy Decisions

Risk Management

Policy
December Mid-Year Budget
Update/Amendment
January Board Chair and Vice
Chair Elections
February Preliminary FYE 2028 |Preliminary Fiscal |Preliminary FYE
Budgets Year Ending (FYE) |2028 Budgets
2028 Budgets
Load Management
Standard Annual
Report
March FYE 2028 Budgets FYE 2028 Budgets |FYE 2028 Budgets

Fiscal Year
Contract Renewals
Exceeding CEO
Authority

Charles McGlashan
Advocacy Award
Nominations




Empowering Our Clean Energy Future
CONTRA COSTA | MARIN | NAPA | SOLANO

August 20, 2026

TO: MCE Board of Directors

FROM: Jared Blanton, Vice President of Public Affairs

RE: Community Benefit Funds Update (Agenda Item 1.3)

ATTACHMENT: Renewable Energy Development Community Benefit Fund Guidelined

Dear Board Members:

Summary:
This report provides an update on the distribution of MCE's community benefit funds since 2025 and
the impact that these funds are having within MCE's service area.

Background:

Community benefit funds are financial mechanisms included in some Power Purchase Agreements
(PPAs) to support either local communities impacted by the associated energy projects or broader
regional initiatives aligned with MCE's vision and mission. Power sellers are encouraged to allocate
community benefit funds to initiatives such as workforce training, environmental stewardship,
education, and small-scale renewable energy projects. These contributions are negotiated by MCE
staff and incorporated into the PPA contractual terms.

MCE's ability to determine how the funds are spent varies by contract. In some cases, MCE has total
control over the allocation and will use the Renewable Energy Development Community Benefit
Fund Guidelines (Attachment A) to make those determinations. In other cases, the seller specifies

their right to decide how the funds are spent and allocated, with MCE providing input and final sign-
off.

Fund Recipients:

Since 2025 MCE has distributed $228,000 in community benefit funds. This is in addition to
$550,000 to be distributed directly by the PPA sellers, including Arevon for the Cormorant battery
storage facility in San Mateo County and Calpine for the Geyser’s geothermal facility in Sonoma and
Lake Counties.



Fund Allocation
Status

Community
Benefit

Commercial

. Location
Operation Date

Size & Resource

Project

Lake and
i - Distribut
2025 Calpine 7 MW Sonoma $50.000 istributed by
Geysers Geothermal ) Partner
Counties
Clearway U0 WA Seel s Kern ISC()ZIZUSdé:rI:m'\TEE;
2025 Golden Fields RS County bin g Benefit Funds
Storage o
Solicitation
Included in MCE's
NextEra - Riverside 2025 Communit
2025 Wind Power | 33 MW Wind $105,000 . Y
County Benefit Funds
Partners L
Solicitation
Arevon - 188 MW (4hr) San Distributed b
2026 eve Mateo $500,000 y
Cormorant Storage Partner
County
2027 NextEra - 100 MW (4hr) Solano $100.000 Due to.MC!E (no PPA
Corby Storage County timeline)
T istribut
Calpi joomw | Lekeand T e
2027 e Sonoma $50,000 P ,
Geysers Geothermal Counti consultation with
ounties MCE
Due to MCE PPA
2027 NextEra-Key | o> MW (8hr) Fresno 1 ¢400,000 ue to MCE (no
Storage County timeline)
Brookfield - Alameda Due to MCE
MW Wi 1
2028 Mulqueeny 80 ind County $100,000 (expected 2028)
110 MW Solar San
- Due to MCE
2031 Longroad 110 MW (4hr) | Benito, | $250,000 ue to MC
Allium (expected 2031)
Storage CA




For MCE-directed community benefit fund distributions, most recipients were awarded based on a
Request for Proposals that was issued in the fall of 2025. The available funds were issued as part of
the Community Partnership Program and Community Benefit Funds solicitation which was posted on
our website and distributed to MCE member municipalities and local community-based
organizations, as well as potential applicants that were identified in the communities immediately
surrounding the projects from which funds were received.

Criteria for the funds are included in Attachment A but have a focus on projects that support energy
equity, workforce development, fossil-free energy generation, energy efficiency and load shifting,
community resilience, local infrastructure improvements, and education. Specifically, contracts were
evaluated by a cross-departmental team of MCE staff across the following areas:

e Environmental Impact (20%)

e Community Feedback (20%)

e Socioeconomic Benefits (20%)

e Leverage and Partnership (20%)

e Feasibility and Readiness (20%)

These funds were allocated or awarded as follows:

MCE’s Community Housing Grants - $100,000

Funding for incentives through MCE’s Multifamily Energy Savings and Home Energy Savings
programs to support community housing, including homeless shelters, farmworker housing, and
single-family homes occupied by low-income residents. Funds provided ancillary expenses that were
barriers to installing, operating, and/or maintaining equipment. The funding was used to:

e Accelerate energy resiliency while addressing health and safety concerns
e Layer health and safety modifications with energy efficiency and electrification upgrades
e Improve air quality, safety, and comfort for community housing residents

City of Vallejo - $63,000

The North Vallejo Clean Energy & Business Resilience Pilot was awarded to develop a clean energy
and business resilience pilot anchored at the Vallejo Community Center at 225 Amador Street in
Vallejo. Funding supports education, workforce, energy efficiency upgrades, and community
engagement. The pilot will include:

e A 10-15 kW rooftop solar array

o Workforce exposure for North Vallejo residents

e Business outreach along the Sonoma Boulevard corridor
e AClean Energy & Business Resilience Task Force

e A community event highlighting early outcomes



White Pony Express - $25,000

Funding supports the food recovery program offered by White Pony Express, a Concord-based
501(c)(3) that serves more than 130,000 people each year and delivers 12,000 pounds of food daily.
The program collects and redistributes food from local grocery stores and restaurants to local food
pantries and senior programs. This is food that would otherwise be landfilled. Through this program,
the organization reduces 6,750 metric tons of CO2 annually while aiding vulnerable residents in
Contra Costa County.

Canal Alliance - $40,000
Funding supports the development of an actionable green economic mobility agenda as part of the
Canal Alliance’s “"Nuestro Canal, Nuestro Futuro” (NCNF) community-led initiative to ensure a safe,
healthy, and climate-resilient Canal District community in San Rafael. The resulting plan will be
submitted to City and County of Marin leaders for adoption as part of the Southeast San Rafael
Specific Plan. This participatory approach ensures that the Canal neighborhood—home to over
13,000 residents, most of whom are low-income Latino renters—has a direct voice in shaping
local climate and economic investments. Funding supports the design and facilitation of a series of
meetings for collaborative working groups that bring together leaders from the NCNF, the Clean
Transportation Career Pathways project, relevant workforce partners, and technical experts. The
focus of these groups is:

e |dentifying small business opportunities

e Prioritizing infrastructure investments

e Becoming aware of green economy workforce pathways

Looking Ahead

As part of PPA contractual terms, an additional $550,000 in community benefit funding is due from
power sellers to MCE between 2027 and 2031, along with $50,000 that will be distributed directly by
one of the sellers. As funding becomes available, staff will continue to seek proposals from qualified
fund recipients through a request for proposals and will use our evaluation criteria, as outlined in the
Attachment, to determine the most impactful and equitable allocation.
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Renewable Energy Development Community Benefit Funds
Guidelines

Each year, MCE hosts an Open Season procurement to provide a competitive opportunity for
energy suppliers to fulfill MCE's resource requirements. MCE prioritizes suppliers who offer
community benefit funds as part of their submission. Community benefit funds are intended to
support projects and initiatives that align with MCE's mission to eliminate fossil fuel greenhouse
gas emissions while creating equitable community benefits.

These Renewable Energy Development Community Benefit Fund Guidelines help guide the
transparent, equitable, and effective allocation of funds to maximize benefits for both local and
broader regional communities involved in or impacted by MCE's energy projects. Objectives
include:

e Supporting low-income and traditionally disadvantaged and underserved communities.
e Boosting workforce development in the clean energy sector.

e Improving community resilience and sustainability.

e Enhancing local fossil-free energy generation.

e Promoting energy efficiency.

1. Geographic Prioritization

Funds may be used within the community where the energy project is located (community of
origin) or within MCE's service area.

MCE Service Area
Investing funds within MCE's service area can support broader initiatives and promote regional
benefits.

Community of Origin

Investing funds within the community where the energy project is located ensures that the
community directly impacted by the physical construction and ongoing presence of the project
receives benefits.

Funds will be used within the community of origin if any of the following criteria apply:

e Priority Populations: If a project site is in a CalEnviroScreen-designated Disadvantaged
Community (DAC), Low-Income Community, as established by Assembly Bill 1550 (or its
replacement), or a tribal community, MCE will select the community of origin. These
communities face interlocking socio-economic and environmental vulnerabilities largely
created by modernization and industrialization, so this decision would help MCE address
historical injustices and generate equitable outcomes.



o Direct Impact: If a project is anticipated to generate ongoing negative impacts, such as
increased wastewater, MCE will aim to direct funds into projects that address them (i.e.,
workforce training for the subsequent business needs for increased waste processing). MCE
will assess the impact of MCE's energy project and the potential benefit that community
benefit funds would generate within the community, such as creating local jobs, improving
local infrastructure, supporting nonprofit organizations, or increasing local renewable
energy capacity.

e Increased Funds: If a developer commits to significantly increase the benefit funds if the
funds are invested in the community of origin, MCE will select the higher amount to
maximize community benefits.

2. Project Types
When determining how to allocate funds, MCE will prioritize projects that support and advance:

o Energy Equity: Projects that address unequal access to clean and efficient energy
technologies, including those that support the diverse needs of historically underserved
communities.

e Workforce Development: Training programs, pre-apprenticeships, and educational
partnerships to build a skilled local workforce in the renewable energy, energy efficiency,
and/or electrification sector.

o Fossil-Free Energy: Small-scale solar, storage, or other distributed energy resource (DER)
projects that benefit the community.

» Energy Efficiency and Load Shifting: Initiatives that help residents and businesses reduce
their energy consumption, energy costs, and shift energy use out of peak times.

o Community Resilience: Projects that enhance the ability of communities to withstand and
recover from power outages, including supporting critical facilities for emergency
preparedness.

e Local infrastructure improvements: Enhancements to local infrastructure to support
sustainable development.

e Education: Initiatives that support youth and community education, especially in relation to
renewable energy, energy efficiency, and environmental justice.

3. Evaluation Criteria
MCE will utilize the following criteria to evaluate and select specific projects:

e Environmental Impact: Prioritize projects that contribute to local environmental
sustainability, such as reducing carbon emissions, improving air quality, or enhancing local
biodiversity.

e Community Feedback: Seek investments that align with feedback from local stakeholders
around specific community priorities, needs, and expectations.

e Socioeconomic Benefits: Prioritize projects that provide solutions for specific economic or
health challenges, particularly for lower-income and disadvantaged communities.

e Leverage and Partnership: Prioritize opportunities to leverage additional funding or form
partnerships with local organizations, governments, or businesses to maximize impact.



o Feasibility and Readiness: Prioritize projects that are ready for implementation and can
demonstrate feasibility and a clear plan for achieving objectives.

4. Transparency and Community Engagement

MCE values transparency and community involvement in our decision-making processes. We aim
to achieve this through the following actions:

e Public and Community Meetings: MCE will provide updates on community benefit
funding decisions at publicly noticed Board or Committee meetings and Community Power
Coalition meetings to engage with community members and, when possible, incorporate
their feedback into our planning and implementation processes.

o Stakeholder Consultation: Maintain ongoing engagement with key stakeholders,
including local organizations, community leaders, and advocacy groups, to help our
initiatives align with community needs and priorities.

e Information Dissemination: Provide regular updates through MCE's website and other
communication channels, including newsletters and social media, to keep the public
informed about funding allocations and project outcomes.
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August 20, 2026

TO: MCE Board of Directors

FROM: Sabrinna Soldavini, Vice President of Policy

RE: Legislative and Regulatory Updates (Agenda Item 1.4)
ATTACHMENT: Regulatory Filings

Dear Board Members:

Summary:
Below is a summary of the key activities at the state and federal legislatures and the California Public

Utilities Commission (CPUC), California Energy Commission (CEC), and the California Independent
System Operator (CAISO) impacting Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) and MCE.

I.  California Legislature

The California Legislature has returned from its July recess for a busy last month of the session. As of
the drafting of this staff report, all currently active bills are being heard in Appropriations
Committees, including those sponsored by CalCCA. Both AB 1761 and SB 1138 are expected to be
heard in their respective Appropriations Committees on August 13th.

MCE has not taken any new positions since last month’s staff report. The below table includes the
status of all bills on which MCE has taken a position and is current as of the drafting of this staff
report.

Bill Number and Subject MCE Status

Author Position

AB 1761 (Rogers) Power Charge Indifference Support Active
Adjustment (PCIA) data
transparency

SB 1138 (Padilla) Resource Adequacy (RA) hourly Support Active
transactability




AB 2111 (Papan) Transmission planning Support Active

AB 1684 (Ward) Cooling systems in common Support Active
interest developments

AB 2508 (Hoover) Funding for Public Purpose Oppose Held in
Programs including energy Assembly
efficiency

AB 2383 (Zbur) Electricity service for large data Neutral Active
centers

SB 1282 (Becker) Vehicle grid integration Support Held in

Senate

AB 2313 (Berman) Alternatives to gas distribution Support Active

service line replacements

AB 2369 (Rogers) Resource adequacy and full Support Active
capacity deliverability status

SB 1265 (Richardson) | GoGreen Financing Program Support Held in

Assembly
AB 1577 (Bauer- Data centers: reporting on energy | Support Active
Kahan) usage

Il. California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)

a. Resource Adequacy (RA) Proceeding

The RA proceeding aims to ensure the reliability of California’s electricity supply by requiring all load
serving entities (LSEs), including MCE, to procure sufficient capacity resources to meet their load plus
a Planning Reserve Margin (PRM). Rulemaking (R).25-10-003 was opened by the CPUC to continue to
refine the program and adopt future requirements.

The PRM for 2026-2027 is set to 18% of an LSE's monthly RA requirement. In Track 2 of the RA
proceeding, the CPUC is conducting its 2026 Loss of Load Expectation (LOLE) studies. The LOLE
studies model statewide grid reliability, and the CPUC will use the final LOLE results to set the PRM



for 2028, ultimately impacting MCE’s RA procurement obligations. MCE worked with CalCCA to
submit a proposal for alternative Inputs and Assumptions to the LOLE study, advocating that the
studies focus on cost-effectiveness while still achieving a reliable grid.

The CPUC's Draft LOLE studies and PRM proposals, as well as alternative LOLE studies and PRM
proposals from stakeholders, are due on August 14, 2026. MCE is, at the time of this writing, working
with CalCCA to finalize their alternative LOLE study and comments. MCE will continue to provide
updates as they become available.

Fiscal Impacts: There is no direct fiscal impact on MCE at this time. However, changes to RA
requirements ultimately affect MCE's procurement costs. All else equal, RA procurement costs are
likely to track with PRM changes, with increases to the PRM increasing cost and decreases to the PRM
decreasing costs.

b. Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA)

In February 2025, the CPUC issued an Order Instituting Rulemaking (OIR) to update Energy Resource
Recovery Account (ERRA) and Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) policies and processes.
Per law, the CPUC is required to ensure “indifference” and prevent cost shifts between bundled and
unbundled customers. This entails the Investor-Owned Utilities (IOUs), such as Pacific Gas & Electric
(PG&E) recovering electricity costs from CCA customers that were incurred on their behalf before
they departed PG&E service and reducing those costs by the value of benefits that remain with PG&E
customers. To facilitate this process, the Commission established the PCIA, a charge paid by all
customers on the PG&E side of the bill.

In this proceeding, the CPUC is evaluating potential changes to the methodology of calculating the
PCIA through three tracks.

Track 1:

Track 1 considered interim changes to the calculation of the RA Market Price Benchmark
(MPB), one of the key inputs used to calculate the PCIA, on an expedited basis. The
Commission voted out a Decision in Track 1in 2025 that changed the calculation of the RA

MPB and allowed the IOUs to apply this change to rates retroactively in their respective 2026
ERRA cases’.

CalCCA filed an Application for Rehearing (AfR) followed by a Petition for Writ of Review (or
appeal) on the Track 1 Decision in January 2026. The appeal argued that the Commission
violated the indifference principle and acted illegally by approving retroactive application of
the methodology and did so by relying on insufficient evidence. In late June 2026, this appeal
was denied by the Third District Court of Appeal. CalCCA filed an appeal to that denial to the
California Supreme Court on July 6.

' The IOUs file annual ERRA cases through which they are authorized to set generation and PCIA rates for the
next year.



On July 17, CalCCA also filed appeals on each of the three IOUs' 2026 ERRA Forecast
Decisions implementing the PCIA changes approved by the CPUC in Track 1. The appeals
challenge the CPUC's retroactive application of the new RA MPB methodology, and in the
PG&E and SCE cases the appeals challenge the zero valuation of Pre-2019 Banked renewable

energy credits (RECs). Track 2 of the PCIA proceeding is considering the valuation of pre-
2019 banked RECs?.

Track 2
Track 2 remains active but had no major filings and updates in July 2026.
Track 3

The CPUC issued a Scoping Memo in Track 3 of this proceeding in February 2026 to consider
additional, broader PCIA related issues, along with data access and timelines for the
proceeding. The CPUC hosted threes coping workshops in June 2026 to explore broader
ideas and allowing parties to present their proposals on issues to consider, including ways to
manage the IOUs’ PCIA portfolios and possible stranded assets, PCIA methodology changes,
and data access issues.

CalCCA filed Opening and Reply Comments on the workshops recommending that the
CPUC: (1) scope Track 3 broadly to enable consideration of targeted solutions to recover
costs for uneconomic legacy resources and revisit allocation of PCIA resources, mechanisms
to reduce volatility, and other proposals or structural frameworks for achieving indifference;
(2) prioritize revintaging® and modifying the Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) MPB to
create more consistency and address PCIA rate volatility; and (3) build in adequate time to
allow parties to provide and evaluate data and to develop proposals for modification of the
PCIA.

MCE will continue to actively engage in this proceeding through 2026 and provide updates as they
become available.

Fiscal Impacts: There are no immediate fiscal impacts to MCE. The PCIA is a charge on the PG&E
side of the bill, but changes to the PCIA impact MCE customers’ overall bills and MCE's rate
competitiveness.

c. Integrated Resource Planning

IRP Proceeding:

2 Please refer to the July 2026 Regulatory and Legislative Update for more information and updates on the Pre-
2019 Banked RECs issue.

3 Each CCA customer is assigned a PCIA vintage based on the time that customer’s community decided to
switch service to a CCA. The customer is responsible for costs incurred for resources in that customer’s vintage
and in all the years before. “Revintaging” allows for resources to be moved to a different vintage year
depending on a trigger such as any new upgrades or investments, especially if they are made to serve
bundled customers.



The Integrated Resources Planning (IRP) proceeding is an “umbrella” procurement planning
proceeding overseen by the CPUC that considers all of the CPUC's policies and programs to ensure
the state has a safe, reliable, and cost-effective electric supply.

In May 2026, the CPUC issued a notice regarding a Mid Term Reliability (MTR) Compliance Staff
Proposal Workshop to be conducted in July 2026. In June 2026, the CPUC provided a list of
questions for parties to the IRP proceeding to informally respond to regarding the compliance
framework for the CPUC's procurement orders (MTR orders) prior to the workshop. CalCCA filed
informal comments responding to the CPUC's questions in July 2026. The comments recommend
that the CPUC and its staff: (1) adequately balance the need for robust enforcement to incentivize
new resource development in compliance with procurement directives with the need for flexibility
when factors outside the control of the LSE negatively affect compliance and/or ratepayer
affordability; (2) establishes a clear and well-defined application of the “good faith effort” standard
that allows the CPUC to distinguish between LSEs that made reasonable procurement efforts and
those that did not; and (3) avoid upending rules and expectations that have already been
established through prior orders and/or staff guidance.

MCE continues to actively advocate in the IRP proceeding and ensure that reasonable compliance
rules are established.

MCE’s 2026 IRP:

On July 16,2026, MCE's Board of Directors approved MCE's 2026 IRP, inclusive of its Preferred
Conforming Portfolio (PCP) for the 2026 IRP cycle. For further details, please see the July 16, 2026
Board of Directors meeting packet.* MCE's 2026 IRP and associated materials were filed with the
CPUC on August 10, 2026.

Fiscal Impacts: While the 2026 IRP serves as a guiding document for MCE's procurement and
demonstrates the resources and volumes MCE seeks to procure, there are no direct or immediate
fiscal impacts of adopting MCE's 2026 IRP. All future resource commitments made to implement the
plan will be subject to separate approval in accordance with MCE's adopted delegation of
authorities. Staff will provide an annual update to its Board of Directors (or delegated subcommittee)
on progress towards its 2026 IRP.

d. Billing Modernization

In October 2024, PG&E submitted an Application for approval to recover 2023-2030 revenue
requirements ($761.3 million) for its Billing Modernization Initiative (BMI). BMI will replace PG&E's
aging billing system currently used to serve its electric and gas customers, including MCE customers,
as the IOUs are statutorily required to serve as the billing agents for CCAs. PG&E proposes to
recover the costs of these upgrades from all customers, bundled and unbundled.

4 https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/07/MCE-Board-Meeting-Packet-July-2026.pdf.



https://mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/07/MCE-Board-Meeting-Packet-July-2026.pdf

MCE has been working with a group of Joint CCAs in PG&E's service territory to advocate for billing
systems and processes that result from this upgrade to be: 1) sufficient to meet CCA customer needs
and 2) designed to equitably serve both PG&E's bundled and unbundled (CCA) customers. The Joint
CCAs also stated the need for the costs of this upgrade to be fairly allocated.

As part of this engagement, the Joint CCAs discussed and reached a Partial Settlement Agreement
with PG&E on specific contested issues in PG&E's Application. In July 2026, the Joint CCAs filed a
Joint Motion with PG&E for adoption and approval of the Partial Settlement Agreement that includes
the following provisions: (1) a process by which PG&E may seek extensions for provisions included if
the CPUC does not approve sufficient cost recovery, (2) updates to the cost forecasts, (3)
modifications to bill presentation and messaging, (4) improvements to data quality, billing
mechanics, and communication processes, (5) additional reporting commitments by PG&E related
billing metrics, (6) PG&E’s commitments to resolve CCA billing and revenue delays resulting from the
new system, and (7) agreement from PG&E to update its CCA-specific fees post implementation.
Through this Partial Settlement Agreement, the Joint CCAs ensured that CCA customer billing needs
are met to the best extent possible.

Fiscal Impacts: There are no direct fiscal impacts on MCE at this time.
e. PG&E 2027 General Rate Case Phase |

PG&E files a GRC Application with the CPUC every four years to request approval for its revenue
requirements that include electric and gas distribution system costs, administrative expenses, and
customer service costs. In Phase | of a GRC Application, the CPUC reviews and approves PG&E's
revenue requirement amount to be recovered over the application period. In Phase Il, the
Commission reviews and approves how those costs are allocated across different customer groups
and rate classes. PG&E filed an Application in its 2027 GRC Phase | case in May 2025.

CalCCA filed Opening and Reply Briefs in this case in July 2026. CalCCA recommended that the
CPUC order PG&E to: (1) remove 13 hydroelectric assets that are no longer used and useful from its
books so that they do not earn undue returns. To the extent that the CPUC approves PG&E's
proposed investments in and associated asset life extensions for another 8 hydro assets identified by
CalCCA, it should find that these investments and asset extensions constitute new generation
commitments that were made on behalf of PG&E's bundled customers and order PG&E to move
these eight hydro facilities to the 2027 vintage for purposes of PCIA cost recovery; (2) make further
changes and/or reductions to other cost categories, including depreciation and operation and
management expenses; (3) cap its revenues associated with CCA/DA billing services at the

cost included in its forecast for such services and refund any revenue received above that revenue
cap to CCA/DA customers through the ERRA compliance proceeding.

Fiscal Impacts: There are no direct fiscal impacts on MCE at this time.



f. Energy Efficiency (EE)

In July 2026, MCE submitted opening comments in response to an Administrative Law Judge's
Ruling issued in June 2026 on Elect-to-Administer EE Community Choice Aggregators (CCAs). The
Administrative Law Judge published questions on how funding and implementation of elect-to-
administer CCA EE programs should work. MCE previously administered elect-to-administer EE
programs and presently administers programs under the distinct apply-to-administer requirements.
MCE submitted comments recommending a reporting process to ensure clear and transparent
access to information on the non-bypassable charge funding EE programs on investor-owned
utilities annual EE reports. MCE stated that the annual non-bypassable charge information is
important to program administrators of EE programs including elect-to-administer CCAs, the
legislature, the Governor, and the public. MCE anticipates a proposed decision (PD) on this and
other EE regulatory matters in 2026.

Also in July 2026, MCE submitted a supplemental advice letter on equity segment and market
support segment indicators required by the Commission. In August 2025, Pacific Gas and Electric
(PG&E) along with the eleven other program administrators of EE portfolios submitted a joint advice
letter on goal constructs, metrics and indicators for the recently created equity and market support
segments of the EE portfolios as required by a July 2023 decision approving the EE portfolios for
2024-2027. In August 2025, the Public Advocates Office protested the advice letter stating it lacked
sufficient detail on how the constructs aligned with the objectives of the market support and equity
segments. In April 2026, the Commission requested that all program administrators submit
supplemental information for the joint advice letter after conducting stakeholder surveys. MCE
conducted outreach to stakeholders and distributed CPUC created surveys on equity and market
support program goals. MCE submitted the responses from 15 market support and 12 equity
segment stakeholders across its service area in its supplemental advice letter filing. MCE anticipates
information from the supplemental and joint advice letters will inform requirements for the equity
and market support segment programs in program years 2028-2031 onward.

Fiscal Impacts: There are no direct fiscal impacts to MCE at this time.
g. Climate Credit

The Climate Credit proceeding is evaluating potential changes to the California Climate Credit,
which is funded through revenues generated by California’s Cap-and-Invest Program and distributed
multiple times each year to residential gas and electric customers. In June 2026, the CPUC issued a
Phase 1B PD that proposes key priorities and guiding principles for this phase of the proceeding,
including affordability, electrification, fairness, and simplicity. The ruling also introduces several
concepts for future Climate Credit distribution and seeks input on potential changes to credit timing,
customer eligibility, and outreach efforts.

The distribution concepts under consideration include a climate-zone tiered approach, a baseline-
usage tiered approach, enhanced assistance for customers with greater financial need (such as CARE



and FERA participants), and a fully volumetric distribution methodology. In July, in coordination with
CalCCA, MCE supported the development of opening comments filed in response to the Phase 1B
ruling. The comments expressed support for the proceeding’s proposed guiding principles and
advocated for maintaining the current distribution methodology, which provides an equal bill credit
to all residential customers. This approach minimizes administrative complexity, maximizes customer
access to the benefit, and promotes simplicity and transparency.

On August 11, the CPUC will host a Climate Credit workshop to further explore these concepts and
gather stakeholder feedback. Parties, including CalCCA, will have the opportunity to discuss the
proposals in greater detail and provide input on potential pathways for future Climate Credit
distribution. The CPUC will vote on this Proposed Decision in a voting meeting on August 13, 2026.

Fiscal Impacts: If approved, the extension of the AMP program would allow MCE to
continue recovering its AMP program costs through the program’s new sunset date of February 1,
2027.

h. Disconnections

In July, the CPUC issued a Proposed Decision to extend the Arrearage Management Program (AMP)
from its current October 1, 2026, sunset date to February 1, 2027. MCE worked with CalCCA to
submit comments supporting the extension, noting that aligning AMP’s sunset date with the
Percentage of Income Payment Plan (PIPP) Pilot Program’s sunset date is a straightforward, low-
burden solution. This extension would provide the Commission additional time to evaluate the future
of both programs while avoiding customer confusion and service disruptions that could result from a
temporary lapse in AMP participation. Consistent with CalCCA's previous advocacy, the comments
emphasized that AMP provides critical support to customers facing arrearages and should ultimately
be made a permanent program.

Fiscal Impacts: There are no direct fiscal impacts to MCE at this time.
i. High Distributed Energy Resources (DERs) Future

The High DER Future proceeding aims to prepare the grid for a high number of DER connections to
the distribution-level grid. The proceeding includes three tracks, with two phases each for Tracks 1
and 3: (1) Distribution Planning and Execution Process (DPEP) and Data Improvements; (2)
Distribution System Operator (DSO) Roles and Responsibilities; and (3) Smart Inverter
Operationalization (SIO) and Grid Modernization Planning.

Track 1 focuses on the implementation of recent improvements to the DPEP of each IOU. The scope
also includes the Electrification Impact Studies (EIS) and integration capacity analysis (ICA) maps. The
CPUC issued a Proposed Decision on July 28, 2026, that would revise the ICA workshop schedule to
occur biannually rather than quarterly and order the IOUs to produce Grid Modernization Progress
Reports in the fall of even-numbered years. MCE and CalCCA are currently considering whether to
file opening comments on the proposed decision by the August 17 deadline. Reply comments will
be due on August 24.



Track 2 focuses on the roles and responsibilities of a potential DSO. This Summer, the CPUC held two
workshops related to this track, the first on their proposal to have IOUs serve as the DSOs in their
respective territories, and the second on how the DSOs would coordinate with CAISO serving as the
Transmission System Operator (TSO). In July, the CPUC drafted a report from the workshops that will
inform the development of a DER Orchestration Framework, including data access and coordination
between the IOUs and CAISO on DERs. MCE worked with CalCCA to file opening and reply
comments on the CPUC report, advocating for a holistic approach to creating a demand flexibility
marketplace, which should be operated by an objective third party. Such a marketplace would
remove the conflicts of interest for IOU-owned DERs, as well as provide fair market access and data
visibility to all non-lIOU parties.

Track 3 focuses on identifying priority uses for new DER technologies (smart inverters), addressing
how to use DERs to improve grid safety, reliability and operation, and how to better utilize available
capacity and defer costly upgrades. The CPUC issued a ruling on July 7, 2026, seeking comments on
their Flexible Service Connections (FSCs) Proposal, which enables more efficient use of the grid by
allowing distributed energy resources (DER) to unlock existing capacity and achieve near-term
energization. MCE worked with CalCCA to file comments on July 27. Key comments emphasize that
the CPUC consider the creation of a fair demand flexibility marketplace and recommend the CPUC
halt further deployment of any IOU DER management systems until they assess how non-IOU-owned
DERs can contribute to grid flexibility and reliability.

Fiscal Impacts: There are no direct fiscal impacts on MCE at this time.
j.  Electric Rule 21: Generating Facility Interconnections

The Rule 21 proceeding was opened in August 2025 to update distribution-level interconnection
rules for DERs under Electric Rule 21. Rule 21 covers interconnection pathways and standards, cost
sharing responsibilities, DER communications interoperability, and more.

On July 14, the CPUC issued a ruling directing the IOUs to produce data related to Rule 21
applications and the current associated flat fee. The Commission seeks data from the |OUs to
optimize cost recovery and adjust the fee structure. MCE plans to work with CalCCA to file comments
on the July 14 Ruling by the August 28 deadline.

Fiscal Impacts: There are no direct fiscal impacts to MCE at this time.

I.  California Energy Commission (CEC)
a. Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR)

The 2026 IEPR Update is currently underway. Through the IEPR process, the CEC will create the
state’s baseline electricity and natural gas demand forecast. In July, the CEC hosed a two-day
workshop on developing in-state geothermal resources. Stakeholder presentations and comments
mainly centered on the challenges that California faces in its effort to develop in-state geothermal at
scale. Commonly mentioned challenges include the resource permitting process, the costs of site



tests to determine geothermal potential, and the current delays in connecting resources to the
CAISO transmission system.

MCE worked with CalCCA to file comments on the workshop on July 23, highlighting the demand of
CCAs to procure geothermal as a clean resource to meet their renewable energy targets. However,
given the challenges that in-state geothermal faces, CalCCA's comments recommend that California
regulators focus on developing reliable energy supply rather than mandating the procurement of
scarce, expensive resources such as geothermal.

Going forward, the IEPR proceeding will focus on its annual update to the California energy demand
forecast, beginning with CEC-led workshops on the inputs and assumptions of their forecasting
methodology.

Fiscal Impacts: There are no direct fiscal impacts to MCE at this time. However, updates to the IEPR
energy demand forecast are used by the CPUC to determine future compliance requirements,
including procurement mandates. Thus, changes to the energy demand forecast may ultimately
impact MCE's procurement costs.

Il. California Independent System Operator (CAISO)
a. Demand and Distributed Energy Market Integration (DDEMI)

The DDEMI working group is focused on the creation and enhancement of distributed energy
resource (DER) participation models and market rules in the CAISO day-ahead and real-time
markets.

In June, the CAISO released its revised DDEMI straw proposal for a modified proxy demand
response model that would allow for DER exports at the customer level. MCE filed comments
generally supporting the revised proposal on July 1 and worked with CalCCA on their filed
comments of support. The CAISO released a draft final proposal on July 8, and MCE filed further
comments in support of that proposal on July 23, and also worked with CalCCA on their separate
comments of support.

Fiscal Impacts: There are no direct fiscal impacts to MCE at this time.
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Marketing 643,476

S Uumima ry emails sent
41

email campaigns

2
ad campaigns

210,096

mailers sent

19

mailer campaigns

1
new webpage



Marketing
Highlights

* Automated email campaign is proven
successful with an astounding 37% enroliment
rate in the statewide Arrearage Management
Plan (AMP) debt forgiveness program;
compared to 1-3% industry average

« Nearly 30,000 customers enrolled in MCE
JJ Cares Credit

« The | Dumped My Toxic Ex video for the Good
Energy brand awareness ad campaign
achieved a 4.84% click thru rate (nearly
5x industry standard)



https://mcecleanenergy.sharepoint.com/:v:/s/marketing/IQBw9InP-XOcR4BAU09KZzOQAX4vxBijk5ZxVV1EYG73Gi8?nav=eyJyZWZlcnJhbEluZm8iOnsicmVmZXJyYWxBcHAiOiJTdHJlYW1XZWJBcHAiLCJyZWZlcnJhbFZpZXciOiJTaGFyZURpYWxvZy1MaW5rIiwicmVmZXJyYWxBcHBQbGF0Zm9ybSI6IldlYiIsInJlZmVycmFsTW9kZSI6InZpZXcifX0%3D&e=szwzyR

99k

web users in Q2

Website Analytics

Device used

1. mobile (51%)
2. desktop (47%)
3. tablet (2%)

Most viewed pages

Homepage (25k)

Good Energy (24k)

Heat Pump Rebates (22k)
Energy 101 Geo (20k)
Careers (17k)

CLEE s

User languages
1. English (83%)

2.  Spanish (10%)

3. Chinese (5%)

4.  Other (2%)

How users find us

1. Facebook/Instagram
ads (43k)

2. Direct links (37k)

3. Google search (26k)

4. Google ads (4k)


https://mcecleanenergy.org/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/good-energy
https://mcecleanenergy.org/good-energy
https://mcecleanenergy.org/heat-pump-rebates/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/heat-pump-rebates/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/energy-101-geothermal/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/energy-101-geothermal/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/careers
https://mcecleanenergy.org/careers

New Optimizations
and Efficiencies

« Created automated system to monitor website contact form
issues = Result: Ensures all inquiries are captured in the
CRM and improves customer follow-up efficiency

« Configured website contact form reCAPTCHA - Result:
Minimizes staff time spent on filtering bot submissions

 Initiated new product measures resolving issue that
impacted email deliverability and caused placement in
SPAM folders = Result: Improves deliverability and
increases email marketing RO

« Built automation ensuring customer "paperless" preferences
are reflected in CRM - Result: Minimizes mail notice
delivery errors and improves customer satisfaction with MCE
notifications

« Developed framework for customer journey implementation
clearly defining targeting and communications = Result:
Improves consistency and streamlines team collaboration
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Ongoing Notices

Welcome to the Neighborhood & MCE

Hi! We're MCE. a not-for-profit electricity provider that's working with your commumnity 1o

New Move-In

34,163 emails + 38,692 mailers sent

27,664 new accounts in Q2

To keep your account enrclled in Green Access and to continue receiving the
20% discount. please take the appropriate action immediately:

IF ¥OU CLOSED IF YOUR CARE OR FERA IF YOU INSTALLED
YOUR ACCOUNT ENROLLMENT EXPIRED SOLAR PANELS

Update your address Ranaw your enrollmeant in Your account is no
using tha form PG&Es CARE or FERA longer eligible and will
below or call us at prosgram using the fonm be unenrolled from
(BBA) 6I2-3674. balow. the Green Access
Program.
MECE will varify the Contact us at
aligibility of your new nfef@meaCleanEnergy.org You can learn more

location and update or (888) 632-36T4 once about MCE's Met
5 i A= EA = atary

Green Access Move-Out
202 emails sent

5,649 total Green Access accounts

THANK YOU for choosing Deep Green
100% renewable energy!

Your choice helps us confront the climate crisis by putiing more clean energy onto
the grid to replace fossd fuals. Plus, you can fesl good that half of the premium you
pay for Deep Green is invested in local projects and programs that benefit the
comimunity.

Deep Green Welcome
75 emails sent
35,846 total Deep Green accounts

Confirmation email welcoming
customers who have opted-up to
Deep Green 100% renewable energy

Notices for customers on Green
Access (100% renewable service at
20% discount) requiring proof of
continued eligibility

Enrollment notices for residents and
business that have moved into
MCE's service area

Team: Lead: Allen Chiu, Spike Lomibao, Madeline Sarvey, Sarah Dillemuth


https://view.info.mcecleanenergy.org/?qs=bab2754141ea00fb71104d0e758c4e42fab978a3f59d7471a26f881ec97278e143727d2c02633742d027c9958ef2225620717d6a0f266f046f3593bfbdd618f8cc08b0349433f2cde57f4e4a61f264d1
https://cloud.info.mcecleanenergy.org/new-move-in-eng
https://view.info.mcecleanenergy.org/?qs=c6c3fda68d93d99193187eefd1ee251d30404bce50e1573b019d0924b67f4529cc1f9c9a0640d6c008f63c130d34e38d0af5ac093f96ac3021a12fdef46441349db6bc8a2da2b45d

AGENCY GOAL 1C

Increase participation in
programs




Contractor Resources

Campaign Results
MCE Palg

Target Audience: Residential contractors based in MCE's
o _of ofe service area

Get More Visibility
and Cash Incentives

With MCE

List your business on MCE's
Contractor Finder where homeowners
ready to start projects can find you.

Message: Grow your contracting business with more
visibility and cash incentives from MCE

Call to action: Complete the interest form and visit
webpage to learn more about MCE's contractor programs

Campaign + materials created:
e Conducted A/B test on mailer format (flat vs. folded)

* Google Search ad campaign driving to contractor
webpage

. Outcomes: 48 contractor program interest forms received
Fold-over mailer

° [ ] O 1 -
received more 60@ of completed interest forms from 4,230 fold-over
mailers sent

completed
interest forms! * 40% of completed interest forms from 4,232 flat mailers

sent

Marketing Team: Lead: Ayaka Emoto; Support: Madeline
Sarvey, JSR Strategies 10


https://mcecleanenergy.org/contractor-rebates/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/contractor-rebates/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/contractor-rebates/
https://mcecleanenergy.canto.com/pdfviewer/viewer/viewer.html?v=MCEAssetLibrary&portalType=v%2FMCEAssetLibrary&column=document&id=hfs0239gs95sj06cis9o83r500&suffix=pdf&print=1
https://mcecleanenergy.canto.com/pdfviewer/viewer/viewer.html?v=MCEAssetLibrary&portalType=v%2FMCEAssetLibrary&column=document&id=hfs0239gs95sj06cis9o83r500&suffix=pdf&print=1
https://mcecleanenergy.canto.com/pdfviewer/viewer/viewer.html?v=MCEAssetLibrary&portalType=v%2FMCEAssetLibrary&column=document&id=hfs0239gs95sj06cis9o83r500&suffix=pdf&print=1
https://mcecleanenergy.canto.com/pdfviewer/viewer/viewer.html?v=MCEAssetLibrary&portalType=v%2FMCEAssetLibrary&column=document&id=hfs0239gs95sj06cis9o83r500&suffix=pdf&print=1
https://mcecleanenergy.canto.com/pdfviewer/viewer/viewer.html?v=MCEAssetLibrary&portalType=v%2FMCEAssetLibrary&column=document&id=2b2r7u7mnl7sv5ehjlhu29a01j&suffix=pdf&print=1

N AN
S

AGENCY GOAL 1E

Advance clean resource
development



Contra Costa | Marin | Hapa | Bolang

MCE Accepting Offers to Open Season
2026 Request for Offers

Groetings

MECE is cumently acraqling responsas b fis Open Season 2025 Requast for Oflers
[RFO), which launchied on Wednesday, June 17, 2025, Flsacs cubmit sl RFO
cifere by July 20, 2028 ot 11:68 pm. FOT.

MCE Open Season zozb Timeline

Opan Saason Launch BMTI2026

Wandor D&M BMTIZ026 - &ZSI026
Rices paintsa Window BMTI2026 - TIZN2026
FRics poinsas D T20I2026 11:59 pm.

Roling basis hrowgh and of O3 2026

Shartiis! Molfication i
(Tanget]

Cluster 16 Exclus ity Agreamant

_ Roling basis hrowgh and of O3 2026
Finalization

Roling hasis rcwgh and of O1 2027

Ful-inl Coniract Finalizaton i
(Tanget]

Submission Instructions

Responcents can find all sobd@ion malenals arnd submil ofer packages on MCEs
wabsiie ot moeCkanEne o Sod S balices. Al submissions are due no ket Bhan
July 20, 2026,

Fowwlaw RFD Datalls

Pieasa submit any cuestions o foEmoeClaanEnenyom on or bafonz Jure 29,
2026

Devin Hanal
Serior Poeer Procunement Manager, MCE

NLE s Heserssd Bighte: WCE mey, wl s woie discslon, mnd wilhool nolos. modily,

sl sodenes, o lnmarsts e HED s sy s sncio cheaes rol o pecces with

Power Supplier
Solicitations

Target customers: Energy supply project developers

Messages:

1. MCE Issues Short Term Portfolio Content Category 1 (PCC1)
Renewable Energy RFO

2. MCE Issues 2026 Open Season RFO

Call to action: Review solicitation documents and submit offers

Materials Created + Outcomes:

1. Short Term PCC1 Renewable Energy RFO:
o 446 launch emails delivered, 51 page visits (11.4%)
o 444 reminder emails delivered, 26 page visits (5.9%)
2. 2026 Open Season RFO:
o 498 notice emails delivered, 117 page visits (23.5%)
o 507 launch emails delivered, 134 page visits (26.4%)
o 510 reminder emails delivered, 113 page visits (22.2%)

Marketing Team: Lead: Sarah Dillemuth

12


https://view.info.mcecleanenergy.org/?vawpToken=FIOKX4UQJ3MEPDLIKSOY4N23BM.120039
https://view.info.mcecleanenergy.org/?vawpToken=2GBSNHTG4OHEVASO5T3MGCICIY.120041
https://view.info.mcecleanenergy.org/?vawpToken=2S7FX2FK4EEUXHLIP2CVCW2LEI.120041
https://view.info.mcecleanenergy.org/?vawpToken=VNH3AQBGHRHULGFOH6IOEW5BBE.120048
https://view.info.mcecleanenergy.org/?vawpToken=SLERFPIOXANURHGACP4CX3T4JA.120050

Flektronikon'l

AGENCY GOAL 2C

Improve language
access and culturally
relevant outreach




Congratulations!

You're enrolled in MCE's
Green Access program.

Because of where you live, your participation
in CARE or FERA, and your bill payment status,
you're automatically enrolled in this publicly
funded program. No action needed.

I
What You'll Get
@ 20% discount on your electricity bill, in addition to
any discounts you already receive
o A lower bill, starting with your next PG&E bill
through August 2041 or if you no longer qualify

@ 100% renewable enargy service

For questions, contact us at
info@meeCleanEnergy.org or
(888) 632-3674 Monday-Friday 9 a.m-5 p.m.

You’re saving money and

the environment!

Your discounted 100% renewable energy is helping
YOUr community less on fossil fuel power plants
that increase air pollution and harm the people wha
live near them.

meeCleanEnergy.org/green-access
Fer terrna and lithans, visit meeCleanE: /

14

iFelicidades!

Ya esta inscrito en el
programa Green Access
de MCE.

Debido a donde vive, su participacion en CARE
o FERA y su historial de pagos, ha sido inscrito
automaticamente en este programa financiado
con fondos publicos. No necesita hacer nada.

Lo que obtendra

o Un descuento del 20% en su factura de electricidad,
ademas de cualquier otro descuento que ya reciba

@ Una facturs més baja a partir de su proxima factura
de PG&E y hasta agosto de 2041, o hasta que ya no
cumpla con los requisitos

@ Servicio de energia 100% renovable

Si tiene alguna pregunta, comunigquese con nosotros
por email a info@mceCleanEnergy.org o
llame al (888) 632-3674 lunes-viernes 9 a.m-5 p.m.

jAhorre dinero y

proteja el medio ambiente!
1005 renovable con d 3
ayudan su comunidad a deg 2
plantas que usan combustibles fésiles, que aumentan
a3 C

Su enel

Tal-] enos

aminacion del aire y afectan a las personas que
'en cerca.

meeCleanEnergy.org/es/green-access
Sl ¢l ftar |es términes y dich

wiglte meeCleanEnergy.arglterminas
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ELECTRIFY
MY HOME

AGENCY GOAL 3C

Expand bill savings

through customer | :
programs O © © #ElectrifyEfficien

Efficient Modern Heat Pu



MCE

Your Local Renewable Electricity Provider
Contra Costa | Marin | Napa | Solano

Arrearage
Management Plan

Target customers: Residential customers in arrears

Message: Get up to $8,000 in debt forgiveness

Call to action: Enroll in Arrearage Management Plan

Campaign + materials created:
« 3,619 English email and Spanish email sent
» 956 bilingual postcards sent

Outcomes: Enrolled over 1,650 customers (37%)
through automated customer journey

Get Up to $8,000 in Debt Forgiveness Marketing Team: Lead: Kalicia Pivirotto, Allen Chiu;
Nearly $10M Support: Madeline Sarvey, JSR Strategies

RELG

Greetings,

payments
Here’s one more way to save on your energy bill. You can apply today to get COI |eCted
$8,000 of debt removed from your energy bills through the Arrearage
Management Plan (AMP). Si nce 20 1 0!

According to PG&E’s records you’'re eligible for AMP, which can be combined

with any discounts you already receive to maximize your savings. I
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https://cloud.info.mcecleanenergy.org/amp-eng
https://cloud.info.mcecleanenergy.org/amp-esp
https://mcecleanenergy.canto.com/pdfviewer/viewer/viewer.html?share=share%2Calbum%2CI2LJ9&column=document&id=0kjpkopik97ol23up4ir3nlf1i&suffix=pdf&print=1

MCE

Your Local Renewable Electricity Provider
Contra Costa | Marin | Napa | Solano

Save Up to 38% on Your Energy Bills
See if you qualify.

Hello,

You can save up to 38% on electricity and 20% on gas on your energy bills with the
California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) program.

The application is simple, and you won't need fo upload any documents. If you
don't qualify, PGEE will check if you qualify for the Family Electric Rate Assistance
{FERA} program, which offers an 18% discount on electricity. You don't need to
apply for both programs.

We believe you may be eligible! See if you qualify today.

Apply now

Find other ways to save on your bill at mceCleanEnergy.org/lower-bill
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L

e

Ahorros rapidos
con CARE

Ahorre mas dinero cada
mes para lo realmente
importante.

MCE

Learn More

MCE LTI 4

Save up to 38% on electricity & 20% on gas.
Two-minute CARE application—no paperwork.

hitps.//meecleanenergy.org/c...
Save up to 38% on energy Learn more
Income-qualified househ...

iy Like () Comment > Share

CARE & FERA
Bill Discounts

Target customers: Residential customers in arrears or 200%
or below the Federal Poverty Level

Message: Save up to 38% on your energy bills
Call to action: Apply for CARE/FERA

Marketing + ad campaign materials created:

* 16,918 English email and Spanish email sent

« 16,420 bilingual postcards sent

 Bilingual Google and Meta search and display ads run
November 11, 2025 - August 12, 2026

Outcomes: Enrolled nearly 1,100 new customers (3.6%
enrollment rate; industry standard is 1-3%)

Marketing Team: Lead: Kalicia Pivirotto, Allen Chiu;
Support: JSR Strategies


https://cloud.info.mcecleanenergy.org/care-fera-eng
https://cloud.info.mcecleanenergy.org/care-fera-esp
https://mcecleanenergy.canto.com/v/MCEAssetLibrary/s/JGTRS?viewIndex=0&column=document&id=4ktn61b0dl58n1i6igfk7l9l1o&origin=classic

MCE

Good news!
$20 off

your electricity bill
through
March 2027.

¥z Scan OR code
R to learn more.

MCE

Your Local Renewable Electricity Provider
Contra Costa | Marin | Napa | Solano

Good News! Your MCE Cares Credit Bill
Savings Is Continuing

Hello,

We're extending the MCE Cares Credit through March 2027. You'll continue
getting $20 off your electricity bills for another year, in addition to any discounts
you already receive.

MCE's Board of Directors recognized the need to continue the MCE Cares Credit in
order to provide extra savings to those most impacted by rising energy costs.

Find more ways to save energy and money at mceCleanEnergy org/lower-bill

Lower Your Energ)

$1.5M
dispersed,
nearly 30,000

customers
enrolled!

MCE Cares Credit

Residential Auto-Enrollment

Target customers:

1. Customers whose 2025 credit was extended through 2026

2. Customers who were re-enrolled in the 2026 credit after
being removed in 2025 when funds were exhausted

Messages:
1. Your credit is extended through March 2027
2. You're re-enrolled in the credit through March 2027

Call to action: Visit MCE Cares Credit webpage to learn more

Campaign + materials created:

1. Extension
a. 5,875 English email and Spanish email sent
b. 390 bilingual mailers sent

2. Re-enrollment
a. 12,067 English and Spanish emails sent
b. 1,201 bilingual mailers sent

Marketing Team: Lead: Kalicia Pivirotto, Allen Chiu; Support:
Madeline Sarvey, JSR Strategies
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https://mcecleanenergy.org/mce-cares-credit/
https://cloud.info.mcecleanenergy.org/mcc-ext-eng
https://cloud.info.mcecleanenergy.org/mcc-ext-esp
https://mcecleanenergy.canto.com/s/SS0G6?viewIndex=0&column=document&id=od9deegm651ij16vg8pj0g6i2i&origin=classic
https://view.info.mcecleanenergy.org/?vawpToken=JWPWPYC647XULNIDN6AY73YCUA.120040
https://view.info.mcecleanenergy.org/?vawpToken=2UDHGPPL4JZULPWCU2GH7CUKXY.120044
https://mcecleanenergy.canto.com/v/MCEAssetLibrary/s/RBOQM?viewIndex=0&column=document&id=raako613m95sd11s5pm1tvrc6k&origin=classic

\MCE

o
Su proveedor local de energia eléctrica renovable M ‘ E ‘ a re s ‘ re d I t
Contra Costa | Marin | Napa | Solano

Small & Medium Business
Auto-Enrollment

Target customers: Customers on qualifying rates who were
re-enrolled in the 2026 credit after being removed in 2025

Buenas noticiasj $25 de descuento en su
i$ when funds were exhausted

factura mensual de electricidad!

Messages: You're re-enrolled in the credit through March
L 2027

Saludos,

Usted estd reci| MCE

mensuales de ¢

Call to action: Visit MCE Cares Credit webpage to learn more

Lajunta direciy  @00d news: Buenas noticias: Campaign + materials created:

reducir el impacl $25 off 1$25 de : . .

el om ety el o 462 Ehgllsh and Spanish emails

Cares Credit” ag ::‘T'gt::}:ty bill en su factura o 93 mal | ers

d de 204 Id

oo moqt 1 March 20271 cloctricidad hasta . o ,

T marzo de 2027! Marketing Team: Lead: Kalicia Pivirotto, Allen Chiu; Support:

Mas soluci

B i Madeline Sarvey, JSR Strategies

* informacién,

1 escanee el
= codigo QR

information,

Pongase en c RE: scan OR code

&
ayude a ahorrar =
business

Obtenga informacion adicional


https://mcecleanenergy.org/mce-cares-credit/
https://cloud.info.mcecleanenergy.org/mcc-reenroll-smb-en
https://cloud.info.mcecleanenergy.org/mcc-reenroll-smb-es
https://mcecleanenergy.canto.com/s/JN3CM?viewIndex=0&column=document&id=1uunb9njth1enacrtgo410li3n&origin=classic

Small Business
Energy Advantage

Target customers: Richmond small businesses

Message: Free energy assessments and upgrades for small

Free Energy Assessments and Upgrades businesses in Richmond

for Small Businesses in Richmond Call to action: Submit an interest form

¥ez en espafiol Campaign + materials created:
» 177 enrollment bilingual emails delivered and 235

Thiz month, MCE's Small Business Energy Advantage program staff will be in b | | In g ua | OStca rd S se nt
Richmond, helping businesses like yours identify and install no-cost and reduced- ) 1 1 9 fo | | ow u p b| | | n g ua | ema | |S d el ive red

cost energy-saving upgrades.

Dear Marketing Test,

How It Works: Outcomes: 13 program enrollments

1. Complete the interest form below to let us know you're interested. We'll
contact you within two weeks to schedule your free energy assessment.

2. Qur energy experts will meet with you and identify enemgy-saving upgrades Cu sto m e rs

your business can take advantage of. Upgrades include air purfiers, LED

Marketing Team: Leads: Jayne Hollen, Sarah Dillemuth;
Support: JSR Strategies

lighting, smart thermostals, occupancy sensors, and more.
3. Choose which upgrades you want for your business and we’ll work with yo We re a uto -

schedule to install them. °
Let us know if you're interested by completing the form linked in the button enro I I e d in
beton MCE's Cares
Yes, Im Interested Credit!
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https://view.info.mcecleanenergy.org/?vawpToken=GDXC7XWZOZEUPOIQNK66VM3ADE.120040
https://mcecleanenergy.canto.com/s/LT08D?viewIndex=0&column=document&id=uq15rg3n1t5ttbapkbu5c2a973&origin=classic
https://view.info.mcecleanenergy.org/?vawpToken=FNHEF4PZLJFU3JBTVGPFS3TJ2I.120044

AGENCY GOAL 3E

Increase customer
adoption of automation

(smart charging, thermostats, battery controls)




Save significantly on your energy bills
by making a simple shift.

It's officially summer with more hot days ahead, which typically means using more electricity. Remember 4 to 9 p.m. is when
electricity is most expensive and fewer renewable resources are on the grid. | lere are ways to help you save.

1O T

Washer-Dryer Dishwasher A/C
Start your laundry by 1 pm. so Load your dishwasher before bed Pre-cool your home to your ideal
it's done before pricing goes up. and run it in the morming. temperature before 4 pum.

Thanks for your commitment
to solar!

As a reminder, to continue receiving MCE’s Solar Storage Credit,
you must program your battery to discharge daily from 4-% p.m.
and set your battery reserve to no more than 20%, except when
preparing for a power outage.

Solar Storage Credit
4-9 Load Shifting Reminder

Target customers: Residential customers who are receiving
MCE's Solar Storage Credit

Message: Remember to program your battery to discharge daily
from 4-9 p.m. to continue receiving MCE's Solar Storage Credit

Call to action: See programming instructions for common
batteries

Campaign materials created: 1,696 postcards sent

Marketing Team: Lead: Ayaka Emoto; Support: Spike Lomibao,
Madeline Sarvey
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https://mcecleanenergy.canto.com/pdfviewer/viewer/viewer.html?share=share%2Calbum%2CJ39RT&column=document&id=12vitvt1o50uj4aq86mm272r4d&suffix=pdf&print=1

AGENCY GOAL 5A

Increase understanding
of MCE’s value through
storytelling



24

Brand Awareness
Ad Campaign

Purpose: Continue to raise brand awareness for MCE,
connecting messaging to the brand in a meaningful way

Channels:

* Qut-of-home (bus tails and sides)
* Cable TV commercial

 Static and animated digital ads

e User Generated Content (video)

Duration: April 12 - July 27, 2026

Marketing Team: Lead: Heather Jordan, Most Likely To

il BT i
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4-9 Load Shifting
Ad Campaign

Purpose: Promote behavioral change, encouraging
customers to reduce electricity usage during peak hours
of 4-9 p.m. when rates are more expensive and fewer
renewable resources are on the grid

Channels:

» Streaming audio

* Static and animated digital ads
e User Generated Content (video)

Duration: June 19 - September 6, 2026

Marketing Team: Lead: Heather Jordan, Most Likely To

Power up
when the sun
comes up.

Electricity costs less
before 4 p.m.

Save money

when using
appliances.

Electricity costs less
before 4 p.m.

Supercharge
your savings
before 4 p.m.

Electricity costs less
earlier in the day.

Charge your
electric vehicle
before 4 p.m.

Electricity costs less
earlier in the day.




New Battery Storage Projects Deliver Resiliency and
Cost Savings for Two Marin County Critical Facilities

Stay in the Loop

Get the latest news, rebates and
offerings, and insider energy tips
straight to your inbox.

| Email address

Subsci

ribe
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Press Releases

* New Battery Storage Projects Deliver Resiliency and
Cost Savings for Two Marin County Critical Facilities —
June 29, 2026

« MCE CEO Dawn Weisz Leaves Agency — June 18,
2026

« S&P Global Ratings Affirms MCE's 'A' Credit Rating —
May 28, 2026

« Bay Area Residents, Businesses Save $380,000 By

Cutting Energy Use During Peak 4-9 p.m. Hours —
May 11, 2026

« These Changemakers Are Powering a Brighter Bay
Area Future — April 20, 2026

Communications Team: Lead: Jackie Nunez, Jared
Blanton; Support: Jenna Tenney; Madeline Sarvey


https://mcecleanenergy.org/new-battery-storage-projects-deliver-resiliency-and-cost-savings-for-two-marin-county-critical-facilities/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/new-battery-storage-projects-deliver-resiliency-and-cost-savings-for-two-marin-county-critical-facilities/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/new-battery-storage-projects-deliver-resiliency-and-cost-savings-for-two-marin-county-critical-facilities/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/mce-ceo-dawn-weisz-leaves-agency/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/mce-ceo-dawn-weisz-leaves-agency/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/sp-global-ratings-affirms-mces-a-credit-rating/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/sp-global-ratings-affirms-mces-a-credit-rating/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/bay-area-residents-businesses-save-380000-by-cutting-energy-use-during-peak-4-9-p-m-hours/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/bay-area-residents-businesses-save-380000-by-cutting-energy-use-during-peak-4-9-p-m-hours/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/bay-area-residents-businesses-save-380000-by-cutting-energy-use-during-peak-4-9-p-m-hours/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/bay-area-residents-businesses-save-380000-by-cutting-energy-use-during-peak-4-9-p-m-hours/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/bay-area-residents-businesses-save-380000-by-cutting-energy-use-during-peak-4-9-p-m-hours/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/these-changemakers-are-powering-a-brighter-bay-area-future/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/these-changemakers-are-powering-a-brighter-bay-area-future/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/these-changemakers-are-powering-a-brighter-bay-area-future/
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Communications Highlights

Secured a Power Magazine award nomination for the
NextGen Trades Academy (possible award in Sept. 2026)

Hosted a tour of our newest battery storage projects at
the Dance Palace Cultural and Community Center and St.
Vincent de Paul Society of Marin County with Director
Sackett, partners, and staff

Published two LinkedIn thought leadership articles on
behalf of Andy Twilling and Zae Perrin showcasing MCE's
Open Season and rate changes

Published MCE's Quarterly Communications Toolkit

Supported promotion for Because of Youth Fest, Permitting

in Residential Electrification webinar hosted with Cadmus,
and our annual Certify & Amplify webinar

Coordinated sponsorships for the BERC Summit and
California US Green Building Council Conference

Re-engaged in CCA working group to coordinate
messaging for the Air District's Zero NoX ruling

Communications Team: Lead: Jackie Nufez, Jared Blanton,
Jenna Tenney
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Earned Media Highlights

NORTH BAY BUSINESS JOURNAL

Power agency for Marin, Napa, Solano, East Bay plans workshops on
energy supplies and strategies

BySTEVEN ROSENFELD | srosenfeld@m
UBLISHI

ED: June 2, 2026 31 12:01 PM POT | UPI r:mune:zuzaa:
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0, Calif., on Tuesday, Agril 25, 2017. The sit

939 AM POT

of many fedlies ars

By Petco
and Calfrmia that provide @

Explore Food That Keeps Up
‘With Your Dog's Best Days

California’s Community Choice Aggregators are leading the way on
energy storage — Now Solar, June 30

Geothermal power boost: New 25-megawatt Geysers plant comes
fully online — Press Democrat, June 19

The 25 Most Sustainable Five-Star Resorts Worth Traveling For — The
Ethos, June 14

The Geysers Geothermal Complex Completes 25-Megawatt
Expansion Project — Renewable Energy Magazine, June 10

Allium Solar: County could lose local control over battery energy
storage project — Benito Link, June 8

Power agency for Marin, Napa, Solano, East Bay plans workshops on
energy supplies and strategies — North Bay Business Journal, June 2

MCE plans workshops on energy supplies and strategies — Marin
Independent Journal, June 2

Art With A Purpose: Artists Transform Concord Youth Club — Patch,
May 15

MCE Marks 16 Years of Clean Energy Service — Newsbreak, May 14

Communication Team: Lead: Jackie Nunez, Jared Blanton, Jenna
Tenney; Support: Made to Measure Communications



https://now.solar/2026/06/30/californias-community-choice-aggregators-are-leading-the-way-on-energy-storage-pv-magazine-usa/
https://now.solar/2026/06/30/californias-community-choice-aggregators-are-leading-the-way-on-energy-storage-pv-magazine-usa/
https://www.pressdemocrat.com/2026/06/19/geothermal-energy-calpine-constellation-mce-geysers-sonoma-greenfire/?share=e1smmi2socmyrmtclill
https://www.pressdemocrat.com/2026/06/19/geothermal-energy-calpine-constellation-mce-geysers-sonoma-greenfire/?share=e1smmi2socmyrmtclill
https://www.pressdemocrat.com/2026/06/19/geothermal-energy-calpine-constellation-mce-geysers-sonoma-greenfire/?share=e1smmi2socmyrmtclill
https://www.pressdemocrat.com/2026/06/19/geothermal-energy-calpine-constellation-mce-geysers-sonoma-greenfire/?share=e1smmi2socmyrmtclill
https://the-ethos.co/most-sustainable-five-star-resorts/
https://the-ethos.co/most-sustainable-five-star-resorts/
https://the-ethos.co/most-sustainable-five-star-resorts/
https://www.renewableenergymagazine.com/geothermal/the-geysers-geothermal-complex-completes-25megawatt-expansion-20260610
https://www.renewableenergymagazine.com/geothermal/the-geysers-geothermal-complex-completes-25megawatt-expansion-20260610
https://www.renewableenergymagazine.com/geothermal/the-geysers-geothermal-complex-completes-25megawatt-expansion-20260610
https://www.renewableenergymagazine.com/geothermal/the-geysers-geothermal-complex-completes-25megawatt-expansion-20260610
https://benitolink.com/allium-solar-county-could-lose-control-over-energy-storage-project/
https://benitolink.com/allium-solar-county-could-lose-control-over-energy-storage-project/
https://www.pressdemocrat.com/2026/06/02/mce-plans-workshops-on-energy-supplies-and-strategies/
https://www.pressdemocrat.com/2026/06/02/mce-plans-workshops-on-energy-supplies-and-strategies/
https://www.marinij.com/2026/06/02/mce-plans-workshops-on-energy-supplies-and-strategies/?share=oopop2nwdgsne0egssm2
https://patch.com/california/concord-ca/art-purpose-artists-transform-youth-club-wall
https://www.newsbreak.com/san-rafael-ca-daily-brief-373156631/4650422972353-mce-marks-16-years-of-clean-energy-service

Earned Media Highlights
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A repowered California wind farm
rises in a birthplace of the

industry

Quitting Carbon recently toured Brookfield Renewable U.S! Mulgueeney Ranch
Wind Repowering Project in Northern California's

where today’s wind power industry was born.

| Justin Gerdes
11 May 2026 — & min read

Reporting QRAs  Commentary ~ What Imreading  Support  Aboul

Altamont Pass, one

of the sites

Frank Family Vineyards — Napa Valley Life, May 13

California's first CCA-driven virtual power plant to integrate a large-scale
managed EV charging program — Contify Energy News, May 13

Climate in Crisis: Marin Clean Energy Expo — NBC Bay Area, May 12

A repowered California wind farm rises in a birthplace of the industry —
Quitting Carbon Media, May 11

Energy reps canvassing Woodcreek and Capitola May 8-29 — Newsbreak,
May 6

Domaine Carneros Named Sustainable Business of the Year — Eve 101, May 5

Marin Study Urges Smarter Use of Organic Waste — Marin Independent
Journal, May 3

Earth Day Marin, Mill Valley Celebrates Our One Planet — Pacific Sun, April 21

The grid is under pressure from two directions. Your customers own the
answer. — Utility Dive, April 20

Bay Area Earth Day 2026: The best festivals, volunteer opportunities and S.F.
climate week activations — SF Chronicle, April 16



https://napavalleylife.com/frank-family-vineyards-8/
https://ct.moreover.com/?a=59544974734&p=7r6&v=1&x=qAyINSsY8jBJWwqoAnyYgw
https://ct.moreover.com/?a=59544974734&p=7r6&v=1&x=qAyINSsY8jBJWwqoAnyYgw
https://ct.moreover.com/?a=59544974734&p=7r6&v=1&x=qAyINSsY8jBJWwqoAnyYgw
https://ct.moreover.com/?a=59544974734&p=7r6&v=1&x=qAyINSsY8jBJWwqoAnyYgw
https://ct.moreover.com/?a=59544974734&p=7r6&v=1&x=qAyINSsY8jBJWwqoAnyYgw
https://ct.moreover.com/?a=59544974734&p=7r6&v=1&x=qAyINSsY8jBJWwqoAnyYgw
https://www.nbcbayarea.com/video/news/local/climate-in-crisis/marin-clean-energy-expo/4083318/
https://www.quittingcarbonmedia.com/a-repowered-california-wind-farm-rises-in-a-birthplace-of-the-industry/
https://www.newsbreak.com/fairfield-ia-daily-brief-373184282/4636085812295-energy-reps-canvassing-woodcreek-and-capitola-may-8-29
https://www.newsbreak.com/fairfield-ia-daily-brief-373184282/4636085812295-energy-reps-canvassing-woodcreek-and-capitola-may-8-29
https://www.newsbreak.com/fairfield-ia-daily-brief-373184282/4636085812295-energy-reps-canvassing-woodcreek-and-capitola-may-8-29
https://evewine101.com/2026/05/06/domaine-carneros-named-sustainable-business-of-the-year/
https://www.marinij.com/2026/05/02/marin-study-urges-smarter-use-of-organic-waste/?share=ri6etiosa0sfiesacmhi
https://pacificsun.com/earth-day-marin-mill-valley-celebrates-our-one-planet/
https://www.utilitydive.com/spons/the-grid-is-under-pressure-from-two-directions-your-customers-own-the-answ/817395/
https://www.utilitydive.com/spons/the-grid-is-under-pressure-from-two-directions-your-customers-own-the-answ/817395/
https://www.sfchronicle.com/entertainment/article/earth-day-bay-area-2026-22098004.php?
https://www.sfchronicle.com/entertainment/article/earth-day-bay-area-2026-22098004.php?

MCE
MCE 9.063 followers
2mo = @
Check out how repowered turbines are transforming the grid at the Mulgqueeney
Wind Ranch! ..more

GONCISOMEHING YA LS
MOTENENEWabIEN

MCE
\MCE 9,063 followers
2mo -

The energy at Because of Youth Festival 2026 was electric!

f., From green career workshops to inspiring talks by local changemakers, ..more

©@ Peter Johnson and 8 others

E@®O Sarah Dillemuth and 32 others 3 comments - 4 reposts
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Social Media

Video Campaigns:
* Mulgueeney Wind Ranch Tour

e Because of Youth Fest

Key Analytics:

2026 Q1/2 vs. 2025 Q1/2 Followers
Facebook: 7,171 (+1.8%)
Instagram: 2,055 (+7.8%)

LinkedIn: 2,024 (+11.2%)

Communications Team: Leads: Jackie Nunez, Jenna
Tenney; Support: Tripepi Smith


https://www.linkedin.com/feed/update/urn:li:activity:7462278190019919872
https://www.linkedin.com/feed/update/urn:li:activity:7462278190019919872
https://www.linkedin.com/feed/update/urn:li:activity:7458191553019232257
https://www.linkedin.com/feed/update/urn:li:activity:7458191553019232257

Earned Media
Key Metrics

« MCE’s media visibility nearly doubled year over year. The reports
identified 176 MCE media items in Q1/Q2 2026, compared with 89
during the same period in 2025 - an increase of approximately 98%.

- MCE significantly outpaced the broader market. Total coverage
across PG&E and the tracked CCAs increased by only 3.8%, from
4,377 to 4,542 mentions. During that same period, MCE’s share of
voice increased from 2% to 3.9%, moving MCE from seventh to third
in coverage volume among the 11 tracked CCAs.

« That increase requires important context. A meaningful share of
MCE's additional visibility came from the sustained critical reporting
led by the Marin Independent Journal, North Bay Business Journal,
and Press Democrat. The Marin IJ was MCE’s highest-volume source
during the period, so the increase should not be interpreted as a
simple doubling of proactive media wins. It does, however,
demonstrate how substantially MCE's visibility and public profile
grew during the first half of the year.

Communications Team: Lead: Jackie Nunez, Jared Blanton, Jenna
. Tenney; Support: Made to Measure Communications
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Build Your Summer Energy Savings Plan

Bummer is in full swing! You may start to se= your enengy bills creep up as your
appliances work harder in the heat. Mow is the parfect time to build an energy
sawings plan that keeps your budget in check

Shift Your Energy Use (Mast Impactful): Aveid running major appliances from 4
to 8 p.m. when electricity is up to 20% more expensive.

» Pre-cood your home earier in the day; raise temps slightly dunng peak hours
= Run laundry, dishwashers, and EV charging before 4 pm.

Frep Your Home Before the Heat Arrives: Schedule annual maintenance for your
HWC.

» Replace or clean HWAC filbers to reduce strain on your AC and seal window
gaps to keep cool aF inside

» Clear wents and make sure furniture isn't blocking sidflow

» Program smart thermastats to cool earlier in the day and ease off in the
EVENing

Use Bill Saving Programs: Make sure to check ehigibility annually. You may qualty
after income or ather household changes.

= MCE Cares Credit: Monthly bill credit up to 525 for eligible income-qualified
CUStoMmErs
=« CARE/FERA: Quakfying houssholds save up to 38% on electricity bills

Subscriber Emails

Newsletters — 18,799 emails sent (6,200 subscribers)

June - 429 page visits; top content: Shift EV charging before 4 p.m.

May - 221 page visits; top content: Take Advantage of Incentives for
Your Next Upgrade

April - 129 page visits; top content: See If You Qualify for Up to $25
Off Your Bill

Board Update — 419 emails sent (163 contacts)

June - opens: 20 board members; 26 muni staff; top content: Public
Power Procurement Workshops

May - opens: 21 board members; 26 muni staff; top content: A
repowered California wind farm rises in a birthplace of the industry

April - opens: 25 board members; 25 muni staff; top content: MCE
Internship Application

Community Power Coalition (227 contacts)

Informational Session - 500 invitation emails and 250 post-event
emails sent; 45 registrations

Listening Session - 259 invitation emails sent; 46 registrations

MarCom Team: Leads: Jackie Nufiez, Sarah Dillemuth; Support:
Madeline Sarvey


https://view.info.mcecleanenergy.org/?vawpToken=B3T2YW3ATQKUBKWDY74ME3XWWQ.120051
https://view.info.mcecleanenergy.org/?vawpToken=B3T2YW3ATQKUBKWDY74ME3XWWQ.120051
https://mcecleanenergy.org/mce-sync/
https://view.info.mcecleanenergy.org/?vawpToken=5JY5S6Z2W7PUBGSSOZSMDPVFIY.120039
https://view.info.mcecleanenergy.org/?vawpToken=5JY5S6Z2W7PUBGSSOZSMDPVFIY.120039
https://mcecleanenergy.org/heat-pump-rebates/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/heat-pump-rebates/
https://view.info.mcecleanenergy.org/?vawpToken=XWLGNBBVBAEUXOWK5ZBZ76VOH4.120040
https://view.info.mcecleanenergy.org/?vawpToken=XWLGNBBVBAEUXOWK5ZBZ76VOH4.120040
https://mcecleanenergy.org/mce-cares-credit/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/mce-cares-credit/
https://www.quittingcarbonmedia.com/a-repowered-california-wind-farm-rises-in-a-birthplace-of-the-industry/
https://www.quittingcarbonmedia.com/a-repowered-california-wind-farm-rises-in-a-birthplace-of-the-industry/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/event/mce-public-power-procurement-workshops/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/event/mce-public-power-procurement-workshops/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/careers/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/careers/
https://www.quittingcarbonmedia.com/a-repowered-california-wind-farm-rises-in-a-birthplace-of-the-industry/
https://www.quittingcarbonmedia.com/a-repowered-california-wind-farm-rises-in-a-birthplace-of-the-industry/
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fclick.info.mcecleanenergy.org%2F%3Fqs%3DeyJkZWtJZCI6IjNjZGJkYzAxLWE4MDQtNGI2Zi04NzgwLTA0ZTA5NzFiYzk3ZCIsImRla1ZlcnNpb24iOjEsIml2IjoieFo5SWxhQVVNM05tOTZkd3pYanB6dz09IiwiY2lwaGVyVGV4dCI6IkRjZy8yU1liZHNDRkQ3dXNNOFZkY0JDNnZ0d3JIVUtCWU4yNXYyakk0bHk5SkZZb0JPL2RrL00vOGRoeStEalo4d1BSN1JLMlFRVDdsMmc0ME1UVVkyOW1JNUxGbjBpVm9CUXpjMmIzcDNETmVPblAiLCJhdXRoVGFnIjoiRXJaQkJQdVhhRGpReE5SamIyWWprZz09In0%253D&data=05%7C02%7Cnbusto%40mcecleanenergy.org%7C0ccb523f25ca4bad5df408de997e3425%7C308067e254a24862afeb523ddbf164e6%7C0%7C0%7C639116964525461463%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=v4LWqYwfHuxXozyWuldi4rpXYiLwU42MIIUPdojQb6k%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fclick.info.mcecleanenergy.org%2F%3Fqs%3DeyJkZWtJZCI6IjNjZGJkYzAxLWE4MDQtNGI2Zi04NzgwLTA0ZTA5NzFiYzk3ZCIsImRla1ZlcnNpb24iOjEsIml2IjoieFo5SWxhQVVNM05tOTZkd3pYanB6dz09IiwiY2lwaGVyVGV4dCI6IkRjZy8yU1liZHNDRkQ3dXNNOFZkY0JDNnZ0d3JIVUtCWU4yNXYyakk0bHk5SkZZb0JPL2RrL00vOGRoeStEalo4d1BSN1JLMlFRVDdsMmc0ME1UVVkyOW1JNUxGbjBpVm9CUXpjMmIzcDNETmVPblAiLCJhdXRoVGFnIjoiRXJaQkJQdVhhRGpReE5SamIyWWprZz09In0%253D&data=05%7C02%7Cnbusto%40mcecleanenergy.org%7C0ccb523f25ca4bad5df408de997e3425%7C308067e254a24862afeb523ddbf164e6%7C0%7C0%7C639116964525461463%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=v4LWqYwfHuxXozyWuldi4rpXYiLwU42MIIUPdojQb6k%3D&reserved=0
https://mcecleanenergy.org/careers/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/careers/
https://view.info.mcecleanenergy.org/?vawpToken=SSVSZNKNN4GE7LMMJQJLN7YUJI.120042
https://view.info.mcecleanenergy.org/?vawpToken=45OG2PY66ZBEBO6XKZNOQSNVKU.120037
https://view.info.mcecleanenergy.org/?vawpToken=45OG2PY66ZBEBO6XKZNOQSNVKU.120037
https://view.info.mcecleanenergy.org/?vawpToken=45OG2PY66ZBEBO6XKZNOQSNVKU.120037
https://view.info.mcecleanenergy.org/?vawpToken=45OG2PY66ZBEBO6XKZNOQSNVKU.120037
https://view.info.mcecleanenergy.org/?vawpToken=W7HHHOLOVUGUJC4FMPXF4G6RNY.120047
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April 16, 2026

Celebrating Young Environmental Leaders at
Earth Daze

Last year, MCE hosted our inaugural Because of Youth Festival at Contra Costa College. We invited high
school and college students from Marin, Solano, Napa, and Contra Costa to explore climate justice pathways

in their local community.

Blog Posts

. MCE Partners Bring Clean Energy Programs Closer to Home —
June 25, 2026

 Solar Billing Changes: What You Need to Know — June 18, 2026

 How MCE Supports a Cleaner Grid: Insights from Power
Procurement Manager Andy Twilling — June 11, 2026

* Understanding Your MCE + PG&E Energy Bill - May 28, 2026

« What's the New “"Base Services Charge” on Your PG&E Bill? —
May 14,2026

*  Young Leaders in Action: MCE Recognizes Young Bay Area
Changemakers — May 7, 2026

e Community Power in Action: MCE's Coalition Tackles Enerqgy
Affordability — April 30, 2026

» Celebrate Earth Day with Our Educator'’s Toolkit — April 23, 2026

+  Celebrating Young Environmental Leaders at Earth Daze — April
16,2026

«  What MCE's Rate Decrease Means for You — April 9, 2026
*  You've Got Options: Why Choose MCE? — April 2,2026

MarCom Team: Lead: Jenna Tenney; Support: Jackie Nufiez,
Madeline Sarvey


http://mcecleanenergy.org/mce-partners-bring-clean-energy-programs-closer-to-home/
http://mcecleanenergy.org/mce-partners-bring-clean-energy-programs-closer-to-home/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/solar-billing-changes-what-you-need-to-know/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/solar-billing-changes-what-you-need-to-know/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/how-mce-supports-a-cleaner-grid-insights-from-power-procurement-manager-andy-twilling/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/how-mce-supports-a-cleaner-grid-insights-from-power-procurement-manager-andy-twilling/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/how-mce-supports-a-cleaner-grid-insights-from-power-procurement-manager-andy-twilling/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/understanding-your-mce-pge-energy-bill/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/understanding-your-mce-pge-energy-bill/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/whats-the-new-base-services-charge-on-your-pge-bill/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/whats-the-new-base-services-charge-on-your-pge-bill/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/young-leaders-in-action-mce-recognizes-young-bay-area-changemakers/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/young-leaders-in-action-mce-recognizes-young-bay-area-changemakers/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/young-leaders-in-action-mce-recognizes-young-bay-area-changemakers/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/community-power-in-action-mces-coalition-tackles-energy-affordability/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/community-power-in-action-mces-coalition-tackles-energy-affordability/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/community-power-in-action-mces-coalition-tackles-energy-affordability/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/celebrate-earth-day-with-our-educators-toolkit/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/celebrate-earth-day-with-our-educators-toolkit/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/celebrating-young-environmental-leaders-at-earth-daze/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/celebrating-young-environmental-leaders-at-earth-daze/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/what-mces-rate-decrease-means-for-you/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/what-mces-rate-decrease-means-for-you/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/youve-got-options-why-choose-mce/
https://mcecleanenergy.org/youve-got-options-why-choose-mce/
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Photography

Events:
* Mulqueeney Wind Ranch Tour
 Because of Youth Festival

Marketing Team: Lead: Heather Jordan,
Spike Lomibao; Photographers: Hardy
Wilson, Tripepi Smith
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Branding

ADA Compliance (Digital)

Updated Brand Guideline: The

updated PDF includes content qu % :}‘
updates throughout and ADA £ -]

recommendations

~—
Energy Rebates & Heat Pump Induction Qutlet & Plug
Dashboard Bonuses Water Heater Stove

- C:.:::ﬁ" On White On Primary Dark Green

N ew I I Iustrations: Ad d iti O n a | Washing “'.;it;i.t:h-‘off"; : H;;;C .. Home / Business /

Machine Light Residential 2 Commercial 3

illustrations have been created to + |
help marketers explain complex \UT —

. . . [ & ciiérn;erz Solar Battery / Air Conditioner Therm:nstat&
processes in a simplified way Smse Fond

Marketing Team: Lead: Heather | Qi_‘!’ |
Jordan; JSR Strategles Wimlimiu Windmills Wind & Solar Transimission




Thank you!
(MeE

mceCleanEnergy.org
marketing@mceCleanEnergy.org
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