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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

CalCCA recommends the following in response to the Phase 1A questions in the Scoping 

Ruling: 

• Immediate modifications to the Climate Credit for 2026 and 2027 are premature 
and should be postponed given risks of increasing administrative costs, reducing 
net affordability benefits, and potential customer confusion; 

• The Commission must ensure clear and accurate customer communications 
regarding any Climate Credit changes, with CCAs meaningfully involved in 
developing and reviewing messaging to avoid customer confusion and ensure 
neutrality; and 

• Prior to implementing Climate Credit changes, the Commission should reevaluate 
its Climate Credit objectives and priorities, and only base decisions on an in-depth 
analysis and a full evidentiary record. 

 

 
1  Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document. 
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ON ASSIGNED COMMISSIONER’S SCOPING MEMO AND RULING 

 
 

California Community Choice Association2 (CalCCA) submits these opening comments 

pursuant to the Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling3 (Scoping Ruling), dated 

February 3, 2026. The Scoping Ruling directs the investor-owned utilities (IOU), and authorizes 

other parties to file comments responding to the questions in Section 4.2 of the Scoping Ruling 

regarding proposed immediate changes to the residential Climate Credit.  

I. INTRODUCTION 

California is facing a profound and well-documented affordability crisis. As highlighted 

in Governor Gavin Newsom’s 2024 Executive Order N-5-24, the State has recognized the urgent 

need for remedies, including “maximizing” the Climate Credit.4 That urgency is now being 

echoed nationally, with California “having the highest cost of living in the nation” with prices 

 
2  California Community Choice Association represents the interests of 24 community choice 
electricity providers in California: Apple Valley Choice Energy, Ava Community Energy, Central Coast 
Community Energy, Clean Energy Alliance, Clean Power Alliance of Southern California, CleanPowerSF, 
Desert Community Energy, Energy For Palmdale’s Independent Choice, Lancaster Energy, Marin Clean 
Energy, Orange County Power Authority, Peninsula Clean Energy, Pico Rivera Innovative Municipal 
Energy, Pioneer Community Energy, Pomona Choice Energy, Rancho Mirage Energy Authority, Redwood 
Coast Energy Authority, San Diego Community Power, San Jacinto Power, San José Clean Energy, Santa 
Barbara Clean Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy, Sonoma Clean Power, and Valley Clean Energy. 
3  Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, Rulemaking (R.) 25-07-013 (Feb. 3, 2026). 
4  Exec. Order No. N-5-24 (Oct. 30, 2024). 



 

2 

“11 percent higher than the national average.”5 Energy costs are a significant contributor to this 

burden. Monthly energy bills in California are 13 percent higher than the national average, and 

retail electricity prices experienced larger increases than any other state between 2019 and 2024.6 

Electricity rates have far outpaced inflation and, outside of the District of Columbia, California is 

the only state to have seen electricity rates rise faster than national median weekly earnings.7  

For many households, particularly low- and moderate-income families, these trends are 

not abstract statistics. They translate into difficult financial trade-offs and ongoing instability. In 

this environment, the California Climate Credit is not a silver bullet, but it remains an important 

tool among the broader set of mechanisms under consideration.  

The Scoping Ruling proposes in Phase 1A to pause the 2026 Climate Credit to consider 

immediate but potentially interim changes pending broader consideration of changes to the 

timing, eligibility, or administration of the residential gas and electric Climate Credit in Phase 

1B.8 These Phase 1A changes, whether on an interim or permanent basis, are being proposed 

prior to any reevaluation of the Commission’s previously established Climate Credit objectives 

and priorities. They are also being proposed prior to any record development or analysis as to the 

impact such changes will have on Californians struggling with the affordability crisis. In fact, 

altering the timing without understanding high-bill seasonality, arrearages, and customer 

payment behavior may reduce the practical value of the benefit, create additional cash flow 

challenges for vulnerable households, and increase customer confusion. Overall, there is simply 

 
5  Hanna Panreck, Newsom confronted on California being the ‘highest cost of living’ state in the 
US amid affordability crisis, Yahoo News (Feb. 22, 2026).  
6 Naveena Sadasivam & Clayton Aldern, What’s Behind Your Eye-Popping Power Bill? We Broke 
It Down, Region by Region, Grist (Feb. 18, 2026). 
7  Severin Borenstein, Locating the U.S. Electricity Affordability Crisis, Energy Institute Blog, (Jan. 
26, 2026,   
8  Scoping Ruling at 7. 



 

3 

no evidence in this proceeding which demonstrates that moving the Climate Credit from its 

established April and October distribution will improve affordability outcomes. 

If the Commission’s goal is to improve affordability for Californians, the 2026 Climate 

Credit should proceed as scheduled. At the same time, the Commission and stakeholders can 

revisit the Commission’s previously established Climate Credit objectives and priorities, and 

undertake a deliberate, data-driven process to evaluate how best to maximize the Climate 

Credit’s impact going forward. Evidence-based policymaking, grounded in a clear record and 

meaningful stakeholder input, must guide any changes to a program that millions of Californians 

depend upon. 

CalCCA provides the following recommendations, as well as answers to the Scoping 

Ruling’s questions: 

• Immediate modifications to the Climate Credit for 2026 and 2027 are premature 
and should be postponed given risks of increasing administrative costs, reducing 
net affordability benefits, and potential customer confusion; 

• The Commission must ensure clear and accurate customer communications 
regarding any Climate Credit changes, with CCAs meaningfully involved in 
developing and reviewing messaging to avoid customer confusion and ensure 
neutrality; and 

• Prior to implementing Climate Credit changes, the Commission should reevaluate 
its Climate Credit objectives and priorities, and only base decisions on an in-depth 
analysis and a full evidentiary record. 

II. SHORT-TERM SPECULATIVE CLIMATE CREDIT CHANGES MAY NOT 
IMPROVE AFFORDABILITY AND SHOULD BE POSTPONED PENDING 
ADEQUATE ANALYSIS AND RECORD DEVELOPMENT 

The short-term, speculative proposed Phase 1A changes to the Climate Credit may not 

meaningfully improve affordability and will be based on assumption or speculation rather than 

fact. As explained below, multiple questions require consideration and analysis before Climate 

Credit changes should be made, including:  
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• Does moving the Climate Credit to summer-peaking months adequately protect 
customers in winter-peaking areas? 

• Do the increased administrative costs and operational inefficiencies associated 
with moving the Climate Credit provide a net benefit in terms of affordability? 

• Is pausing the Climate Credit to later in the year instead of any earlier distribution 
better for customers from a time value of money perspective? 

• Is changing the Climate Credit already expected in April fair to customers? 

• How will customer confusion with an interim and then potentially different 
permanent change to the timing, eligibility, and number of distributions impact 
customers?  

Until each of these questions (and likely other considerations) are adequately analyzed 

through a fact-based record, the Commission should postpone any changes to the Climate Credit. 

A. Changing the Climate Credit Timing Based on Presumptions of “High-Billed 
Months” Without any Analysis of Impacts Should be Rejected 

California’s diverse climate zones and varying degrees of customer access to 

technologies mean there may not be an obvious, one-size-fits-all choice for when the Climate 

Credit should be dispersed. While moving distributions to summer months may benefit 

customers in cooling-dominant regions, it does not address winter-peaking areas or Commission 

designated Areas of Affordability Concern. The Commission is considering pausing the April 

Climate Credit, but the record does not demonstrate that April is categorically inappropriate as a 

“high-billed” month. The Scoping Ruling acknowledges this variation by leaving the small and 

multi-jurisdictional utilities territories unchanged, yet it does not analyze comparable winter-bill 

dynamics within the larger IOU territories.9 Absent granular analysis, pausing and shifting the 

Climate Credit cannot be demonstrated to improve affordability for all Californians and may do 

the opposite.  

 
9  Scoping Ruling at 9. 
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B. Proposed Interim Changes to the Climate Credit Fail to Consider Increased 
Administrative Costs and Operational Inefficiencies 

Operational realities further underscore the impracticality of a near-term pause and shift. 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) explained in a recent motion that bill inserts for the 

April Climate Credit need to be finalized as of March 2, the same day these comments are due.10 

Discarding finalized communications, reprinting materials, revising master meter notices, and 

coordinating revised messaging will result in costs that are either already incurred or imminent and 

are likely recoverable costs from customers.11 IOUs have previously indicated that shifting a 

Climate Credit distribution requires at least four months of preparation.12 The costs associated 

with such changes remain unknown and even if IOUs provide cost estimates in response to Section 

4.2 of the Scoping Ruling, CalCCA and other parties would have only five days to evaluate and 

respond. It also fails to consider anticipated increases in customer inquiries for community choice 

aggregators (CCA) that will require staff resources and potentially additional costs. 

C. The Proposed Timing Changes to Distribution of the Climate Credit Fail to 
Address the Time Value of Money 

If the Commission’s singular objective is to improve affordability, then the timing 

question warrants closer scrutiny. If earlier distribution maximizes affordability, why is the 

Climate Credit not being issued in January? Basic principles of the time value of money suggest 

 
10  Motion of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U 39 E) for Leave to File Comments Concerning 
Issue 1 of Phase 1A on the Commissioner’s February 3, 2026 Scoping Memo and Ruling (including 
Attachment A: PG&E’s Proposed Comments on the Commissioner’s Scoping Memorandum and Ruling) 
(PG&E Motion), R.25-07-013 (Feb. 6, 2026), Attachment A, at 2 (emphasis added). 
11  Id. at 3. 
12  Post-Prehearing Conference Statement of Southern California Edison Company (U 338-E), R.25-
07-013 (Dec. 8, 2025), at 5 (SCE estimating the process to move the October 2026 credit to September 
2026 would require six months); Post-Prehearing Conference Statement of Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company (U 39 M), R.25-07-013 (Dec. 8, 2025), at 7 (PG&E estimating at least four months to accelerate 
the October 2026 credit); Post-Prehearing Conference Comments of San Diego Gas & Electric Company 
(U 902 M) on Order Instituting Rulemaking to Improve the California Climate Credit, R.25-07-013 (Dec. 
8, 2025), at 2 (SDG&E estimating 14-16 weeks just to move the October credit.). 
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that customers derive the greatest benefit from receiving funds sooner rather than later, allowing 

them to retain and deploy their own resources during periods of financial strain. Yet the total 

annual Climate Credit does not change based on whether it is distributed in one, two, or multiple 

installments, nor does it change based on the month in which it is issued. What does change is 

the net value customers ultimately receive if the Commission’s action increases administrative 

implementation costs. Those costs are particularly consequential in a year when the total Credit 

amount is already $40 to $63.28 lower than 2025,13 and increased costs would likely erode the 

remaining financial and affordability benefits to customers. 

D. The Proposed Changes Fail to Consider Customer Expectations of the Climate 
Credit’s Distribution 

Customers have come to anticipate and budget around the established April distribution. 

Altering that timing imposes real costs in the form of disrupted household planning and reduced 

predictability. If greater affordability is truly the guiding principle, then immediate changes that 

introduce new costs, diminish net benefits, and disrupt customer expectations are not supported 

by either economic logic or the current record. 

E. Customer Confusion and Inaccurate Messaging Outweigh Any Perceived 
Benefits of Interim Changes to the Climate Credit and Necessitate Future 
CCA Involvement 

The timing of the proposed pause and shift in eventual distribution of the Climate Credit 

also presents acute customer communication risks. The Pause PD may be approved only weeks 

before the April Climate Credit would otherwise be distributed and the results of this phase 

remain unknown.14 That compressed timeline leaves insufficient opportunity for utilities, CCAs, 

 
13 See R.25-07-013, Proposed Decision Pausing the Distribution of the Large Electric Utilities’ 
2026 Residential Climate Credit (Feb. 9, 2026) (Pause PD), at 6. 
14  Pause PD. 
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and the Commission to develop and implement clear, coordinated messaging about the potential 

pause and future distributions. 

1. Risks of Customer Confusion Must be Mitigated in any Change to the 
Climate Credit 

First, it is not sufficient to inform customers that the credit will be received “later.” 

Provided the broad call for “immediate” changes in Questions 1 and 5, there is the potential for 

uncertainty regarding eligibility in future distributions. For example, customers expecting the 

credit in April, who may have made financial decisions based on the expected credit, would not 

be able to make further financial adjustments without knowing when they would receive the 

delayed credit. Or what about a customer who moves out of California in June? Normally they 

would have received the April credit, but now they would receive nothing. In addition, if the 

Commission ultimately determines that a certain customer class or customers exceeding a certain 

income threshold would no longer receive the Climate Credit, then customers falling into the new 

ineligible categories will not be credited for the Climate Credit that had been delayed in April.   

Second, the language surrounding both the proposed pause and any future distribution 

requires careful attention and sufficient time to incorporate meaningful input from all impacted 

parties. Customer communication must be precise, accurate, and conspicuous. While the phrase 

“top of customer bills” may invite different interpretations, the intent is to ensure that Climate 

Credit information is prominent.15 Whether through contrasting colors or clear placement within 

the bill, the message must clearly state that the credit is part of the Cap-and-Invest program and 

that changes are a result of the Commission’s interpretation of Assembly Bill (AB) 1207.16 For 

electronic bills, pop up notices on websites and upon login for payment, with required click 

 
15  Pub. Util. Code § 748.5 (b)(2). 
16  Assembly Bill No. 1207 (AB 1207), Ch. 117, Stats. 2025 (Sept. 19, 2025). 
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through acknowledgment, could provide conspicuous notice. Again, the cost and implementation 

timeline for such modifications are unknown. IOUs have indicated that four months are needed 

simply to move the October Climate Credit. That estimate does not account for new formatting 

requirements such as prominent placement on the website and bills. 

2. Climate Credit Communications Must be Neutral to Prevent CCA 
Customer Confusion 

Climate Credit communications must also be clear and neutral to prevent CCA customer 

confusion. In fact, CCAs should be involved in reviewing and shaping these communications. 

Although CalCCA believes short-term changes are misaligned with affordability goals, if the 

Commission proceeds with immediate modifications, adequate time must be provided for CCA 

participation in the many communications to customers.  

Issues relating to the communication of Climate Credit changes raise larger issues that 

CalCCA seeks to address in this proceeding regarding neutrality in Climate Credit 

communications. Maintaining competitive neutrality across load serving entities was reaffirmed 

as a high priority policy objective in the previous Climate Credit decision.17 For example, the 

Pause PD includes language that illustrates a common issue and concern when communicating 

the Climate Credit. Table 1 of the Pause PD refers to “Investor-owned Electric Utilities 

Residential Climate Credit Amounts for 2025 and 2026.”18 While IOUs administer the credit, it 

is not an IOU benefit—it is a state-mandated Climate Credit. This language is repeated in the 

title of the Pause PD as well as in other portions of the body. That misperception is problematic. 

With a potential pause and redistribution, the importance of accurate and neutral communication 

 
17  D.12-12-036, at 69-70; D.21-08-026, at 12-13. 
18  Pause PD at 6. 
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becomes even greater. CCAs must have the opportunity to participate in crafting all 

communications surrounding the Climate Credit that will reach their customers. 

Communications must clearly explain the source of the Climate Credit, the reason for any 

pause, and the timing of future distributions. Follow up communications will also be required 

when the Climate Credit is ultimately issued. These challenges cannot be fully addressed within 

the compressed timeframe currently contemplated and without CCA involvement. Because the 

“top of customer bills” requirement and outreach plan updates must be completed by January 1, 

2027, limiting additional changes will make meeting that deadline more feasible. 

III. INSTEAD OF RUSHING TO CHANGE THE CLIMATE CREDIT ON AN 
INTERIM BASIS, THE COMMISSION SHOULD REVISIT THE CLIMATE 
CREDIT POLICY OBJECTIVES AND PRIORITIES AND MAKE DECISIONS 
BASED ON IN-DEPTH ANALYSIS AND A COMPLETE RECORD 

Given these and other likely considerations that must be analyzed prior to any change to 

the Climate Credit, CalCCA recommends that the Commission: (1) reconsider and update the 

policy objectives and priorities originally adopted with substantial stakeholder input in the prior 

Climate Credit proceedings in Decisions (D.) 12-12-033 and D.21-08-026; and (2) develop and 

make any decisions on Climate Credit changes only based on an evidence-based record.  

A. The Commission Should Revisit the Climate Credit Objectives and Priorities 
Prior to Any Changes to the Climate Credit 

CalCCA stated in its Opening Comments on the Order Instituting Rulemaking to Improve 

the California Climate Credit (OIR) that the Commission should first revisit the Climate Credit 

policy objectives and priorities originally adopted with substantial stakeholder input in 

D.12-12-03319 and affirmed in D.21-08-026.20 Among other objectives, the Commission 

 
19  D.12-12-033, Decision Adopting Cap-and-Trade Greenhouse Gas Allowance Revenue Allocation 
Methodology for the Investor-Owned Electric Utilities, R.11-03-012 (Dec. 20, 2012).  
20  D.21-08-026, Decision Adopting Customer Climate Credit Updates, R.20-05-002 (Aug. 19, 
2021). 



 

10 

prioritized reducing adverse impacts on low-income households, maintaining competitive 

neutrality across load serving entities, preserving the carbon price signal, and preventing 

economic leakage. Revisiting the objectives and determining current priorities will assist in 

framing stakeholder positions on potential Climate Credit modifications. However, the 

Commission appears to have abandoned these considerations for the stated rationale of needing 

to “improve the affordability benefit” and the requirement in Public Utilities Code section 

748.5(a)(3)21 to distribute credits in “high-billed” months.22 

B. A Data-Driven Process and Full Evidentiary Record Should be Developed Prior 
to Any Changes to the Climate Credit 

Public Utilities Code section 748.5(a)(3) also does not require the Commission to take 

immediate action. In fact, to properly carry out the Legislature’s goal of maximizing customer 

electric bill affordability, the Commission should be engaging stakeholders to develop a robust 

record that supports potential movement of the credit. Instead, in a rush to move credits to the 

perceived “high-bill” months of the summer, analysis and consideration of all customers have 

been eschewed. Section 748.5(a)(3) does instruct that the credit be provided in no more than four 

“high-billed months” to maximize bill affordability, but it also allows the Commission discretion 

“to address extreme, unforeseen, and temporary circumstances.” Moving the credit on an interim 

basis based on responses to the questions in Section 4.2 of the Scoping Ruling cannot be proven 

to maximize bill affordability. 

CalCCA supports aligning the Climate Credit with periods of greatest affordability 

impact. But that determination must be supported by evidence, not assumption. The responses by 

parties to questions in Section 4.2 of the Scoping Ruling will not provide the opportunity for 

 
21  All subsequent code sections cited herein are references to the California Public Utilities Code 
unless otherwise specified.  
22  Scoping Ruling at 8-9. 
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parties to engage and test those assumptions. To accurately implement section 748.5 as intended 

by the Legislature, the Commission should refrain from immediate action and instead proceed 

through a structured, data driven process that allows for the evaluation of eligibility, timing, 

frequency, customer communications, and bill impacts under a set of guiding principles. 

Otherwise, the notion that the Climate Credit will be used to address “high billed” months will 

likely only be true for a select portion of customers. 

IV. CALCCA’S RESPONSES TO SECTION 4.2 OF THE SCOPING RULING 

1. What immediate changes can be made to the residential electric and gas 
Climate Credit in the near term to improve its affordability impact while this 
proceeding considers broader, permanent changes to Climate Credit 
methodologies, eligibility, distribution, and other factors?  

None. See Sections II and III, herein. 

2. Current timing of the residential Climate Credit is based on a basic 
assumption that spring and fall are relatively low energy usage seasons, and 
that awareness of the credit would be maximized if delivered at this time; the 
primary objective has not been focused on affordability impacts. Given the 
Legislature’s mandate to maximize affordability, should the Commission 
order the utilities to move up the fall 2026 electric residential Climate Credit, 
delivering it instead as a summer Climate Credit in August or September 
2026?  

See Sections II and III, herein. 

3. If the Commission approves the pause in the distribution of the residential 
electric 2026 Climate Credit, should it order the spring credit to instead be 
delivered in summer 2026 as well? Since Climate Credit amounts are set, 
should the two 2026 credits be delivered in August and September, 
respectively? 

See Sections II and III, herein. 

4. Would it benefit customer affordability for the Commission to order the 
spring 2027 gas Climate Credit to instead be delivered as a winter credit in 
February 2027?  

Maybe, but it should be supported by data and analysis. 
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5. Should the Commission order any other changes to the residential Climate 
Credit to maximize affordability that can take effect in 2026? 

No. See Sections II and III, herein. 

6. Due to timelines driven by ERRA proceedings, should changes to the 
residential electric Climate Credit made in Phase 1A also apply for 2027, 
such that these interim benefits may be experienced in that year as well?  

The question assumes “benefits” will be achieved by moving the Climate Credit without 

further defining those benefits or providing analysis. See Sections II and III, herein. 

7. Should Phase 1A changes be explicitly designated as interim, applicable only 
until the resolution of Phase 1B and without prejudice to any of the broader 
changes being considered in that phase?  

No interim changes should be made. See Sections II and III, herein. 

8. What specific direction and authority do the utilities need to implement the 
immediate affordability actions approved in Phase 1A?  

CalCCA will reserve its response to this question, if any, to potential reply comments. 

9. What outreach changes are possible for Phase 1A immediate affordability 
actions? Should the Commission require messaging delivered in 2026 to refer 
to the Cap-and-Invest Program?  

See Sections II D. and E, herein. 

10. What direction must the Commission give to ensure compliance with Pub. 
Util. Code Section 748.5 (b)(2), regarding updates to the customer outreach 
plan?  

a. How should “the top of customer bills” be defined and implemented, 
in line with this code section? What billing limitations exist? 

b. For customers who receive paper bills, do bill inserts placed on top of 
paper bills qualify? What placement complies for e-billed customers?  

c. How can other outreach be aligned with these messages in line with 
the spirit of this code section?  

d. What approval process should apply to these updates to outreach? 
What new authority, if any, should be delegated to Commission staff? 

See Sections II D. and E, herein.  
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11. What direction do the utilities need to effectuate the transfer of 5% of 
revenues to the State Treasury for deposit in the California Transmission 
Accelerator Revolving Fund pursuant to Pub. Util. Code Section 748.5(d)? 
What documentation should the Utilities provide to the Commission 
demonstrating their transmittal of the funds annually? Overall, what action 
must the Commission take to ensure compliance with this code section? 

CalCCA reserves its response to this question, if any, to reply comments. 

V. CONCLUSION 

CalCCA supports thoughtful reform of the Climate Credit to maximize affordability 

benefits. However, short-term changes both in 2026 and 2027—without a developed evidentiary 

record, without meaningful opportunity for party input, and without analysis of operational and 

customer impacts—does not advance that objective. A deliberate and evidence-based approach 

will ensure that any modifications to the Climate Credit will enhance affordability, maintain 

transparency, and avoid unnecessary customer confusion and cost. 

 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 

Leanne Bober, 
Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy 
General Counsel 
 
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE 
ASSOCIATION 

 
 
March 2, 2026 
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