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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS'

CalCCA recommends the Commission withdraw the Proposed Decision pausing the
Climate Credit, because:
e The Proposed Decision was issued without any notice or opportunity for parties to

weigh in on the reasonableness of the pause;

e Rather than increasing affordability for all customers, the Proposed Decision will
likely increase costs of issuing the Climate Credit and harm customers who
experience high-billed months in April; and

e Pausing the Climate Credit in April, without sufficient education and outreach, will
cause customer confusion and detract from customer affordability.

Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document.
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Improve the R.25-07-013
California Climate Credit.

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S OPENING COMMENTS ON
THE PROPOSED DECISION PAUSING THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE LARGE
ELECTRIC UTILITIES’ 2026 RESIDENTIAL CLIMATE CREDIT

The California Community Choice Association? (CalCCA) submits these comments
pursuant to Rule 14.3 of the California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) Rules of
Practice and Procedure® on the proposed Decision Pausing the Distribution of the Large Electric
Utilities’ 2026 Residential Climate Credit* (Proposed Decision), dated February 9, 2026.
CalCCA respectfully requests the Proposed Decision be withdrawn to remove consideration of
pausing the April Climate Credit.

L. INTRODUCTION

CalCCA is committed to improving customer affordability and the Climate Credit
remains an important tool in achieving that goal. Therefore, the Proposed Decision pausing the
April 2026 Climate Credit distribution should be withdrawn as it: (1) is procedurally deficient;
(2) will not advance affordability as it will likely increase costs and cause operational disruption;

and (3) risks significant customer confusion.

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 State of California Public Utilities Commission, Rules of Practice and Procedure, California
Code of Regulations Title 20, Division 1, Chapter 1 (May 2021), https://webproda.cpuc.ca.gov/-
/media/cpuc-website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/rules-of-practice-and-
procedure-may-2021.pdf.

4 Proposed Decision Pausing the Distribution of the Large Electric Utilities’ 2026 Residential
Climate Credit, Rulemaking (R.) 25-07-013 (Feb. 9, 2026),
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M598/K101/598101732.PDF.
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Any modification to the timing, eligibility, or administration of the Climate Credit must
be supported by a clear record and careful analysis of customer impacts. The Proposed Decision
lacks the evidentiary foundation necessary to demonstrate that pausing the April Climate Credit
will improve affordability, particularly in light of the near-term costs and confusion the pause
would create. Absent such support, the Commission should refrain from making immediate
changes and instead proceed through a structured, data-driven Phase 1 process.

As set forth below, CalCCA recommends withdrawal of the Proposed Decision for the
following reasons:

e The Proposed Decision was issued without any notice or opportunity for parties to
weigh in on the reasonableness of the pause;

e Rather than increasing affordability for all customers, the Proposed Decision will
likely increase costs of issuing the Climate Credit and harm customers who
experience high-billed months in April; and

e Pausing the Climate Credit in April, without sufficient education and outreach,
will cause customer confusion and detract from customer affordability.

II. THE PROPOSED DECISION SHOULD BE REJECTED BECAUSE OF
PROCEDURAL DEFICIENCIES AND LACK OF NOTICE OF AN APRIL
CLIMATE CREDIT PAUSE

The Proposed Decision should be rejected based on procedural deficiencies and the lack
of any record regarding the reasonableness of such a pause. Parties were never afforded a
meaningful opportunity to comment, analyze, or develop a record regarding the operational,
legal, and customer impacts of such a pause. The first time the potential for an April Climate
Credit pause was raised was in the Scoping Ruling issued February 3, 2026.° Pacific Gas and
Electric Company (PG&E) voiced shared concerns regarding such a pause in a Motion filed

three days later on February 6, 2026, when it stated that:

5

See Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling (Scoping Ruling), R.25-07-013 (Feb. 3,
2026), at 7 (Phase 1A, Issue 1 asks “[w]hether the Commission should order the large electric utilities to
pause the distribution of the 2026 residential [CC] while considering other issues in this phase”),
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M597/K166/597166396.PDEF.
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At no point in the Order Instituting Rulemaking, the prehearing
conference notice and draft agenda, the prehearing conference itself,
or at any other time, did the Commission raise the possibility that it
might order investor-owned utilities to pause the April 2026 Climate
Credit distribution.®

PG&E expressed legal concerns regarding the procedural deficiencies of pausing the April 2026
Climate Credit distribution given that no notice or opportunity to be heard on the matter was
afforded to parties. In addition, PG&E raised concerns about operational issues, affordability,
and customer confusion. CalCCA agrees with the concerns cited by PG&E, which should have
been addressed prior to this Proposed Decision being issued on February 9, 2026.

The Proposed Decision’s attempts to explain away the procedural deficiencies fall short
for many reasons. As noted in the Proposed Decision, one justification for this rapid and
unanticipated “pause” was that “[n]Jo party specifically contemplated pausing the spring 2026
distribution to allow it to be distributed later this year, but neither did any party identify any
reason why the utilities could not do so.”” Parties cannot be expected to preemptively address
every hypothetical modification that the Commission might consider, particularly when such
modifications were never identified as issues in the proceeding. The absence of opposition to an
unraised proposal does not constitute support, nor does it substitute for a developed record.

In addition, the Proposed Decision cites a past change to the timing of the upcoming
Climate Credit when, in February 2023, the Climate Credit was accelerated in response to
natural gas price spikes in winter 2023.% However, an acceleration of the distribution of the
Climate Credit (i.e., that the Climate Credit would be provided one or two months earlier) does
not necessarily justify a “pause” (i.e., withholding) the Climate Credit. Accelerating the
distribution of the Climate Credit resulted in protecting customers from bill increases, whereas
pausing the distribution of the Climate Credit would likely result in customer confusion, and

harm customers who have been expecting the Climate Credit to help reduce their bills in April.

6 See Motion of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U 39 E) for Leave to File Comments
Concerning Issue 1 of Phase 14 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), at 2 (emphasis added),
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M598/K100/598100966.PDF.

7 Proposed Decision at 8 (emphasis added).

8 Ibid.
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Finally, the Proposed Decision notes the “advance notice” of the “possibility” of a pause
in the Scoping Ruling issued six days earlier.’ Six days essentially equates to no notice,
especially without the ability of parties to comment on the idea of a potential pause prior to the
issuance of a Proposed Decision.

Had pausing the April Climate Credit been noticed as a potential outcome, CalCCA
would have fully engaged on this issue and provided evidence or raised concerns regarding
operational impacts, customer communications, and affordability consequences, which are
discussed in detail below. In addition, if the Commission believed immediate action was
statutorily required following enactment of Assembly Bill 1207, it is unclear why such action
was not initiated earlier considering the bill was signed September 19, 2025, and the Order
Instituting Rulemaking has been open since July 24, 2025.!! Moreover, Public Utilities Code
section 748.5(a)(3) provides the Commission discretion to distribute the credit “to address
extreme, unforeseen, and temporary circumstances.”'? Withdrawing the Proposed Decision to
avoid customer confusion, stranded communication costs, and administrative inefficiencies
caused by a last-minute pause squarely fits within that discretion.

CalCCA agrees with PG&E that the Commission’s departure from standard Commission
practice raises concerns regarding the lack of notice and opportunity to be heard. In addition, as
discussed below, serious affordability and customer communication issues arise in the context of
the pause. For these reasons, the Proposed Decision should be withdrawn and further
consideration of the reasonableness of this pause should be undertaken.

III. THE PROPOSED DECISION’S AFFORDABILITY RATIONALE IS
UNSUPPORTED AND SHOULD BE REJECTED

Aside from the procedural infirmities, the Proposed Decision should be rejected as its
explanation for pausing the April Climate Credit based on the possibility of “greater affordability
impacts” is unsubstantiated.'? First, the record contains no data, modeling, or analysis

demonstrating that delaying the April distribution will actually increase affordability across the

? Ibid.

10 Assembly Bill No.1207 (AB 1207), Ch. 117, Stats. 2025 (Sept. 19, 2025),
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/bill TextClient.xhtml?bill id=202520260AB1207.

1 Proposed Decision at 2.

12 Pub. Util. Code § 748.5(a)(3). All section references herein are to the California Public Utilities
Code, unless otherwise noted.

13 Proposed Decision at 2.
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board. To the contrary, if pausing the credit generates additional administrative and
communication costs that are ultimately recovered from ratepayers, the net Climate Credit
benefit will be reduced. In addition, while the Proposed Decision states that it is increasing
affordability in accordance with section 748.5(a)(3) by ensuring that the credits be distributed in
“high-billed” months, this rationale fails to recognize that some customers actually experience
“high-billed” months in April (i.e., winter peaking customers) and therefore moving the Climate
Credit will decrease affordability for those customers.

A. The Proposed Decision’s Unsupported Affordability Justification Ignores the
Increased Costs Caused by an Unanticipated Pause

The Proposed Decision does not evaluate the incremental administrative and
communication costs associated with a late stage pause. PG&E explained in its Motion that bill
inserts need to be finalized as of March 2, the day these comments are due.'* Not to mention, the
investor-owned utilities (IOU) have previously indicated that shifting a Climate Credit distribution
requires a minimum of four months of preparation.'® Discarding finalized communications,
reprinting materials, revising master meter notices, and coordinating revised messaging will
generate real and likely recoverable costs from customers. ' In addition, community choice
aggregators (CCA) anticipate increased customer inquiries that will require staff resources and
therefore costs. These costs diminish the net affordability benefit of the Climate Credit. The record
of this proceeding does not address these impacts in any meaningful way.

Those costs, already incurred and forthcoming, are expected to be recovered from
ratepayers, thereby eroding the intended affordability gains. When combined with unrecoverable
CCA administrative burdens, the overall effect of the Climate Credit will be diminished for
customers.

CalCCA supports aligning the Climate Credit with periods of greatest affordability

impact. However, that determination must be supported by evidence, not assumption. To

14 PG&E Motion, Attachment A, at 2.

15 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.).

16 PG&E Motion, Attachment A at 3.



accurately implement section 748.5, the Commission should refrain from immediate action and
instead proceed through a structured Phase 1 process that establishes guiding principles for
Climate Credit policy and simultaneously evaluates eligibility, timing, frequency, customer
communications, and bill impacts in a standardized manner. Only through a comprehensive and
integrated analysis can the Commission ensure that any modifications maximize transparency
and affordability benefits.

B. An Affordability Justification Based on Moving the Climate Credit to High
Billed Months Fails to Recognize that April is a High-Billed Month for Some
Customers

Any affordability justification based on moving the Climate Credit to “high billed
months” fails to recognize that April is a high-billed month for some customers. The Proposed
Decision does acknowledge that peak billing periods vary by service territory.'” For example,
customers in certain regions experience high winter bills, while others peak in summer. The
record does not demonstrate that April is categorically inappropriate as a “high-billed” month,
nor does it analyze regional or climate-zone variability across the large IOU territories. While
moving distributions to summer months may benefit customers in cooling-dominant regions, it
does not address winter-peaking areas, some of which are Commission-designated Areas of
Affordability Concern.'® The Proposed Decision acknowledges 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. Absent granular analysis, pausing the April
Climate Credit risks could create outsized affordability impacts in regions where April
distributions meaningfully offset seasonal bills.

IV.  POTENTIAL CUSTOMER CONFUSION AND MESSAGING RISKS
OUTWEIGH ANY PERCEIVED BENEFITS OF A CLIMATE CREDIT PAUSE

The timing of the proposed pause also presents acute customer communication risks. The
Proposed Decision may be approved only weeks before the April Climate Credit would

otherwise be distributed. Additionally, the multiple and complex public policy discussions and

17 Proposed Decision at 5 (citing the Scoping Ruling at 9).

18 See California Public Utilities Commission, 2021 and 2022 Annual Affordability Report (2023),
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/affordability-
proceeding/2021-2022/2021-and-2022-annual-affordability-report.pdf.
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rulemakings involving the Climate Credit occurring in the Legislature,'® California Air
Resources Board,? and the Commission require thoughtful messaging to ensure sufficient
customer awareness prior to implementing a change that directly impacts bills. That compressed
timeline leaves insufficient opportunity for the large electric utilities, CCAs, and the Commission
to develop and implement clear, coordinated messaging to customers.

Moreover, it is not sufficient to inform customers that the credit will be received “later.”
Phase 1A Part Two may make other “immediate” changes that create uncertainty regarding
future distributions. For example, customers expecting the credit in April may have made
financial decisions based on the expected credit and would now not be able to make further
financial adjustments without knowing when they would receive the delayed credit.

The Proposed Decision’s language itself illustrates the communication challenge. For
example, Table 1 refers to “Investor-owned Electric Utilities Residential Climate Credit
Amounts for 2025 and 2026.”2! 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 Proposed Decision
as well as in other portions of the body. Framing the credit as belonging to IOUs risks
reinforcing the mistaken perception that it is an IOU-driven benefit or goodwill gesture. This
could be further exacerbated if a customer departs IOU service for a CCA and may believe they
are losing the April Climate Credit because of this change.

The language surrounding both the proposed pause and any future distribution of the
credit will require significant attention to detail and sufficient time to ensure meaningful input
from all impacted parties. CalCCA believes the nature of the pause and the appropriate language
surrounding the credit both used in the Proposed Decision and contemplated in Phase 1A Part
Two, requires CCA participation and feedback. Language must be precise, accurate, and

delivered in a manner that does not confuse the average customer. Achieving this clarity for

19 See Air Resources Board, Cap-and-Invest Program Amendments: CANDI Updates — Joint

Legislative Committee on Climate Change Policies Presentation (Feb. 23, 2026),
https://climatechangepolicies.legislature.ca.gov/system/files/2026-02/carb_202602 candi-updates-jlccep-
presentation.pdf.

20 See California Air Resources Board, Regulation for the California Cap on Greenhouse Gas
Emissions and Market-Based Compliance Mechanisms: 2024 Amendments — Standardized Regulatory
Impact Assessment (Apr. 9, 2024), https://ww?2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-04/nc-Cap-and-

Trade SRIA2024.pdf.

2 Proposed Decision at 6.



https://climatechangepolicies.legislature.ca.gov/system/files/2026-02/carb_202602_candi-updates-jlcccp-presentation.pdf
https://climatechangepolicies.legislature.ca.gov/system/files/2026-02/carb_202602_candi-updates-jlcccp-presentation.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-04/nc-Cap-and-Trade_SRIA2024.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-04/nc-Cap-and-Trade_SRIA2024.pdf

customers is impossible in the two weeks between potential approval of this Proposed Decision
and the April Climate Credit distribution date.
V. CONCLUSION

CalCCA recognizes the value of optimizing the affordability benefits of the Climate
Credit and supports thoughtful reform. However, pausing the April 2026 distribution on such
short notice—without a developed evidentiary record, without meaningful opportunity for party
input, and without analysis of operational and customer impacts—does not advance that
objective.

The Commission should decline to pause the April 2026 Climate Credit and withdraw the

Proposed Decision.

Respectfully submitted,

sl

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

March 2, 2026



APPENDIX A
TO
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S OPENING COMMENTS ON
THE PROPOSED DECISION PAUSING THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE LARGE
ELECTRIC UTILITIES’ 2026 RESIDENTIAL CLIMATE CREDIT

PROPOSED CHANGES TO FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
AND ORDERING PARAGRAPHS

Proposed text deletions show as beld-and-strikethreugh

Proposed text additions show as bold and underlined

FINDINGS OF FACT

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

ORDERING PARAGRAPHS

New Order:

The Proposed Decision is withdrawn.
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