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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS'

In response to Opening Comments, CalCCA recommends that the Commission:

Adopt the EDF’s recommendation to refrain from pausing the April 2026 Climate
Credit, because such a pause will likely reduce affordability, increase customer
confusion, create operational disruption, and risk higher administrative costs that
diminish the credit’s net affordability benefits;

Defer near-term changes to Climate Credit distribution given any lack of consensus
on how to move forward as demonstrated by Opening Comments of PG&E, SCE, and
SDG&E which show that further analysis and record development are needed;

Adopt TURN’s proposal to account for baseline territory differences when
considering the timing of Climate Credit distribution;

Reject SCE’s proposals for unilateral IOU communications and instead ensure
coordinated, accurate, and neutral customer messaging developed with meaningful
CCA involvement; and

Reject proposals of the CUE and the EJ Parties to modify Climate Credit eligibility
because such changes fall outside the scope of Phase 1A.

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 R.25-07-013
the California Climate Credit.

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY COMMENTS ON
ASSIGNED COMMISSIONER’S SCOPING MEMO AND RULING
California Community Choice Association? (CalCCA) submits these reply comments
pursuant to the Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling’® (Ruling), dated February 3,
2026. The Ruling authorizes parties to file reply comments to Phase 1A Opening Comments.*

I. INTRODUCTION

These Reply Comments respond to party Opening Comments and reaffirm the concerns
CalCCA raised in its Opening Comments regarding the risks of rushed changes to the Climate
Credit. As discussed below, Opening Comments generally demonstrate that: (1) there is no
consensus among parties on near-term Climate Credit changes; (2) pausing the April 2026 credit

is unnecessary and potentially harmful; and (3) proposals to alter eligibility or permit unilateral

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 All references herein to party Opening Comments are to the opening comments filed in this
proceeding, R.25-07-013, on or about March 2, 2026.



utility communications without input from community choice aggregators (CCAs) to their

customers will create additional customer confusion and operational complications.

I1.

In response to Opening Comments, CalCCA recommends that the Commission:

e Adopt the Environmental Defense Fund’s (EDF) recommendation to refrain from
pausing the April 2026 Climate Credit, because such a pause will likely reduce
affordability, increase customer confusion, create operational disruption, and risk
higher administrative costs that diminish the credit’s net affordability benefits;

e Defer near-term changes to Climate Credit distribution given any lack of consensus
on how to move forward as demonstrated by Opening Comments of Pacific Gas and
Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Edison Company (SCE), and San

Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDGE), which show that further analysis and record

development are needed;

e Adopt The Utility Reform Network’s (TURN) proposal to account for baseline
territory differences when considering the timing of Climate Credit distribution;

e Reject SCE’s proposals for unilateral investor-owned utility (IOU) communications
and instead ensure coordinated, accurate, and neutral customer messaging developed
with meaningful CCA involvement; and

e Reject proposals of the Coalition of California Utility Employees (CUE) and the EJ
Parties® to modify Climate Credit eligibility because such changes fall outside the
scope of Phase 1A.

EDF’S RECOMMENDATION TO REFRAIN FROM PAUSING THE APRIL 2026

CLIMATE CREDIT SHOULD BE ADOPTED AS A PAUSE WILL LIKELY
DECREASE AFFORDABILITY, INCREASE CUSTOMER CONFUSION, AND
RESULT IN UNNECESSARY OPERATIONAL DISRUPTION

EDEF’s recommendation to refrain from pausing the April 2026 Climate Credit, as

mentioned in the Scoping Ruling and proposed in the Proposed Decision in this proceeding,®

should be adopted. Pausing the April 2026 Climate Credit will likely decrease affordability,

5

The EJ Parties consist of the California Environmental Justice Alliance, Central California

Environmental Justice Network, Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability, and Central
California Asthma Collaborative.

6

See EDF Opening Comments, at 3-4; see also Proposed Decision Pausing the Distribution of the

Large Electric Utilities’ 2026 Residential Climate Credit, R.25-07-013 (Feb. 9, 2026) (Proposed
Decision).



cause customer confusion, and create unnecessary operational disruptions. EDF explicitly
recommends that the Commission retain the April 2026 Climate Credit as scheduled,
emphasizing that delaying the credit will postpone needed bill relief and create uncertainty for
customers.’ Instead, EDF recommends only limited timing adjustments to later credits while
maintaining the April distribution.® This position reinforces the reality that pausing the April
credit is not required to comply with AB 1207° and will unnecessarily delay financial relief for
customers. The Climate Credit provides meaningful bill relief and delaying that relief will reduce
affordability in the near term.

The operational and customer-communication challenges associated with pausing the
April credit have also been acknowledged by other parties. Cal Advocates explains that
suspending the credit without adequate preparation could generate significant customer
confusion and interfere with other billing changes already underway.'? Accordingly, the
Commission should retain the April 2026 Climate Credit distribution and avoid rushed changes
that introduce customer confusion or delay bill relief. Accurate, relevant, and neutral messaging
must be developed to provide consistent communication about the Climate Credit and the Cap
and Invest Program so customers can meaningfully deal with any changes in timing or eligibility.
III. PG&E, SCE, AND SDG&E OPENING COMMENTS CONFIRM THE LACK OF

CONSENSUS ON NEAR-TERM CLIMATE CREDIT CHANGES AND THE
NEED FOR FURTHER RECORD DEVELOPMENT

PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E Opening Comments demonstrate party concerns that a
workable consensus on how to modify the Climate Credit in 2026 has not been reached. This

lack of agreement further underscores why the Commission should not pause the April 2026

7 Id., at 4.
8 Id., at 3-4.
9 Assembly Bill No 1207 (AB 1207), Ch. 117, Stats. 2025 (Sept. 19, 2025).

Cal Advocates Opening Comments, at 2-3.



Climate Credit and avoid rushed interim changes in Phase 1A. While some parties support
moving the Climate Credit to September, the underlying proposals diverge significantly on key
implementation details. This includes the number of distributions, whether the credits should
occur in consecutive months, and how the credit structure should change in 2026. Given the lack
of consensus, further record development is needed to determine the best course of action.

For example, SDG&E recommends maintaining two separate Climate Credit distributions
in 2026, delivered in August and September, emphasizing that customers are accustomed to
receiving two credits each year and that maintaining this structure would reduce the risk of
customer misunderstanding.!! By contrast, SCE suggests that the Commission consider
combining the two credits into a single distribution, which would represent a significant
departure from the existing program structure and could alter how customers perceive the
Climate Credit.'? At the same time, PG&E highlights additional operational considerations
related to the timing of any distribution changes, including the lead time required to implement
billing system modifications and prepare customer communications.'? PG&E suggests that
consecutive credit distributions would be difficult.!* The implementation constraints highlighted
by the IOUs further demonstrate that the details of any near-term changes remain unresolved and
that further record development is needed.

These differences in view are not merely technical. They underscore the risk that rushed
interim changes could increase customer confusion. Customers have received the Climate Credit
twice per year in the same months, which supports customers who need to financially plan to

ensure their bills are paid. Altering the timing, number of distributions, or structure of the credit

1 See SDG&E Opening Comments, at 2-4.
See SCE Opening Comments, at 5.

13 See PG&E Opening Comments, at 4.

14 Id. at 4-5.



(particularly inconsistently across the IOUs) could lead customers to mistakenly believe the
credit has been reduced or eliminated. Overall, the record demonstrates that Phase 1A does not
yet provide a sufficiently developed or consistent framework for implementing major structural
changes to the Climate Credit. In light of these unresolved differences, the Commission should
retain the April 2026 Climate Credit and defer broader structural changes until a more complete
record is developed in later phases of this proceeding.

IV.  TURN’S PROPOSAL TO ACCOUNT FOR BASELINE TERRITORY

DIFFERENCES WHEN CONSIDERING THE TIMING OF THE CLIMATE
CREDIT DISTRIBUTION SHOULD BE ADOPTED

This proceeding must account for baseline territory differences in customer bills as
recommended by TURN. TURN argues that the timing of Climate Credit distributions should
account for the significant variation in billing patterns across California’s climate zones. '’
TURN explains that California’s geography produces distinct seasonal billing patterns and that
the timing of credits should consider baseline territory differences, rather than applying a
uniform statewide approach.'® Coastal customers often experience winter peaks, while inland
customers face summer peaks, and some regions experience both.

TURN’s proposal contrasts with Cal Advocates’ proposal to prioritize only hot climate
zones when determining distribution timing.!” While Cal Advocates recognizes regional
differences, it nevertheless recommends focusing distributions on high-heat regions.'® This
approach risks favoring some geographic regions over others without adequate analysis of
statewide impacts. Some trade-offs may be necessary, but parties and the Commission should

fully understand them before making decisions. If the Commission ultimately modifies credit

15 TURN Opening Comments, at 3-8.

16 Ibhid.
17 Cal Advocates Opening Comments, at 5-8.
18 1bid.



timing, it should ensure that all baseline territories are considered as recommended by TURN,
rather than prioritizing only a subset of climate zones. A data-driven evaluation across all
territories is necessary to ensure that any timing changes actually maximize affordability for
customers statewide.

V. SCE’S PROPOSAL FOR OUTREACH IMPLEMENTATION WITHOUT CLEAR

AND STANDARDIZED COMMISSION GUIDELINES ESTABLISHED SHOULD
BE REJECTED

Given the statewide nature of the Climate Credit, the Commission should reject the SCE
proposal for implementing customer outreach without standardized guidelines being established.
In Opening Comments, SCE makes recommendations on how to communicate changes to the
Climate Credit.!® Allowing fractured communication on the Climate Credit across the state,
especially in such a rushed fashion, will only increase the risk of customer confusion. For
example, Central Coast Community Energy is in both PG&E and SCE territories and could be
tasked with managing and explaining varying messaging and reasoning behind changes.
Standardized outreach guidelines for the IOUs will ensure customers understand the purpose of
the credit and the changes being made. Any Commission decision modifying the Climate Credit
should therefore require collaborative development of customer communications involving all
stakeholders. While the Commission should not rush to develop messaging, if the pause occurs,
it should dictate a standardized message, timing of that message, and the form of that message

with minimal variance.

19

3-4).

SCE Opening Comments, at 8-9 (referencing SCE Opening Comments on Proposed Decision, at



V. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT CUE AND EJ PARTIES’ PROPOSALS
TO ALTER CLIMATE CREDIT ELIGIBILITY AS OUTSIDE THE SCOPE OF
PHASE 1A

The proposals by CUE and the EJ Parties to alter Climate Credit eligibility at this time
are outside the scope of Phase 1A and should be rejected. CUE proposes excluding net energy
metering (NEM) or net billing tariff (NBT) customers with rooftop solar from receiving the
Climate Credit.?° Similarly, the EJ Parties propose limiting credit distribution to specific income
groups or geographic regions, such as CARE/FERA customers in high-heat zones.?! These
proposals represent significant structural changes to the Climate Credit program that extend far
beyond the limited scope of Phase 1A. Further, PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E all note that changes
beyond adjustments to timing of the distribution, such as eligibility and other structural changes,
must be deferred to Phase 1B due to significant administrative and technical challenges.?? In fact,
SCE states their “ability to implement the changes for 2026 and 2027 are contingent on the
Commission not making any changes other than to the timing of the distribution.”** Thus,
considering any changes beyond the timing of the distribution, if the April pause occurs, could
jeopardize the distribution of the Climate Credit, further negatively impacting affordability.

The Climate Credit has historically been provided broadly to residential customers as a
universal rebate from the State’s greenhouse gas allowance revenues. Restricting eligibility
would require extensive analysis, stakeholder input, and consideration of statutory authority,

issues that are properly addressed in Phase 1B, not through interim changes in Phase 1A.

20
21

CUE Opening Comments, at 1-2.

EJ Parties Opening Comments, at 2-3.

2 PG&E Opening Comments, at 3 and 5; SCE Opening Comments, at 5 and 7; and SDG&E
Opening Comments, at 2, 4, and 5.

2 SCE Opening Comments, at 5.



Therefore, the Commission should reject CUE and the EJ Parties’ proposals because they are
both untenable and out of scope for Phase 1A.
VII. CONCLUSION
For all the foregoing reasons, CalCCA respectfully requests consideration of the comments
herein and looks forward to an ongoing dialogue with the Commission and stakeholders.

Respectfully submitted,

Jeaundolic

Leanne Bober,
Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy
General Counsel

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE
ASSOCIATION

March 9, 2026
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