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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

In response to party Opening Comments on the Proposed Decision, CalCCA recommends 

that the Commission:  

• Reject the EJ Parties’ unsupported claim that AB 1207 requires an immediate pause 
of the Climate Credit; 

• Reject TURN’s unsupported assertions that April is definitively not a high bill month; 
and 

• Consider SCE’s and SDG&E’s comments on additional costs and operational risks as 
further reasons to avoid pausing the April Climate Credit. 

 

 

 
1  Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document. 



 

 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
 
 
Order Instituting Rulemaking to Improve the 
California Climate Credit. 
 

  
 R.25-07-013 
 

 
 

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

 
 

The California Community Choice Association2 (CalCCA) submits these reply 

comments pursuant to Rule 14.3 of the California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) 

Rules of Practice and Procedure3 on the proposed Decision Pausing the Distribution of the Large 

Electric Utilities’ 2026 Residential Climate Credit4 (Proposed Decision), dated February 9, 

2026.  

I. INTRODUCTION 

A limited number of Opening Comments were filed on the Proposed Decision to pause 

the 2026 Climate Credit.5 Four of the six commenting parties support the pause as a mechanism 

 
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).  
5  Opening Comments referred to herein are to the Proposed Decision, unless otherwise noted. 

https://webproda.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/rules-of-practice-and-procedure-may-2021.pdf
https://webproda.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/rules-of-practice-and-procedure-may-2021.pdf
https://webproda.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/rules-of-practice-and-procedure-may-2021.pdf
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to move the April 2026 Climate Credit to August or September. Despite this support, the lack of 

record evidence and sufficient time to properly plan and implement changes to Climate Credit 

distribution still remains. CalCCA addresses comments from the Environmental Justice (EJ) 

Parties,6 The Utility Reform Network (TURN), Southern California Edison Company (SCE), and 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) and recommends that the Commission:  

• Reject the EJ Parties’ unsupported claim that AB 12077 requires an immediate pause 
of the Climate Credit; 

• Reject TURN’s assertions that April is definitively not a high bill month, given the 
lack of record evidence to support the assertion; and 

• Consider SCE’s and SDG&E’s comments on additional costs and operational risks as 
further reasons to avoid pausing the April Climate Credit. 

II. THE EJ PARTIES’ CLAIM THAT AB 1207 REQUIRES AN IMMEDIATE PAUSE 
OF THE CLIMATE CREDIT IS UNSUPPORTED AND SHOULD BE REJECTED 

The Commission should reject the EJ Parties’ unsupported claim that AB 1207 requires 

the Commission to immediately pause the Climate Credit. The EJ Parties argue that pausing the 

April 2026 Climate Credit is required to comply immediately with AB 1207:  

The Climate Credit distribution portions of the bill went into effect 
September 19, 2025. The decision to impose a shift in when the 
IOUs distribute the credit is a clear message of urgency; while the 
bill’s amendments regarding outreach plan updates delay until 
January 1, 2027, the legislature provided no such runway for 
disbursement in the high-billed months.8  

The EJ Parties infer the urgency of the Legislature’s interest in updating the Climate 

Credit even though there are no explicit deadlines for updates until 2027, when the IOUs’ 

outreach plans are submitted. Additionally, the statute does not require the Commission to 

 
6  The EJ Parties include the California Environmental Justice Alliance, Central California 
Environmental Justice Network, Leadership Council for Justice and Accountability, and Central 
California Asthma Collaborative. 
7  Assembly Bill No 1207 (AB 1207), Ch. 117, Stats. 2025 (Sept. 19, 2025).  
8  EJ Parties Opening Comments, at 2. 
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suspend an imminent credit distribution without a developed evidentiary record evaluating the 

operational feasibility, affordability impacts, and customer communication implications of such a 

pause. If immediate action were necessary to comply with the statute, the issue should have been 

raised earlier in the proceeding with adequate notice and opportunity for parties to develop a 

record. Instead, the potential for a pause was first introduced only days before the Proposed 

Decision was issued, leaving parties without a meaningful opportunity to analyze the operational, 

legal, and customer impacts of the proposal. Enacting changes to the Climate Credit before IOU 

outreach plans on changes to the Climate Credit are completed puts the cart before the horse and 

will lead to customer confusion. As CalCCA explained in its Opening Comments, the 

Commission retains discretion to determine how best to implement the statutory directive, 

particularly when immediate implementation could create unintended customer harm.9 

III. TURN’S ASSERTIONS THAT APRIL IS NOT A HIGH BILL MONTH ARE 
UNSUPPORTED AND SHOULD BE REJECTED 

The Commission should reject the unsupported assertions by TURN that April is not a 

high bill month. TURN echoes the Proposed Decision in asserting that pausing the April Climate 

Credit will improve affordability by allowing distribution in higher-billed months.10 However, the 

record still lacks the analysis necessary to support this conclusion in a robust manner. TURN 

quotes the Proposed Decision which states that spring is “a historically low-bill time for 

electricity customers” and presents three graphs with monthly bill data from each IOU by baseline 

territory.11 CalCCA appreciates TURN’s introduction of these data for party consideration, but 

these data should not be viewed as an end-all, be-all display of customer affordability across 

months. Electric bill affordability exists in a different context for every customer and this 

 
9  CalCCA Opening Comments, at 6-8. 
10  TURN Opening Comments, at 4. 
11  Id. at 2. 
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proceeding should consider different customer contexts in order to make the most informed 

decision. For example, Figure 1 of the Proposed Decision shows that April bills are on average 

lower than July and August, but the spread of average bills across baseline territories is 

significant: the baseline territory with the highest average bill in April is more than twice that of 

the baseline territory with the lowest average bill in April.12 This indicates that different regions 

of even a single utility experience different bill conditions, even if the general shape of bills 

throughout the year is similar. Also absent is the number of customers in each baseline territory. It 

is possible that some baseline territories with higher average bills are more or less populated, 

which must be given consideration in making decisions that affect all customers.  

While a general observation that spring is not a high bill period may hold for some 

customers, it does not establish that April is universally a low-bill month across all climate zones 

or service territories. Additionally, TURN does not specify whether the data displayed are 

average bills with the Climate Credit excluded. In Figures 2 and 3 there are dramatic dips in 

April and October that suggest the data may have included Climate Credit distribution.13 Any 

conclusions about average bill levels across months must control for the correct variables and 

removing the Climate Credit from those bills is perhaps the most important step in comparing 

bills across months. Regardless, the record must be further developed to allow for more certainty 

and confidence in decisions that have significant impacts on customers. In fact, TURN supports 

this exact point in its comments on the Scoping Ruling in this proceeding.14Absent a granular 

analysis of billing patterns across territories and baseline territories and/or climate zones and 

 
12  Id. at 2, Figure 1. 
13  Id. at 3, Figures 2 and 3. 
14  Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, R.25-07-013 (Feb. 3, 2026); see TURN 
Opening Comments, at 3-8. 
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accounting for different population sizes, the Commission cannot assume that moving the credit 

will universally increase affordability.  

IV. SCE’S AND SDG&E’S COMMENTS CONFIRM THAT A LAST-MINUTE 
PAUSE POSES OPERATIONAL RISKS AND ADDITIONAL COSTS, WHICH 
SUPPORT AVOIDING A CLIMATE CREDIT PAUSE 

The Commission should not ignore the costs and risks of a last-minute pause to the 

Climate Credit. Despite supporting the pause of the Climate Credit, SCE and SDG&E list the 

risks of doing so at the last minute. First, SCE explains that given the timing, it will need to work 

towards two scenarios simultaneously: one in which the Proposed Decision is adopted and one in 

which the Proposed Decision is not adopted.15 This suggests that the mere issuance of the 

Proposed Decision is costly for both SCE and its ratepayers. Second, SDG&E explains how it 

has already spent funds towards the expected April Climate Credit distribution and must do so 

while the Proposed Decision is pending.16 This is followed by SDG&E requesting authorization 

to perform additional work before the Proposed Decision is approved to attempt to conform with 

the Proposed Decision.17 These statements reinforce CalCCA’s central concern: implementing a 

last-minute pause will create avoidable administrative and communication costs and operational 

disruptions. To the extent these costs are ultimately recovered through rates, they reduce the net 

affordability benefit of the Climate Credit and undermine the very objective the Proposed 

Decision seeks to advance. This alone demonstrates that a Climate Credit pause has not been 

proven to maximize affordability and should be rejected. 

 
15  SCE Opening Comments, at 2-3 (explaining that SCE will prepare for two scenarios to be 
prepared for either adoption or rejection of the Proposed Decision). 
16  SDG&E Opening Comments, at 3. 
17  Id. at 3-4 (recommending the Commission authorize SDG&E to perform customer-focused 
outreach on the pause, developing website updates, media talking points, and customer care scripts). 
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V. CONCLUSION 

CalCCA appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments and respectfully requests 

adoption of the recommendations proposed herein.  

 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 

Leanne Bober, 
Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy 
General Counsel 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE 
ASSOCIATION 

 
 
March 9, 2026 
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