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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

CalCCA recommends the Commission take the following actions based on the PIPP and 

AMP final evaluations. 

 Establish PIPP as a permanent program, with the following parameters: 

• Undertake an additional evaluation of PIPP after the four-year implementation 
period concludes in 2026; 

• Continue allowing customers to participate at the current energy burden 
thresholds; 

• Coordinate across programs such as the CARE, PIPP, and AMP to provide bill 
payment assistance and arrearage forgiveness to customers, rather than 
overhauling the CARE program; 

• Reject the recommendation to require high-energy usage customers in PIPP to 
participate in the ESA program unless more data are provided to warrant doing 
so; 

 Establish AMP as a permanent program, with the following parameters: 

• Reject the recommendation to require customers to complete CARE post-
enrollment verification before AMP enrollment; 

• Modify the proposed time range for customers to have made a bill payment from 
24 months to 12 months for eligibility in AMP, rather than to six months; 

• Continue disconnection protections for AMP participants by allowing: (1) partial 
payments to count towards valid program payments; and (2) valid program 
payments to offset missed payments before disenrolling customers; 

• Require IOUs to communicate with customers prior to removing them from AMP, 
including informing customers of a local CBO they can reach out to for bill 
assistance; 

• Reject the recommendation to adopt a five-year stay-out provision after 
completing AMP; 

• Require IOUs to provide on-bill or online their AMP participation metrics, 
including the original AMP arrearage, the amount forgiven each month, the 
amount forgiven to date, and the amount remaining; 

 
1  Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document. 
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• Require IOUs to remind AMP participants one week before the bill due date 
about the upcoming due date via the customer’s desired communication methods; 
and 

• Reject the recommendation to allow IOUs to disconnect customers while in the 
AMP program, and to rely on individual IOU disconnection thresholds for 
disconnections while customers are still in AMP. 
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California Community Choice Association2 (CalCCA) submits these opening comments 

pursuant to the E-Mail Ruling on Arrearage Related Assistance Programs3 (Ruling), dated 

October 13, 2025, and to the Email Ruling Modifying CBO-Related Questions and Extending 

Comment Deadline, dated October 21, 2025.4 The Ruling provides parties the opportunity to 

comment on a procedural path forward for three of the California Public Utilities Commission’s 

(Commission) programs that were developed to assist customers in forgiving or paying down their 

past-due balances: the Arrearage Management Payment Plan (AMP), the Community Based 

Organization (CBO) Arrears Case Management Pilot Program (CBO Pilot), and the Percentage of 

Income Payment Plan (PIPP) pilot.  

 
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  E-Mail Ruling on Arrearage Related Assistance Programs, Rulemaking (R.) 18-07-005 (Oct. 13, 
2025): https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M583/K960/583960513.PDF.  
4  Email Ruling Modifying CBO-Related Questions and Extending Comment Deadline, R.18-07-005 
(Oct. 21, 2025) (CBO Ruling): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M584/K626/584626082.PDF.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M583/K960/583960513.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M584/K626/584626082.PDF
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The combined customer arrears of the three large investor-owned utilities (IOU) were 

over $1.6 billion as of the latest reports from the IOUs, which include arrears for community 

choice aggregator (CCA) customers.5 This is a staggering number, and while the total has 

decreased from over $1.8 billion reported in January 2025,6 the need for effective bill assistance 

and disconnection protections remains high. The Commission is considering recommendations 

from final evaluations for the PIPP and AMP7 and has the opportunity to continue the customer 

assistance provided by these pilots. A portion of CCAs have been participating in one or both of 

the pilots for PIPP and AMP and all customers, bundled or unbundled, stand to benefit from the 

continuation of the customer assistance they offer.  

PIPP and AMP take complementary approaches to helping customers reduce their energy 

burden. PIPP caps bills for participating customers based on their income level, thereby limiting 

overall monthly energy burden. AMP provides the opportunity for customers to receive 

arrearage forgiveness while practicing consistent bill payment. Evaluations for these programs 

demonstrate that they have achieved their primary goals of reducing energy burden and 

decreasing customer arrearages. CalCCA supports the continued implementation of both PIPP 

 
5  Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (U 39M) Monthly Disconnection Data Report, R.18-07-005 
(Oct. 20, 2025) (PG&E Data Report), at Attachment A: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M584/K630/584630718.PDF; see also Southern 
California Edison Company’s (U 338-E) Monthly Disconnect Data Report September 2025, R.18-07-005 
(Oct. 20, 2025) (SCE Data Report): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M584/K630/584630717.PDF, at A-6; see also 
Disconnection Settlement Monthly Report of San Diego Gas & Electric Company (U 902 M), R.18-07-
005 (October 20, 2025) (SDG&E Data Report): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M583/K961/583961267.PDF, at Attachment A, 
Section 3.  
6  Ibid. 
7  Administrative Law Judge Dugowson clarified via the CBO Ruling that the informal CBO Pilot 
recommendations have not yet been published.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M584/K630/584630718.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M584/K630/584630717.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M583/K961/583961267.PDF
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and AMP as recommended by the final evaluations of these programs. These comments respond 

to the Ruling questions, and provides feedback on specific recommendations. 

For the reasons set forth below, CalCCA recommends the Commission: 

 Establish PIPP as a permanent program, with the following parameters: 

• Undertake an additional evaluation of PIPP after the four-year implementation 
period concludes in 2026; 

• Continue allowing customers to participate at the current energy burden 
thresholds; 

• Coordinate across programs such as the California Alternative Rate for Energy 
(CARE), PIPP, and AMP to provide bill payment assistance and arrearage 
forgiveness to customers, rather than overhauling the CARE program; 

• Reject the recommendation to require high-energy usage customers in PIPP to 
participate in the Energy Savings Assistance (ESA) program unless more data are 
provided to warrant doing so; 

 Establish AMP as a permanent program, with the following parameters: 

• Reject the recommendation to require customers to complete CARE post-
enrollment verification before AMP enrollment; 

• Modify the proposed time range for customers to have made a bill payment from 
24 months to 12 months for eligibility in AMP, rather than to six months; 

• Continue disconnection protections for AMP participants by allowing: (1) partial 
payments to count towards valid program payments; and (2) valid program 
payments to offset missed payments before disenrolling customers; 

• Require IOUs to communicate with customers prior to removing them from AMP, 
including informing customers of a local CBO they can reach out to for bill 
assistance; 

• Reject the recommendation to adopt a five-year stay-out provision after 
completing AMP; 

• Require IOUs to provide on-bill or online their AMP participation metrics, 
including the original AMP arrearage, the amount forgiven each month, the 
amount forgiven to date, and the amount remaining; 



 

4 

• Require IOUs to remind AMP participants one week before the bill due date 
about the upcoming due date via the customer’s desired communication methods; 
and 

• Reject the recommendation to allow IOUs to disconnect customers while in the 
AMP program, and to rely on individual IOU disconnection thresholds for 
disconnections while customers are still in AMP. 

II. CALCCA’S RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS POSED IN THE RULING 

A. Procedural Path Forward for PIPP Pilot 

1. Which recommendations from the PIPP evaluation report should the 
Commission adopt, if any, and why? 

The PIPP Evaluation provides three categories of recommendations: (1) pilot 

recommendations; (2) short-term recommendations following the pilot; and (3) long-term 

recommendations following the pilot.8 CalCCA responds to the recommendations from each 

category below. 

a. The First PIPP Pilot Recommendation that the IOUs 
Communicate with Customers Regarding Additional 
Assistance Programs Should be Adopted 

CalCCA supports the first PIPP recommendation that the IOUs communicate with 

customers on the PIPP regarding additional available assistance programs. The PIPP evaluation 

recommends that the IOUs:  

Reach out to Pilot participants who have high levels of arrearages 
(over $200) and inform them of available programs that they may 
benefit from including [Low Income Home Energy Assistance 
Program], AMP, and the [Energy Savings Assistance] Program. 
This could potentially lead to achievement of a Pilot goal that was 
not attained, which was to increase participation in assistance 
programs.9  

 
8  Percentage of Income Payment Plan Pilot Program Final Evaluation Report (PIPP Evaluation), 
R.18-07-005 (Mar. 17, 2025), Attachment A, at ix-xi: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M559/K072/559072952.PDF.  
9  Id., Attachment A, at x. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M559/K072/559072952.PDF
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Customer outreach and education are foundational to ensuring customers understand their bills, 

as well as changes to energy policy that affect their bills and ways they can save money. This is 

especially true for low-income assistance programs such as PIPP. If the IOUs have not already 

done so, the Commission should require the IOUs to implement this recommendation to enhance 

customer awareness of assistance programs. 

b. The PIPP Evaluation’s Recommendation to Require an 
Additional Evaluation to Inform Longer-Term Impacts Should 
be Adopted 

The Commission should adopt the second recommendation from the PIPP Evaluation that 

an additional evaluation be performed after the implementation period concludes in 2026 to 

inform longer-term impacts of participation.10 This additional evaluation will ensure a complete 

understanding of how elements of implementing the pilot achieved pilot goals and can inform a 

future, permanent implementation of PIPP. 

c. The Commission Should Reject the PIPP Evaluation’s 
Recommendation to Auto-enroll all CARE Customers in the 
PIPP Program for the Purpose of Lowering Program Costs 

The Commission should reject the PIPP Evaluation’s recommendation to auto-enroll all 

CARE customers in the PIPP program for the purpose of lowering program costs. The PIPP 

Evaluation’s post-pilot, short-term recommendation is to limit the eligibility for a permanent 

program to CARE customers with higher energy burdens, specifically to increase the electric 

energy burden target from 3 percent to 4.5 percent.11 The rationale of lowering program costs is 

reasonable and is accompanied by an estimated annual cost savings of approximately $230 

million. Adopting this recommendation would decrease a non-participating, non-CARE 

 
10  Ibid. 
11  Id. at x. 
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customer’s annual bill from $59 to $41, for an annual savings of $18.12 While this estimate does 

provide cost savings overall, it assumes that PIPP will become an opt-out program that auto-

enrolls all CARE customers. If the Commission implements a more permanent version of PIPP, 

however, it should not auto-enroll all CARE customers but rather only enroll those who sign up 

to participate. This approach would reduce program costs compared to the estimates in the PIPP 

Evaluation, but provide subsidies to only those who request them to ensure they are used 

intentionally and efficiently. For this reason, CalCCA does not support the PIPP Evaluation’s 

recommendation to enroll only high-energy burden CARE customers. 

d. The Only Long-Term, Post-Pilot Recommendation that Should 
be Adopted is to Combine Bill Payment Assistance and 
Arrearage Forgiveness into a Single Program 

The PIPP Evaluation makes three longer-term recommendations to implement after the 

pilot has concluded. As set forth below, CalCCA recommends adopting the recommendation to 

combine bill payment assistance and arrearage forgiveness into a single program. CalCCA 

recommends rejecting the two other recommendations to: (1) overhaul the CARE program to 

incorporate PIPP which would be overly complicated and unnecessary; and (2) replace PIPP 

credit discount caps with a new policy to require participation in ESA for high-usage, high-

subsidy customers in the PIPP program, because the PIPP Evaluation did not find that 

participating customers too advantage of the PIPP benefits to increase their energy usage, but 

rather simply used the program to meet their basic needs. 

 
12  Id. at 66, Table IV-19 and 67, Table IV-22 (the difference between the total cost without 
information technology (IT) of participation in PIPP of all CARE customers across utilities of $749,876,516 
and the cost of only high energy burden CARE customers of $519,765,862 is $230,110,654); see also id. at 
68, Table IV-23 (the difference between the estimated per-customer cost of subsidizing all CARE 
customers of $59 and of subsidizing only high burden CARE customers of $41 is $18). 
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The Commission should reject the first proposal to develop “one low-income energy bill 

payment assistance program that improves targeting of assistance to those customers with 

unaffordable energy bills.”13 Despite the conceptual merits of this recommendation, CalCCA 

opposes it on the grounds that such an undertaking would be overly complicated, has unknown 

costs, and would require extensive resources from numerous stakeholders, including IOUs, CCAs, 

consumer advocates, and the Commission. The PIPP Evaluation explains that CARE and PIPP 

would get replaced with a single program that “determines the customer’s monthly payment based 

on the household’s verified income level and a targeted energy burden level.”14 Replacing CARE 

and PIPP constitutes an overhaul of both programs and verifying customer income beyond the 

self-attestation that programs like CARE utilize is still uncertain for the Base Services Charge 

(BSC) (formerly known as the income-graduated fixed charge). The BSC Process Working 

Group, initiated by D.24-05-028, has been working to determine practical methods for verifying 

customer incomes on a large scale.15 The Working Group Report from the BSC Process Working 

Group has not yet been submitted, nor has the Commission issued a proposed decision on income 

verification methodologies to the extent envisioned in this recommendation.  

Instead, the Commission should adopt the second long-term recommendation from the 

PIPP Evaluation, which is to develop a joint program that provides both bill payment assistance 

and arrearage forgiveness.16 Developing a joint program does not require the overhauling of the 

well-established CARE program on which millions of Californians rely. This joint program 

 
13  Id. at xi. 
14  Ibid. 
15  D.24-05-028, Decision Addressing Assembly Bill 205 Requirements for Electric Utilities, R.22-
07-005 (May 9, 2024), at 148, Conclusion of Law 14 (stating the reasonableness of establishing a Process 
Working Group to develop a proposal that proposes income verification processes and alternatives and 
cost-benefit analysis of income verification processes): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M531/K686/531686019.PDF.  
16  Ibid. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M531/K686/531686019.PDF
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could build off the existing infrastructure from implementing PIPP and AMP such that the 

activities between the two programs can be coordinated and tracked. The important piece as 

identified by the PIPP Evaluation, is to ensure customers have access to both types of assistance:  

While payment assistance through programs such as CARE and 
PIPP make the current bill affordable, the bill may become 
unaffordable if the customer’s payment plan for past arrearages 
requires an additional payment. While an arrearage forgiveness 
program eliminates past debt, additional debt will be accumulated if 
the current bill is not affordable. For these reasons, customers need 
both types of energy assistance programs.17 

This demonstrates the complementary nature of decreasing low-income customer bills through 

PIPP and allowing them to tackle their arrearages through AMP. For this reason, the 

Commission should adopt the recommendation to develop a joint program that provides bill 

assistance and opportunities for arrearage forgiveness. 

In addition, the Commission should reject the third long-term, post-pilot implementation 

recommendation to replace PIPP credit discount caps with a new policy to require participation 

in ESA for high-usage, high-subsidy customers in the program in order to control program 

costs.18 The PIPP Evaluation includes concerns that customers in PIPP are incentivized to use 

more energy because their bills are capped.19 However, the Evaluation found that respondents to 

the customer survey reported that they were simply better able to meet their needs after enrolling 

in PIPP.20 While CalCCA appreciates concerns of keeping program costs low, the PIPP 

Evaluation does not present sufficient evidence that customers used more energy as a result of 

their bills being capped. On the other hand, the PIPP Evaluation does include evidence that 

 
17  Ibid. 
18  Ibid. High usage is defined as 600 percent of baseline usage by Pub. Util. Code section 
739.1(j)(2) in the context of the CARE program. 
19  Id. at 75 (programs of any kind with energy bill caps create concerns that participants will 
increase their energy usage). 
20  Ibid. 
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customers are using PIPP to simply meet their needs rather than inappropriately taking advantage 

of the program. Therefore, the Commission should not adopt this recommendation without 

further evidence that the PIPP program was used for anything other than customers meeting their 

basic energy needs. 

2. Should the Commission terminate the PIPP pilot before its scheduled 
sunset date? Why or why not? 

No. The Commission should follow the recommendations of the PIPP Evaluation by 

continuing the Pilot through its original implementation period. This will allow data collection 

through the full, planned term of implementation and continue to provide the benefits to 

customers who rely on the pilot for reducing energy burden. 

3. Should the Commission consider any other modifications to the PIPP 
pilot? 

CalCCA does not have additional recommended modifications at this time. 

B. Procedural Path Forward for AMP 

1. Should the Commission allow the AMP to continue until its scheduled 
sunset date? Why or why not? 

The Commission should allow AMP to continue until its scheduled sunset date because it 

has proven to reduce arrearages for low-income customers. According to the most recent 

Monthly Disconnection Data Reports, total arrearages across the IOUs remain high, at over $1.6 

billion as of September 2025.21 Reducing arrearages benefits more than just those who pay off 

balances or have their past-due amounts forgiven. Reductions to total arrearages also lower costs 

for all ratepayers, as all customers must pay for some amount of revenue requirement that was 

undercollected from customers with past-due balances. 

 
21  PG&E Data Report, at Attachment A; see also SCE Data Report, at A-6; see also SDG&E Data 
Report, at Attachment A, Section 3. 
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2. Which of the recommendations in the AMP evaluation report should 
the Commission adopt, and which recommendations should the 
Commission reject? Why? 

The AMP Evaluation makes nine recommendations.22 CalCCA responds to each 

recommendation below. 

a. The Commission Should Continue AMP as a Permanent 
Program, With Modifications 

CalCCA supports the recommendation to continue AMP as a permanent program, with 

some modifications. The AMP Evaluation found that AMP has achieved its program goal of 

reducing arrearages for participants who successfully completed the program, ranging on average 

from $537 to $876, depending on the program cohort.23 Since the program has met its goal and 

provides meaningful reductions to arrearages to customers who require assistance, the 

Commission should continue to implement AMP which will support overall arrearage reductions. 

b. The Recommendation that Customers Complete CARE Post-
enrollment Verification Prior to Enrolling in AMP Should be 
Rejected 

The Commission should not adopt Recommendation 2 which would require CARE post-

enrollment verification prior to a customer being enrolled in AMP. Customers currently self-

certify their eligibility for CARE or Family Electric Rate Assistance (FERA) when enrolling in 

AMP. The apparent concern from the AMP Evaluation is that customers applying to AMP will 

self-certify that they are eligible for CARE or FERA when they are actually ineligible.24 First, the 

AMP Evaluation does not provide quantitative evidence on how many customers were found to 

be ineligible and remained in the program. The concern reflected in the AMP Evaluation stems 

 
22  Arrearage Management Plan Final Evaluation Report (AMP Evaluation) (Oct. 1, 2025), at 102-
104. 
23  Id. at 98 (presenting key findings related to arrearage forgiveness). 
24  Id. at 103 (describing the rationale for Recommendation 2 that customers should be required to 
enroll in CARE or FERA prior to being enrolled in AMP). 
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from a survey given to IOU staff,25 which is anecdotal rather than quantitative. Second, CARE 

and FERA are themselves programs for which customers self-certify their income to enroll. If a 

customer ineligible for CARE or FERA is determined to enroll in AMP, they may also falsely 

enroll in CARE or FERA under this recommendation’s process. While CalCCA supports the 

efficient use of program funds, there is insufficient evidence to warrant increasing the 

administrative burden and slowing customer enrollment by adding extra steps to the enrollment 

process. The Commission should not adopt this recommendation from the AMP Evaluation. 

c. The Commission Should Reject the Recommendation to 
Shorten the Timeframe of a Customer’s Prior Bill Payment to 
Within Six Months for AMP Eligibility  

The Commission should reject the AMP Evaluation’s recommendation to shorten the 

length of time for which a customer enrolling to AMP must have made one bill payment to six 

months from 24 months prior to enrollment. Currently, customers must have made a bill payment 

in the 24 months leading up to enrolling in AMP. As set forth below, if the Commission chooses 

to shorten the timeframe, it should reduce it to 12 months only to account for the affordability 

crisis currently being experienced by ratepayers. Additionally, the Commission should consider 

allowing partial bill payments to count towards past payments for AMP eligibility, as this 

demonstrates customer commitment to paying energy bills. 

Customers are struggling with electric bills, as is evidenced by the massive amount still 

in arrears statewide. Shortening the length of time in which a customer must have made a bill 

payment to six months is an extreme shift for which the AMP Evaluation does not support with 

quantitative evidence. Again, this recommendation is made based on anecdotal IOU staff survey 

 
25  Id. at 11 (describing IOU staff recommendations to address concerns related to AMP eligibility). 
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results26 and a subjective determination that a 24-month window “does not show a commitment 

or ability to pay the energy bill, which is needed for the customer to be successful on AMP.”27 

This logic is reasonable, but without quantitative evidence to rationalize such an eligibility shift, 

the Commission should err on the side of caution by selecting the more conservative 

modification of using a 12-month window instead of a six-month window, especially when 

arrears are still so high. Additionally, the Commission should consider allowing partial bill 

payments to count towards past payments for AMP eligibility, as this demonstrates customer 

commitment to paying energy bills. 

d. The Recommendation to Replace the AMP Disenrollment with 
the IOU Disconnection Policies Should be Rejected and Instead 
Alternative Policies Should Be Adopted to Support Customer 
AMP Success  

The Commission should reject the AMP Evaluation’s recommendation to replace the 

AMP disenrollment policies with the IOU Disconnection policies. Instead, alternative policies 

should be adopted to provide more leniency to customers in AMP before disenrolling them. 

Currently, AMP removes customers from the program when they miss two consecutive 

payments (or make them late or less than in full) or three non-consecutive payments during their 

participation. The AMP Evaluation recommends that this disenrollment criterion be removed and 

instead, replaced with the policy that if a customer’s arrearage balance goes beyond their IOU’s 

disconnection threshold, the IOU should disconnect the customer and then remove the customer 

from AMP.28 Providing more leniency to customers making partial payments in good faith 

and/or those struggling to pay other bills will provide more opportunities for them to successfully 

 
26  Ibid. (listing the IOU staff recommendation to reduce the window for past payments from 24 
months to six months or 12 months). 
27  Id. at 103. 
28  Ibid. (listing the third modification that the IOUs should implement as soon as possible). 
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get their arrearages forgiven by AMP. However, immediately disconnecting customers who 

become past due will remove the current disconnection protections that program participants rely 

on. This recommendation replaces a customer accountability measure (an incentive not to miss 

payments for fear of being removed from AMP) with a more extreme one. Rather than being 

removed from AMP and restarting the “disconnection timer,” customers are at risk of 

accelerating this and getting disconnected while participating in AMP. Additionally, relying on 

individual IOU disconnection thresholds and discretion creates an equity problem in which AMP 

participants are treated differently depending on the IOU territory in which they live (given 

disconnection thresholds may be different in each IOU service territory). 

Instead, the Commission should consider two alternatives. First, the Commission can 

consider partial payments as qualifying for on-time payments in AMP. This indicates customers’ 

good faith efforts to stay on top of bills while in AMP, even when they may not have the financial 

resources to pay a bill in full. This maintains the incentive for customers to make regular 

payments while enrolled, while also keeping disconnection protections. Second, the Commission 

can consider allowing on-time payments (partial or full) to offset the number of missed payments 

that count towards disenrollment. That is, utilize a customer’s successful payments to offset their 

missed payments. The net number of missed payments would then be used to disenroll a customer 

rather than the total number of missed payments. For example, if a customer misses their payment 

on month two of participating, then makes a successful payment on month three, their net missed 

payments are put back to zero. This would provide more leniency for customers to recover from 

financial hardship that may occur during AMP participation, would accommodate the lack of 

predictability in financial hardships, and would increase the likelihood that customers making 

good faith payments successfully complete the program. 
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e. The Recommendation that the IOUs Communicate with 
Customers Prior to Disenrolling them From AMP Regarding 
Alternative Energy Assistance Programs Should be Adopted 

The Commission should adopt the recommendation that the IOUs be required to 

communicate with customers enrolled in AMP regarding alternative energy assistance programs 

prior to disenrolling them. CalCCA supports this recommendation because customer 

communication, outreach, and education are extremely useful for programs like AMP. 

Customers may not fully understand their payment plan options, how bills work, or what they are 

eligible for in terms of assistance. If a customer enrolls in AMP and does not complete AMP for 

any reason, they should still be informed about other assistance options available to them. 

f. The Commission Should Not Adopt the Recommendation to 
Increase the Waiting Period for Customers Disenrolled in 
AMP to Enroll Again from One to Five Years, or in the 
Alternative Create Exceptions or an Appeals Process for 
Customers Under Certain Circumstances  

The Commission should not adopt the recommendation to increase the waiting period for 

customers disenrolled in AMP to reenroll in the program from one to five years. If the 

Commission does increase the waiting period, it should incorporate exceptions or an appeal 

process for customers to be able to reenroll earlier under certain circumstances. Currently, AMP 

has a one-year waiting period for customers who complete the program before they can enroll 

again. This recommendation comes from a concern that customers will take advantage of 

perpetual arrearage forgiveness.29 The AMP evaluation does not provide any quantitative 

evidence of how many customers may be acting in this way to rationalize increasing the stay-out 

provision by a factor of five. Concerns of bad actors taking advantage of AMP are themselves 

reasonable, but this recommendation takes this concern too far, absent quantitative evidence. 

 
29  Id. at 103-104 (stating that a five-year stay-out provision will ensure customers have re-
established good payment patterns and are only re-entering AMP after facing additional hardship). 
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Completing AMP does not mean a customer is no longer experiencing financial hardship. 

Financial hardship is neither predictable nor linear, so assuming a customer who completes 

AMP, receives arrearage forgiveness, then re-enrolls 12, 18, or 24 months later, is taking 

advantage of the program is misguided. If an IOU finds patterns of customers continuously 

enrolling and completing AMP two, three, or more times, then the IOUs should engage on a 

case-by-case basis, or revisit re-enrollment rules when more data are gathered. 

If the Commission does adopt this five-year stay-out provision recommendation, it should 

allow for exceptions and appeals depending on customer situations. PG&E auto-enrolled 

customers in its 2023 AMP cohort, which led to a group of AMP participants who did not know 

they were participating and were subsequently removed after non-payment. When the same 

customers were contacted by their CCA, learned about the program, and attempted to enroll, they 

were ineligible because they had recently been enrolled and removed from AMP without their 

knowledge. This example demonstrates the usefulness of exceptions for customers who were 

auto-enrolled in AMP and then removed without knowing they were in the program in the first 

place. Other circumstances that warrant re-enrollment sooner than five years likely exist as well, 

highlighting the need for an exception or an appeals process if the Commission adopts a five-

year stay-out provision. 

g. Rather than a Bill Insert, the Commission Should Require 
IOUs to Provide AMP Customers with Current Arrearage 
Information on the Bill and/or in Customer Online Accounts 

The Commission should adopt the AMP Evaluation’s recommendation for the IOUs to 

provide current arrearage information to AMP customers. However, rather than providing such 

information in a bill insert, the Commission should require the IOUs to provide the original AMP 

arrearage, the amount forgiven each month, the amount forgiven to date, and the amount 

remaining on the bill. The IOUs should also be required to display this information in customer 
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online accounts, if applicable. Bill inserts are easier to miss, especially if customers receive 

paperless billing. Placing customer AMP participation metrics on a customer bill puts relevant 

information all in one place, making it easier for customers to stay on top of their bill and see how 

their arrearage forgiveness is working. The same logic applies to showing AMP participation 

metrics on customer online accounts. Implementing methods to make tracking AMP participation 

as clear and easy as possible will help keep customers accountable for their participation. 

h. The Recommendation for IOUs to Provide AMP Billing Due 
Date Reminders Should be Adopted  

The Commission should adopt the AMP Evaluation recommendation that IOUs provide 

AMP participants with reminders one week prior to the bill due date, and after the due date if a 

payment is missed, via methods the customers have agreed to (e.g., text, email, automated phone 

calls). Customer messaging and outreach are paramount to keep customers on top of their energy 

bills and give them the best opportunity to complete AMP. Regular reminders to customers in 

AMP using approved communication methods is a simple, low-cost method to improve AMP 

performance.  

i. The Recommendation that the Commission Institute a Broad 
Policy to Require Disconnection of AMP Customers with 
Missed Payments Under IOU Disconnections Thresholds 
Should be Rejected  

The Commission should reject the AMP Evaluation recommendation to disconnect all 

customers in alignment with the IOU’s current disconnection thresholds if they do not have a 

documented medical condition. The AMP Evaluation also recommends that prior to implementing 

this policy, there should be a broad education campaign to inform customers about available 

assistance, and to inform of timing and phasing in of the new policy based on disconnecting 

customers with the highest levels of arrearages. CalCCA opposes these recommendations for the 

same reason it opposes Recommendation 4 above. AMP should operate as a type of disconnection 
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protection, rather than a disconnection accelerator. These recommendations could also require a 

higher administrative burden than the alternative recommended by CalCCA in response to 

Recommendation 4. Allowing partial payments to count as a qualifying AMP payment and 

counting net missed payments as described above will reward good-faith payments while 

protecting customers from disconnections. These alternative policies also maintain equity across 

IOU territories that AMP currently provides, rather than subjecting customers to different policies 

within different IOU territories all administering the same program. 

3. Are there other modifications to AMP that the Commission should 
consider? Why or why not? 

CalCCA has no additional recommendations at this time. 

C. Procedural Path Forward for CBO Pilot 

1. Which of the informal recommendations should the Commission 
adopt, and which recommendations should the Commission reject? 
Why? 

CalCCA has no comment on the CBO Pilot at this time but reserves the right to respond 

to results from the informal recommendations on the CBO Pilot. 

2. Should the Commission require the Large IOUs to file and serve a 
Tier 2 Advice Letter to implement any changes to the CBO Pilot 
Program recommended by the final evaluation of the CBO Pilot? If 
not, how should the Commission review and, where appropriate, 
implement any recommendations or respond to any issues identified 
by the final evaluation of the CBO pilot? How will this approach 
ensure the Commission and interested stakeholders have the 
opportunity to review the CBO pilot’s progress and implement 
necessary or beneficial changes? 

CalCCA has no comment on the CBO Pilot at this time but reserves the right to respond 

to results from the final recommendations on the CBO Pilot. 
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III. 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, 
 
 
 
 

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

 
 
November 14, 2025 


	TITLE PAGE: CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S OPENING COMMENTS ON E-MAIL RULING ON ARREARAGE-RELATED ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS
	CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S OPENING COMMENTS ON E-MAIL RULING ON ARREARAGE-RELATED ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
	I. INTRODUCTION
	II. CALCCA’S RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS POSED IN THE RULING
	A. Procedural Path Forward for PIPP Pilot
	1. Which recommendations from the PIPP evaluation report should the Commission adopt, if any, and why?
	a. The First PIPP Pilot Recommendation that the IOUs Communicate with Customers Regarding Additional Assistance Programs Should be Adopted
	b. The PIPP Evaluation’s Recommendation to Require an Additional Evaluation to Inform Longer-Term Impacts Should be Adopted
	c. The Commission Should Reject the PIPP Evaluation’s Recommendation to Auto-enroll all CARE Customers in the PIPP Program for the Purpose of Lowering Program Costs
	d. The Only Long-Term, Post-Pilot Recommendation that Should be Adopted is to Combine Bill Payment Assistance and Arrearage Forgiveness into a Single Program

	2. Should the Commission terminate the PIPP pilot before its scheduled sunset date? Why or why not?
	3. Should the Commission consider any other modifications to the PIPP pilot?

	B. Procedural Path Forward for AMP
	1. Should the Commission allow the AMP to continue until its scheduled sunset date? Why or why not?
	2. Which of the recommendations in the AMP evaluation report should the Commission adopt, and which recommendations should the Commission reject? Why?
	a. The Commission Should Continue AMP as a Permanent Program, With Modifications
	b. The Recommendation that Customers Complete CARE Post-enrollment Verification Prior to Enrolling in AMP Should be Rejected
	c. The Commission Should Reject the Recommendation to Shorten the Timeframe of a Customer’s Prior Bill Payment to Within Six Months for AMP Eligibility
	d. The Recommendation to Replace the AMP Disenrollment with the IOU Disconnection Policies Should be Rejected and Instead Alternative Policies Should Be Adopted to Support Customer AMP Success
	e. The Recommendation that the IOUs Communicate with Customers Prior to Disenrolling them From AMP Regarding Alternative Energy Assistance Programs Should be Adopted
	f. The Commission Should Not Adopt the Recommendation to Increase the Waiting Period for Customers Disenrolled in AMP to Enroll Again from One to Five Years, or in the Alternative Create Exceptions or an Appeals Process for Customers Under Certain Cir...
	g. Rather than a Bill Insert, the Commission Should Require IOUs to Provide AMP Customers with Current Arrearage Information on the Bill and/or in Customer Online Accounts
	h. The Recommendation for IOUs to Provide AMP Billing Due Date Reminders Should be Adopted
	i. The Recommendation that the Commission Institute a Broad Policy to Require Disconnection of AMP Customers with Missed Payments Under IOU Disconnections Thresholds Should be Rejected

	3. Are there other modifications to AMP that the Commission should consider? Why or why not?

	C. Procedural Path Forward for CBO Pilot
	1. Which of the informal recommendations should the Commission adopt, and which recommendations should the Commission reject? Why?
	2. Should the Commission require the Large IOUs to file and serve a Tier 2 Advice Letter to implement any changes to the CBO Pilot Program recommended by the final evaluation of the CBO Pilot? If not, how should the Commission review and, where approp...


	III. CONCLUSION

