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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS'

As set forth below, CalCCA recommends the Commission take the following actions:

° Reject PG&E’s, SCE’s, the Joint Utilities’, and Cal Advocates’
recommendation to discontinue PIPP after the pilot concludes, to provide
needed support to customers;

o Reject PG&E and SCE’s recommendation to discontinue AMP because
the Commission can address program costs through adjusting participation
caps if necessary;

o Reject the recommendation from PG&E that the Commission should
remove the current disconnection rate caps because Californians still need
disconnection protections; and

o Conduct another evaluation of AMP in five years to ensure the program
continues to serve customers and meet program goals.

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 Consider

New Approaches to Disconnections and

Reconnections to Improve Energy Access R.18-07-005
and Contain Costs.

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY COMMENTS
ON E-MAIL RULING ON ARREARAGE-RELATED ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
California Community Choice Association? (CalCCA) submits these reply comments

pursuant to the E-Mail Ruling on Arrearage Related Assistance Programs® (Ruling), dated
October 13, 2025, and the Email Ruling Modifying CBO-Related Questions and Extending
Comment Deadline, dated October 21, 2025.* The Ruling provides parties the opportunity to
comment on a procedural path forward for three of the Commission’s programs that were
developed to assist customers in avoiding or paying down their past-due balances: the Arrearage
Management Payment Plan Program (AMP), the Community Based Organization Arrears Case

Management Pilot Program, and the Percentage of Income Payment Plan Pilot Program (PIPP).

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.

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.
5 All references herein to party Opening Comments are to the Opening Comments filed in this
Rulemaking 18-07-005 on or about November 14, 2025.
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L. INTRODUCTION

Despite the affordability crisis faced by Californians with their utility bills, Pacific Gas
and Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Edison Company (SCE), and San Diego
Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E)/Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) (the Joint
Utilities), and The Public Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities Commission (Cal
Advocates) all recommend discontinuing either all or some of the ratepayer protections
established by the Commission through AMP, PIPP, and the disconnection rate caps. Instead, as
set forth below, the Commission should continue all of these protections, with an eye towards
their improvement as recommended by the Center for Accessible Technology, National
Consumer Law Center, and The Utility Reform Network (collectively, the Joint Consumers) and
related to further evaluation of AMP.

First, the Commission should reject the recommendations of PG&E, SCE, the Joint
Utilities, and Cal Advocates to discontinue PIPP after its original sunset date of October 1, 2026.°
In the current electric bill affordability crisis affecting Californians, PIPP has helped thousands of
low-income customers by capping bills and allowing customers to keep their homes safer and
more comfortable. While PG&E and Cal Advocates cite to the PIPP evaluation findings on not
increasing on-time bill payments’ or meeting the pilot’s goal of encouraging participation in other
energy-saving programs® as a reason for discontinuation, in actuality these are areas of

opportunities to course-correct in moving from a pilot to a permanent program to better serve

6

PG&E Opening Comments, at 6; SCE Opening Comments, at 4; Joint Utilities Opening
Comments, at 2; Cal Advocates Opening Comments, at 3.

7 See Cal Advocates Opening Comments, at 4 (citing PIPP’s increased affordability for participants
did not result in increased on-time bill payments for energy services).

8 See PG&E Opening Comments, at 6 (citing the PIPP Evaluation’s finding that PIPP did not meet
its goal of encouraging participation in other energy management programs.)



customers. SCE and the Joint Utilities argue that PIPP’s costs outweigh its benefits,” but this is not
a finding of the PIPP evaluation, nor do the parties have quantitative evidence to back up the
claim. Discontinuing PIPP is directly counter to the evaluator’s recommendation and would
unjustifiably strip these affordability benefits from customers and expose low-income customers to
increased economic hardship, despite the fact that customer bills remain at all-time high.

Second, PG&E and SCE recommend discontinuing AMP after its initial sunset date. '
Similar to PIPP, AMP has help thousands of customers to keep their lights on. AMP’s arrearage
forgiveness promotes on-time bill payments by forgiving portions of customer arrearages for
each on-time bill payment. SCE loosely suggests that AMP may be at a natural conclusion, while
PG&E takes a stronger stance and argues AMP’s high costs warrant discontinuing it. However,
the AMP Evaluation estimates that AMP’s implementation is relatively efficient, with
approximately 95 percent of its costs coming from the arrearage forgiveness itself. This indicates
that the Commission can control costs through adjusting participation caps of the program if it
deems costs too high. Again, discontinuing this program would remove a valuable affordability
option for thousands of Californians to tackle the high and rising costs of electric service.

Third, PG&E argues for the removal of disconnection rate caps as recommended by the
AMP Evaluation.!! Doing so would cause unnecessary harm to many customers and conflict
with the goals the Commission and the legislature have introduced to protect customers from
disconnections. Customer bills have continued to increase since California passed Senate Bill

(SB) 598, which directed the Commission to pursue policies, rules, and regulations designed to

9
10

SCE Opening Comments, at 3; Joint Utilities Opening Comments, at 2.

See PG&E Opening Comments, at 6 (responding to whether AMP should continue until its
scheduled sunset date); see also SCE Opening Comments, at 5 (suggesting AMP is at a natural point of
conclusion).

1 PG&E Opening Comments, at 6.



reduce disconnections. !> Additionally, the conclusion from the AMP Evaluation on which the
recommendation to remove disconnection rate caps is based lacks quantitative backing and stems
from a survey given to IOU staff about their perceived concerns.!® Difficulties with the
affordability of electric bills still exist, and the Commission will only risk increasing
disconnections if the current disconnection rate caps are removed.

Fourth, the Joint Consumers recommend adding an AMP evaluation in five years after it
has begun a more permanent implementation.'* This is a common-sense recommendation
because program evaluations are a best practice for adjusting programs to improve performance
over time.

As set forth below, CalCCA recommends the Commission take the following actions:

° Reject PG&E’s, SCE’s, the Joint Utilities’, and Cal Advocates’ recommendation
to discontinue PIPP after the pilot concludes, given customers continue to need
this support;

J Reject PG&E’s and SCE’s recommendation to discontinue AMP because the
Commission can address program costs through adjusting participation caps if
necessary;

o Reject the recommendation from PG&E that the Commission remove the current
disconnection rate caps because Californians still need disconnection protections;
and

o Adopt the Joint Consumers’ recommendation to conduct another AMP evaluation

in five years to ensure the program continues to serve customers and meet
program goals.

12 Senate Bill 598 (Hueso, Chapter 362, Statutes of 2017):
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill id=201720180SB598.

13 See AMP Evaluation, at 10-11 (listing challenges and concerns expressed from IOU managers
and staff, including payment incentives).

14 See Joint Consumers Opening Comments, at 12 (recommending that the Commission consider
conducting another evaluation of AMP in five years).
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II. PG&E’S, SCE’S, THE JOINT UTILITIES’, AND CAL ADVOCATES’
RECOMMENDATION TO DISCONTINUE PIPP AFTER THE PILOT
CONCLUDES SHOULD BE REJECTED

The Commission should reject recommendations of PG&E, SCE, the Joint Utilities, and
Cal Advocates to discontinue PIPP after the pilot concludes.!® First, PG&E and Cal Advocates
criticize portions of the PIPP evaluation, including the pilot not resulting in on-time bill
payments'® and not meeting the pilot’s goal of encouraging participation in other energy-saving
programs.'” The issues PG&E and Cal Advocates cite are important metrics that can be
addressed through program modifications after the pilot has concluded. Rather than viewing
them as reasons to discontinue, the Commission should view the recommendations related to on-
time bill payments and participation in other programs as opportunities to learn and improve the
program on a long-term basis for customers. PIPP was established as a pilot precisely so the
Commission could learn what works, what does not, and what modifications are necessary prior
to full implementation.

Second, both SCE and the Joint Utilities believe that PIPP’s costs outweigh its benefits.
SCE asserts that PIPP “is not a scalable solution,”!® because funding for PIPP contributes to
upward pressure on rates in general. The Joint Utilities claim that “overall program costs
significantly outweighed the benefits.”!® These arguments ignore the PIPP Evaluation’s overall
support for the continuation of PIPP and do not warrant stripping customers of the benefits a

long-term implementation of PIPP can provide. The Commission set a four-year, preliminary

15 PG&E Opening Comments, at 6; SCE Opening Comments, at 4; Joint Utilities Opening

Comments, at 2; Cal Advocates Opening Comments, at 3.

16 See Cal Advocates Opening Comments, at 4 (citing PIPP’s increased affordability for participants
did not result in increased on-time bill payments for energy services).

17 See PG&E Opening Comments, at 6 (citing the PIPP Evaluation’s finding that PIPP did not meet
its goal of encouraging participation in other energy management programs.)

18 SCE Opening Comments, at 3.

19 Joint Utilities Opening Comments, at 2.



budget maximum for SCE and SoCalGas’s PIPP implementation in Decision (D.) 21-10-012 at
$18,798,250 for covering the cost of bill subsidies and administration for up to 9,000
participants.?® Assuming SCE’s budget from this total is proportional to its participant cap of
4,000, SCE’s maximum budget is approximately $8,354,778 for a four-year implementation of
the pilot. Decision 25-09-030 approves SCE’s most recent general rate case revenue requirement
of $9.664 billion for SCE’s test year alone. SCE’s budget for PIPP implementation pales in
comparison, indicating that the impacts to non-participating customers in terms of rates are
minuscule, but provide significant bill relief to those most in need.

To support this claim, the Joint Utilities assert a conclusion that the PIPP Evaluation
never makes:

The evaluation report notes that while participants experienced

slight reductions in arrears, the overall program costs significantly
outweighed the benefits.?!

The Joint Utilities cite the excerpt from the PIPP Evaluation that details “PIPP had a positive
impact on the amount of the bill paid but not on the number of payments made or the percent of
participants who made 12 or more payments.”?? This statement does not equate to PIPP’s costs
significantly outweighing its benefits. In fact, the PIPP Evaluation’s recommendation to continue
a permanent version of PIPP indicates the opposite conclusion.?* For these reasons, the

arguments against the PIPP Evaluation from PG&E, Cal Advocates, SCE, and the Joint Utilities

20 D.21-10-012, Decision Authorizing Percentage of Income Payment Plan Pilot Programs,

R.18-07-005 (October 7, 2021), at 62, Table 3; SCE’s participant cap is 4,000 and SoCalGas’s participant
cap is 5,000.

2 Joint Utilities Opening Comments, at 2-3.

2 PIPP Evaluation, at 76.

2 Id., at 78 (recommending the benefits offered by PIPP should be continued in the long-term,
along with modifications to allow PIPP to achieve its goals).



do not justify discontinuing PIPP and leaving thousands of customers without needed assistance
and should be rejected.
III. PG&E’S AND SCE’S RECOMMENDATION TO DISCONTINUE AMP SHOULD

BE REJECTED BECAUSE THE COMMISSION CAN ADDRESS PROGRAM
COSTS THROUGH ADJUSTING PARTICIPATION CAPS

PG&E’s and SCE’s recommendations to discontinue AMP should be rejected because
doing so would remove a needed form of assistance for the most vulnerable customers. PG&E
recommends that AMP be implemented through its original sunset date but discontinued
thereafter.”* SCE suggests that “it is possible that the program has fulfilled its intended purpose
and may be approaching a natural conclusion.”?> Though SCE does not take a strong stance,
PG&E argues:

Although AMP undoubtedly aids individual customers who receive
arrearage forgiveness while they remain enrolled in the program, the
lack of sustained benefits (even when analyzing the most successful

customers) relative to the program’s high costs do not warrant
extension beyond the October 1, 2026 sunset date.

PG&E fails to differentiate costs in the AMP Evaluation between program administration and
implementation costs, and the costs associated with forgiving arrearages for enrolled customers.
Of the $657,272,801 in costs estimated by the AMP evaluation for electric utilities,
approximately 95 percent was for arrearage forgiveness, meaning approximately five percent
was for design and implementation of the program.?’ This indicates that the cost of running the
program is approximately $35 million over four years, across three electric investor-owned

utilities (IOU). Since the $35 million includes program design and evaluation, the actual

24 PG&E Opening Comments, at 6 (responding to whether AMP should continue until its scheduled

sunset date).

25 SCE Opening Comments, at 5.

26 PG&E Opening Comments, at 7 (emphasis added).
2 AMP Evaluation, at 95, Table IV-47.



administrative costs to run AMP across the three IOUs are even less.?® Less than five percent of
the program budget for administrative, marketing, and evaluation costs is lean compared to other
Commission customer programs. For example, D.09-09-047 establishes a ten percent cost cap
for IOU administrative costs alone for implementing energy efficiency programs, stating that ten
percent is “consistent with national averages for other efficiency programs and our other clean
energy programs.”?® This is separate from marketing and evaluation.

Overall, the Commission can adjust participant caps to adjust the overall budget for AMP
in a meaningful way, since the vast majority of funds are used for arrearage forgiveness. This,
paired with recommendations from the AMP evaluation to help customer program completion
rates, will make implementing AMP even more efficient. Therefore, the Commission should
reject arguments that AMP’s costs are high enough to warrant discontinuing after its original
sunset date, to continue to support customers with high arrearages, and to bring down the overall
arrearages in California.

IV. THE RECOMMENDATION FROM PG&E TO REMOVE DISCONNECTION

RATE CAPS SHOULD BE REJECTED BECAUSE CALIFORNIANS STILL
NEED DISCONNECTION PROTECTIONS

The Commission should reject the recommendation from PG&E to remove disconnection
rate caps because it would cause unnecessary harm to customers struggling to pay utility bills.
The current disconnection rate caps were adopted by D.20-06-003,° induced by SB 598, and the

need to mitigate public health impacts, tremendous hardship, undue stress, and overreliance on

28 1bid.

29 D.09-09-047, Decision Approving 2010-2012 Energy Efficiency Portfolios and Budgets,
Application (A.) 08-07-021, A.08-07-022, A.08-07-023, A.08-07-031 (Sept. 24, 2009), at 5-6.

30 D.20-06-003, Phase I Decision Adopting Rules and Policy Changes to Reduce Residential
Customer Disconnections for the Larger California-Jurisdictional Energy Utilities, R.18-07-005 (June
11, 2020), at 144, Ordering Paragraph 1.



emergency services caused by disconnections.?! The risks and harm caused by disconnections
still exist in 2025, and electric rates have only risen since SB 598 was signed, meaning customers
still struggle to pay bills on time and in full. Despite this reality, PG&E argues for the removal of
disconnection rate caps because “they disincentivize timely bill payment and increase costs to
other ratepayers.”*?

This perspective is flawed for two reasons. First, PG&E references a conclusion from the
AMP Evaluation that lacks quantitative backing. The concerns regarding disincentives for bill
payment in the AMP Evaluation come from the IOU staff survey, not from any statistical
analysis performed.** IOU staff perceptions and concerns are not enough to warrant removing
important disconnection protections for customers. Second, the AMP framework itself
incentivizes on-time payments by tying successful payments to arrearage forgiveness, helping
customers move further away from the risk of disconnection. Removing this framework and
removing disconnection rate caps would put customers back in the same position as before
D.20-06-003 and SB 598 intervened: at risk and subject to unnecessary hardship. Therefore, the
Commission should reject the recommendation from PG&E to remove disconnection rate caps.
V. THE JOINT CONSUMERS’ RECOMMENDATION TO CONDUCT ANOTHER

AMP EVALUATION IN FIVE YEARS TO ENSURE THE PROGRAM
CONTINUES TO MEET CUSTOMER NEEDS SHOULD BE ADOPTED

The Joint Consumers’ recommendation to conduct another AMP evaluation in five years
is reasonable and should be adopted. Given that the program recommendations from the AMP

evaluation may change how AMP is implemented, the Joint Consumers recommend performing

31 Id., at 140, Finding of Fact 2.

32 PG&E Opening Comments, at 6.

33 See AMP Evaluation, at 10-11 (listing challenges and concerns expressed from IOU managers
and staff, including payment incentives).



another evaluation in five years.>* Even if there are no program changes adopted and AMP is
simply continued as-is, the Commission should conduct another evaluation. Fundamentally,
program evaluation is a standard best practice for ensuring programs can be course-corrected.
Holding regular studies of program performance ensures that practices can be adjusted to fit the
changing needs of customers or new policies. The Commission should adopt this common-sense
recommendation.

VI. 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,

Jgundelin

Leanne Bober,

Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy
General Counsel

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE
ASSOCIATION

December 5, 2025

34 See Joint Consumers Opening Comments, at 12 (recommending that the Commission consider

conducting another evaluation of AMP in five years).

10



	CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY COMMENTS ON E-MAIL RULING ON ARREARAGE-RELATED ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS
	CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY COMMENTS ON E-MAIL RULING ON ARREARAGE-RELATED ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
	I. INTRODUCTION
	II. PG&E’S, SCE’S, THE JOINT UTILITIES’, AND CAL ADVOCATES’ RECOMMENDATION TO DISCONTINUE PIPP AFTER THE PILOT CONCLUDES SHOULD BE REJECTED
	III. PG&E’S AND SCE’S RECOMMENDATION TO DISCONTINUE AMP SHOULD BE REJECTED BECAUSE THE COMMISSION CAN ADDRESS PROGRAM COSTS THROUGH ADJUSTING PARTICIPATION CAPS
	IV. THE RECOMMENDATION FROM PG&E TO REMOVE DISCONNECTION RATE CAPS SHOULD BE REJECTED BECAUSE CALIFORNIANS STILL NEED DISCONNECTION PROTECTIONS
	V. THE JOINT CONSUMERS’ RECOMMENDATION TO CONDUCT ANOTHER AMP EVALUATION IN FIVE YEARS TO ENSURE THE PROGRAM CONTINUES TO MEET CUSTOMER NEEDS SHOULD BE ADOPTED
	VI. CONCLUSION

