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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

As set forth below, CalCCA respectfully recommends that the Commission: 

• Open a successor rulemaking to consider the future of customer protections 
because it provides an accessible and efficient venue to discuss important issues; 

• Maintain the disconnection rate caps and reject the use of disconnections as the 
primary lever for reducing arrearages because they do not address the underlying 
issues causing high arrearages and undermine the Commission’s ESJ Action Plan; 

• Reject the IOUs’ recommendations to remove the prohibition on collecting 
deposits because deposits also undermine the Commission’s ESJ Action Plan and 
are an inefficient method of reducing costs; 

• Establish PIPP as a permanent program with the following parameters: 

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

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

o 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; and 

o 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: 

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

o 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; 

o 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; 

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

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

o 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; 

o 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  

o 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. 

 



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 
and Contain Costs.  

R.18-07-005

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S OPENING 
COMMENTS ON ASSIGNED COMMISSIONER’S RULING SETTING 

WORKSHOP AND ORDERING COMMENTS 

California Community Choice Association2 (CalCCA) submits these opening comments 

pursuant to the Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling Setting Workshop and Ordering Comments3 

(Ruling), dated February 26, 2026. The Ruling seeks comments in response to the questions set 

out in this ruling and the information discussed during the workshop (Workshop). 

I. INTRODUCTION

Californians are struggling to pay energy bills amidst an affordability crisis. This is made

clear, in part, by the consistent, elevated levels of arrearages across the investor-owned utilities 

(IOU).4 This proceeding, which originally opened to reduce disconnections,5 is now addressing the 

balance between disconnections and arrearages, as well as testing pilot programs such as the 

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 Ruling Setting Workshop and Ordering Comments, Rulemaking (R.) 
18-07-005 (Feb. 26, 2026).
4 See Ruling, at 5 (noting that the level of arrearages has grown from $418.5 million in October of 
2018, to fluctuating between $1.7 billion to over $2.5 billion since November 2023). 
5 See Order Instituting Rulemaking, R.18-07-005 (July 12, 2018), at 1. 
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Percentage of Income Payment Plan (PIPP) pilot and the Arrearage Management Plan (AMP) 

pilot. After eight years, this proceeding faces numerous open questions and issues with the AMP 

pilot scheduled to sunset on October 1, 2026, the PIPP pilot scheduled to sunset in February 2027, 

and the proceeding itself facing an impending statutory deadline of December 31, 2026. The 

Ruling asks over 40 questions related to disconnection rate caps, AMP, PIPP, the Community-

Based Organization (CBO) pilot, ongoing support for customers at risk of disconnections, and 

where future discussions and additional public processes can address these issues.6 Given the 

volume of remaining issues that require substantive discussions among stakeholders, the most 

reasonable and efficient method to address questions of venue and future processes is to open a 

successor rulemaking that addresses ongoing and future customer protections.  

As the last remaining topic scoped into Phase 3 of this proceeding, the Ruling asks 

questions specifically about IOU disconnection caps and makes clear that there are concerns with 

removing or raising the disconnection caps and with maintaining them at current levels.7 

Workshop presentations from the California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) and 

IOUs emphasized continuing high levels of arrearages, and the IOUs provided estimated effects 

of increasing the volume of disconnections in reducing arrearages. A conclusion from those IOU 

presentations is that disconnections are the primary lever for managing arrearages. Not only does 

this conclusion ignore the true cost drivers of high rates, and therefore, the true drivers of 

arrearages, but it also ignores empirical findings that disconnections disproportionately impact 

customers that the Commission explicitly targets to support in its Environmental and Social 

 
6  Ruling, at 8-17. At least 17 Ruling questions relate to activities that either require more time than 
is remaining in this proceeding to adequately and publicly discuss, or that require reacting to results of 
future reports that would occur after December 31, 2026. 
7  Ruling, at 7-9. 
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Justice (ESJ) Action Plan.8 The Commission should maintain the disconnection rate caps, and 

disconnections should not be viewed as the primary tool for reducing arrearages, as they are 

inefficient at reducing arrearages and are inequitable.  

The same rationale applies to Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E), Southern 

California Edison Company’s (SCE), and Southern California Gas Company’s (SoCalGas) 

recommendations at the Workshop to remove the prohibition of deposits.9 The Commission’s 

stance on deposits should not change from what was established in Decision (D.) 20-06-003, that 

deposits and re-establishment deposits can create financial hurdles for residential customers and 

the Commission should reduce financial burdens caused by deposits.10 

The Ruling also asks questions regarding the CBO pilot, AMP, and PIPP, and the 

possible future iterations of those programs.11 In response to these questions, CalCCA reiterates 

its Opening Comments12 to the October 13, 2025, E-Mail Ruling on Arrearage Related 

Assistance Program (ARAP Ruling),13 which asks similar questions about the future of these 

pilots. While CalCCA does not have feedback on the CBO pilot at this time, as no participating 

zip codes are in community choice aggregator service areas, it recommends that AMP and PIPP 

be established as permanent programs to continue providing support to low-income customers, 

as detailed in its ARAP Comments.  

As set forth below, CalCCA respectfully recommends that the Commission: 

 
8  California Public Utilities Commission, CPUC Environmental & Social Justice Action Plan (Apr. 
7, 2022) (ESJ Action Plan). 
9  Workshop Slides, at 30, 36, 44. 
10  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.18-05-005 (June 
11, 2020), at 140, Conclusion of Law 7 and 8. 
11  Ruling at 9-13. 
12  California Community Choice Association’s Opening Comments on E-Mail Ruling on Arrearage-
Related Assistance Programs (CalCCA ARAP Comments), R.18-07-005 (Nov. 14, 2025). 
13  E-Mail Ruling on Arrearage Related Assistance Program, R.18-07-005 (Oct. 13, 2025), at 5-7. 
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• Open a successor rulemaking to consider the future of customer protections to 
provide an accessible and efficient venue to discuss these important issues; 

• Maintain the disconnection rate caps and reject the use of disconnections as the 
primary lever for reducing arrearages because disconnecting customers does not 
address the underlying issues causing high arrearages and undermines the 
Commission’s ESJ Action Plan; 

• Reject the IOUs’ recommendations to remove the prohibition on collecting 
deposits because deposits also undermine the Commission’s ESJ Action Plan and 
are an inefficient method of reducing costs; 

• Establish PIPP as a permanent program with the following parameters: 

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

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

o 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 singularly overhauling the 
CARE program; and 

o Reject the PIPP Evaluation 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.14 

• Establish AMP as a permanent program with the following parameters: 

o Reject the recommendation to require customers to complete CARE post-
enrollment verification before AMP enrollment because it would add 
unnecessary administrative burden on customers;15 

o Reduce the bill payment requirement for eligibility in AMP from 24 
months to 12 months, rather than the six months recommended by the 
AMP Evaluation;16 

 
14  Percentage of Income Payment Plan Pilot Program Final Evaluation Report (PIPP Evaluation), 
R.18-07-005 (Mar. 17, 2025), Attachment A, at 80 (recommending mandatory participation in ESA for 
high-energy usage customers). 
15  Arrearage Management Plan Final Evaluation Report (AMP Evaluation), R.18-07-005 (Oct. 1, 
2025), 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).  
16  Id. at 11 (listing the IOU staff recommendation to reduce the window for past payments from 24 
months to six months or 12 months).  
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o 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; 

o Require IOUs to communicate with customers prior to removing them 
from AMP, including informing customers of local CBOs available for 
bill assistance; 

o Reject the AMP Evaluation recommendation to adopt a five-year stay-out 
provision after completing AMP; 17 

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

o Require IOUs to send a payment reminder to AMP participants one week 
prior to a bill due date via the customer’s desired communication methods; 
and  

o Reject the AMP Evaluation recommendation to allow IOUs to disconnect 
customers participating in AMP, and to instead rely on individual IOU 
disconnection thresholds for disconnections for AMP customers.18 

II. A SUCCESSOR RULEMAKING SHOULD BE OPENED TO CONSIDER THE 
FUTURE OF CUSTOMER DISCONNECTION PROTECTIONS AND 
ARREARAGE REDUCTIONS  

The most efficient and reasonable way to adequately address the difficult questions and 

issues remaining in this proceeding is to open a successor rulemaking. This proceeding has 

accomplished much in the eight years it has been open, but as evidenced by the volume of 

questions in the Ruling, there is still much to discuss. Numerous questions in the Ruling ask 

about venues, processes, or other considerations related to customer protections that may be 

available beyond the current statutory deadline of this proceeding of December 31, 2026.19 

 
17  Id. at 103-104 (stating that a five-year stay-out provision will ensure customers have reestablished 
good payment patterns and are only re-entering AMP after facing additional hardship). 
18  Id. at 103 (recommending customers be disconnected when AMP unenrollment criteria are met). 
19  CalCCA considers at least 17 questions in the Ruling to relate to activities that either require 
more time than is remaining to adequately and publicly discuss, or that require reacting to results of future 
reports that will occur after December 31, 2026. 



 

6 

Additionally, an entire section of the Ruling asks questions about the future of ongoing support 

for customers at risk of disconnections and where discussions should happen.20 The most 

reasonable and efficient method to facilitate continued discussions, process development, and 

program modifications and development is to open a successor rulemaking. 

This proceeding opened in response to SB 598, which ordered the Commission to 

develop policies, rules, or regulations to reduce disconnections due to nonpayment by residential 

customers by January 1, 2024.21 While the COVID-19 pandemic interrupted progress towards 

reducing arrearages, it provided further disconnection protections through a moratorium.22 As 

Californians face the realities of a post-COVID world, arrearages remain high, and disconnection 

rate caps have decreased.23 Customers face a different environment now than when this 

proceeding was opened, but many similar challenges remain. At the core of these challenges are 

public health and difficult economic realities, exacerbated by ever-increasing electricity rates. 

Additionally, the recent closure of the Affordability Rulemaking, R.18-07-006, means parties 

lack a dedicated forum to coordinate and focus on these issues.24 There are also many program 

recommendations circulating from parties for AMP, PIPP, and the CBO Pilot, all of which must 

be given sufficient discussion. For example, PG&E recommends removing payment 

allowances,25 which are an aspect of AMP. This is not a recommendation the AMP Evaluation 

 
20  Ruling, at 16-17 (discussing questions related to ongoing support for customers at risk of 
disconnection). 
21  Senate Bill 598 (SB 598) (Hueso 2017, Ch. 362, Stats. 2017). 
22  Resolution M-4842, Emergency Authorization and Order Directing Utilities to Implement 
Emergency Customer Protections to Support California Customers During the COVID-19 Pandemic, 
Executive Division (Apr. 16, 2020). 
23  See, e.g., Workshop Slides, at Slide 32 (depicting PG&E’s timeline of arrearages labeled with 
decreasing disconnection rate caps over time). 
24  D.25-12-044, Decision Updating the Affordability Framework and Closing Proceeding (Dec. 18, 
2025). 
25  See Workshop Slides, at Slide 35. 
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considers, and therefore, parties do not have data to support the recommendation, nor have 

parties had much time to consider its customer impact. Rather than prematurely adopting 

program recommendations now, a successor proceeding would allow for more robust discussion 

of program changes for customer protections to ensure programs are optimized. The Commission 

should therefore plan to open a new rulemaking to continue to address customer protections in 

the context of disconnections, affordability, and arrearages. Rather than fracturing these related 

discussions into siloes, a new rulemaking will allow for a robust record to be developed in an 

efficient way and in a single venue. 

III. THE DISCONNECTION RATE CAPS SHOULD BE MAINTAINED AND 
DISCONNECTIONS SHOULD NOT BE USED AS THE PRIMARY LEVER TO 
ADDRESS ARREARAGES BECAUSE THEY FAIL TO ADDRESS THE 
CONTRIBUTING UNDERLYING CAUSES OF UNPAID BILLS AND 
UNDERMINE THE ESJ ACTION PLAN 

The Commission and stakeholders should not view disconnecting customers as the 

primary lever for reducing arrearages. Presentations from PG&E, SCE, SoCalGas, and San 

Diego Gas & Electric Company supporting the increase and/or removal of disconnection caps all 

assert an inherent correlation between increased disconnection rates and reductions in 

arrearages.26 While a correlation may exist, additional data is required to make that conclusion. If 

any such correlation is considered in isolation, it ignores the real public health, safety, and 

economic impacts to customers and communities from disconnections that must be considered 

and acknowledged before any changes to increase or remove disconnection rate caps are made.  

There are two primary reasons why disconnections are not a desirable tool for managing 

arrearages. First, disconnections disproportionately impact Black and Latino households and 

families with young children, even when controlling for income, energy costs, and housing 

 
26  Id. at Slides 27, 33, 43, 50. 
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conditions.27 Disconnections are also positively correlated with low-income families, disabled 

residents, and renters.28 Plowing ahead with increases or removal of disconnection caps to 

address arrearages would therefore ignore empirical findings that disconnections 

disproportionately impact vulnerable and underrepresented communities. The Commission has 

actively acknowledged the need to protect these communities as stated in the Commission’s ESJ 

Action Plan.29 Increasing or removing disconnection caps would directly conflict with the 

Commission’s ESJ Action Plan and could reverse its past work to reduce disconnections and 

current work to provide support to ESJ communities. 

Second, any correlation between increased disconnections and reductions in arrearages 

does not address the underlying issue contributing to elevated arrearages: high electricity rates 

due to high costs. While holding high levels of arrearages can put upward pressure on rates 

through socializing uncollectibles across ratepayers, the added holding cost is modest compared 

to other utility costs. The Commission has consistently found in the last several years that the 

primary cost drivers for utility rates are wildfire-related costs, rooftop solar-related costs, and 

higher investment in distribution infrastructure.30 The risk of disconnection does not help 

customers pay high electricity rates. Instead, it forces them to prioritize their utility bill over 

other necessities or even to resort to high-interest-rate payday loans.31  

 
27  Nature Communications, Assessing Demographic Vulnerability and Weather Impacts on Utility 
Disconnections in California, Trevor Memmott, David M. Konisky, and Sanya Carley (Apr 17, 2024), at 6. 
28  California Public Utilities Commission, Report on Residential and Household Utility Service 
Disconnections Pursuant to Public Utilities Code Section 910.5 (Apr. 1, 2024), at 11. 
29  ESJ Action Plan, at 2 (describing ESJ communities as predominantly communities of color or 
low-income communities that are underrepresented in the policy setting or decision-making process, 
subject to a disproportionate impact from one or more environmental hazards, and are likely to experience 
disparate implementation of environmental regulations and socioeconomic investments in their 
communities). 
30  California Public Utilities Commission, 2025 Senate Bill 695 Report (Sept. 2025), at 2-3 
(describing the three primary drivers of increased costs). 
31  Parties, including The Utility Reform Network, mentioned these possibilities during the Workshop. 
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IOU presentations at the Workshop, on the other hand, emphasized arrearage reductions 

resulting from disconnections. For example, PG&E estimated that a one percentage point 

increase in its disconnection rate cap would reduce arrearages by $88 million, and SCE estimated 

that the same cap increase would reduce arrearages by $27 million.32 To put this into 

perspective, PG&E’s estimate would involve disconnecting 56,746 customers to achieve the 

reduction it cites.33 Even taking the assumption that a $27 million decrease in arrearages directly 

lowers revenue requirement by $27 million for all customers, this represents less than two 

thousandths of PG&E’s latest General Rate Case revenue requirement for 2027 of $16.6 

billion.34 Interrupting the lives of over 50,000 additional customers for this modest reduction in 

costs is unreasonable, especially given the demographics more heavily impacted by 

disconnections. Without reducing more significant utility costs, customers who are disconnected 

will face the same high rates that led them to get behind on bills in the first place, even if they are 

reconnected within a short period of time. Disconnections exacerbate existing equity issues and 

do not address the root cause of customers’ increasing arrearages, and therefore, should not be 

considered a primary lever for managing arrearages. 

IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT IOU RECOMMENDATIONS TO 
REMOVE THE PROHIBITION ON RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMER DEPOSITS TO 
AVOID UNNECESSARY FINANCIAL BURDENS 

Recommendations from the IOUs to reinstate customer deposits impose unnecessary 

financial burdens on customers without an equivalent benefit to all customers. PG&E, SCE, and 

SoCalGas recommended at the Workshop to remove the prohibition on residential customer 

 
32  Id. at slide 27. 
33  Id. at 33 (calculating the difference between 198,611 customer disconnections associated with 
PG&E’s current cap of 3.5 percent and 255,357 disconnections associated with a 4.5 percent 
disconnection cap). 
34  2027 General Rate Case Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company, A.25-05-009 (May 
15, 2025), at 22, Table 1. 
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deposits as a means to reduce arrearages.35 SCE even identifies this prohibition on deposits as a 

“policy gap.”36 To the contrary, the Commission has been clear on its view of residential 

customer deposits and has established the prohibition as a policy. In D.20-06-003, the 

Commission explains that deposits create financial hurdles for residential customers and that it 

should take action to reduce the financial burdens of deposits.37 The Decision operationalizes 

this view by prohibiting deposits for new service and for the reestablishment of service.38 The 

same rationale described above applies to deposits, especially those for reestablishing service: 

deposits undermine the Commission’s ESJ Action Plan goals and do not provide an efficient 

means of reducing arrearages compared to addressing larger cost drivers. Therefore, the 

Commission should reject the IOUs’ recommendations to reinstate customer deposits. 

V. PIPP SHOULD BE PERMANENTLY ADOPTED TO ENSURE THE 
CONTINUED SUPPORT TO LOW-INCOME CUSTOMERS 

As CalCCA recommended in its Opening Comments to the ARAP Ruling, the 

Commission should establish PIPP as a permanent program to continue providing support to 

low-income customers.39 Additionally, as recommended and explained in the CalCCA ARAP 

Comments, the Commission should: 

• 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 singularly 
overhauling the CARE program; and 

 
35  Workshop Slides, at 36; see also Id. at 30; see also Id. at 44. 
36  Id. at 30. 
37  D.20-06-003, at 140, COL 7 and 8. 
38  Id. at 147, OP 8 and 9. 
39  CalCCA ARAP Comments, at 3. 
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• Reject the PIPP Evaluation recommendation to require high-energy usage 
customers in PIPP to participate in the ESA program unless more data is provided 
to warrant doing so.40 

VI. AMP SHOULD BE PERMANENTLY ADOPTED TO ENSURE CUSTOMERS 
CONTINUE RECEIVING SUPPORT IN PAYING DOWN ARREARAGES 

As CalCCA recommended in its ARAP Comments, the Commission should also establish 

AMP as a permanent program to continue providing customers with support in managing 

arrearages.41 Additionally, as recommended and explained in the ARAP Comments, the 

Commission should: 

• Reject the recommendation to require customers to complete CARE post-
enrollment verification before AMP enrollment because it would add unnecessary 
administrative burden on customers;42 

• Reduce the bill payment requirement for eligibility in AMP from 24 months to 12 
months, rather than the six months recommended by the AMP Evaluation;43 

• 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; 

• Reject suggestions to eliminate the missed payments allowance or to reduce the 
number of allowed missed payments;  

• Require IOUs to communicate with customers prior to removing them from AMP, 
including informing customers of local CBOs available for bill assistance; 

• Reject the AMP Evaluation recommendation to adopt a five-year stay-out 
provision after completing AMP; 44 

 
40  PIPP Evaluation, Attachment A, at 80 (recommending mandatory participation in ESA for high-
energy usage customers). 
41  Ibid. 
42  AMP Evaluation, 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).  
43  Id. at 11 (listing the IOU staff recommendation to reduce the window for past payments from 24 
months to six months or 12 months).  
44  Id. at 103-104 (stating that a five-year stay-out provision will ensure customers have reestablished 
good payment patterns and are only re-entering AMP after facing additional hardship). 
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• Require IOUs to provide customers with on-bill or online AMP participation 
metrics, including the original AMP arrearage, the amount forgiven each month, 
the amount forgiven to date, and the amount remaining; 

• Require IOUs to send a payment reminder to AMP participants one week prior to 
a bill due date via the customer’s desired communication methods; and 

• Reject the AMP Evaluation recommendation to allow IOUs to disconnect 
customers participating in AMP, and to instead rely on individual IOU 
disconnection thresholds for disconnections for AMP customers.45 

VII. CALCCA RESPONSES TO COMMENTS SET OUT IN THE RULING 

2. Discussion Questions - Disconnections Caps 

● If the Commission were to modify the disconnection caps, what steps should 
it take to mitigate the party concerns discussed above? Present as detailed a 
proposal as you are able.  

The Commission should not modify disconnection rate caps at this time. See Section 3, 

above. 

● If the Commission were to modify the disconnections caps, what adjustment 
should be made? Specifically, should the Commission increase or decrease 
the caps, and if so, by what amount?  

The Commission should not modify disconnection rate caps at this time. See Section 3, 

above. 

● Provide any other comments or recommendations as to how the Commission 
should address lifting the caps, increasing the caps, or leaving the caps at 
current levels.  

The Commission should not modify disconnection rate caps at this time. See Section 3, 

above. 

 
45  Id. at 103 (recommending customers be disconnected when AMP unenrollment criteria are met). 
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● If the Commission raised the disconnection caps, what mechanisms should 
the Commission implement to control unintended consequences, such as 
rapid spikes in disconnections without adequate notice or engagement of 
customers, disconnections of customers making good faith efforts to pay off 
especially burdensome arrearages, unreasonable use of disconnections to 
compel payment of amounts that are relatively inconsequential to overall 
arrearage levels, or heavy concentration of disconnections in specific or 
vulnerable communities?  

The Commission should not modify disconnection rate caps at this time. See Section 3, 

above. 

● Should the Commission create a process for the IOUs to seek authorization 
to raise caps by a specific amount so that there is an opportunity for 
comment and deliberation? If so, what should that process be? 

The Commission should not modify disconnection rate caps at this time. See Section 3, 

above. 

● How should any such process incorporate public input, updated data, and 
implementation experience into its understanding of whether the caps are set 
at an appropriate level or should be raised or lowered? 

The Commission should not modify disconnection rate caps at this time, but a successor 

rulemaking could be a venue to incorporate public input and updated data. See Sections 2 and 3, 

above. 

● Should the Commission establish “circuit breaker” conditions that would 
pause or reverse an increase in the disconnection caps? If so, what specific 
factors should trigger a “circuit breaker” and how should a halt or reversal 
be implemented or removed once the “circuit breaker” condition is resolved?  

The Commission should not modify disconnection rate caps at this time. See Section 3, 

above. 

● Some parties have argued that the prohibition on disconnecting more than 30 
percent of customers in a ZIP code functionally bans disconnection in low-
population ZIP codes.  
○ Is it reasonable to remove this restriction for populations with fewer 

than 100 customers? If not, what should the Commission do to 
preserve the intent of this protection while addressing party concerns 
about its functional workability in areas with low population density?  
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No. The Commission should not modify disconnection rate caps at this time. See Section 

3, above. 

○ Are there other mechanisms or data sources the Commission should 
utilize to prevent disconnection “hotspots” from emerging in low-
population vulnerable communities without inadvertently prohibiting 
disconnections only in areas with low population density?  

The Commission should not modify disconnection rate caps at this time. See Section 3, 

above. 

○ Is there a risk of minimizing the public health, economic, or social 
impacts on vulnerable communities that become “hotspots” of 
disconnections? If so, how should the Commission minimize and 
mitigate those impacts? 

Yes. See Section 3, above. 

3. Discussion Questions - Community Based Organization Pilot Program (CBO Pilot) 

● What are the merits/concerns of the advice letter process referenced above?  

CalCCA has no comments on the CBO Pilot at this time. 

● How should the Commission incorporate lessons learned through the 
evaluation of the CBO pilot if this proceeding were closed?  

CalCCA has no comments on the CBO Pilot at this time. 

● Should the pilot’s sunset date be extended to enable more data collection and 
comprehensive evaluation of the pilot’s effectiveness?  

CalCCA has no comments on the CBO Pilot at this time. 

● Should the Commission consider lessons learned through this pilot in other 
proceedings or ongoing activities? If so what other proceedings should be 
considered?  

The Commission should consider lessons learned through the pilot in a successor 

proceeding discussing customer protections. See Section 2, above. 

● If the lessons learned are to be evaluated and considered after this 
proceeding closes, what proceeding should the evaluation be conducted 
through? For instance, should the evaluation be considered in Application 
(A.) 25-06-022, A.26-01-003, or another proceeding? 
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The Commission should consider lessons learned through the pilot in a successor 

proceeding discussing customer protections. See Section 2, above. 

4. Discussion Questions - Arrearage Management Program (AMP) 

● Should the Commission extend AMP’s sunset date or allow it to expire on 
October 1, 2026?  

The Commission should establish AMP as a permanent program to continue providing 

arrearage management support to low-income customers. See Section 5, above. 

● If the program is allowed to expire, what if any other provisions or 
safeguards should the Commission consider for customers at risk of 
disconnection?  

The Commission should work to keep continuity for customers in AMP between the pilot 

and a permanent version of the program. See Section 5, above. 

● If the program is allowed to continue beyond the current expiration date, 
should the Commission make the following program modifications set out in 
the evaluation report and/or recommended by parties that could affect 
program effectiveness, total program costs, and program complexity? If so, 
discuss how and why. 
○ Adopting the evaluation report’s suggestion to require customers who 

apply for AMP to complete a post enrollment verification of 
CARE/FERA status and to remove ineligible customers after 
verification.  

No. See Section 5, above. 

○ Adopting the evaluation report’s recommendation to require 
disconnection and disenrollment of AMP participants who miss 
payments, rather than just removal from AMP.  

No. See Section 5, above. 

○ Adopting the evaluation report’s recommendation to require the 
IOUs to send communications to a customer before they are 
involuntarily removed from AMP with information on available 
resources. What information should these communications provide?  

Yes. See Section 5, above. 
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○ Adopting the evaluation report’s recommendation to limit AMP 
reenrollment to after five years.  

No. See Section 5, above. 

○ Adopting the evaluation report’s recommendation to require the 
IOUs to include an AMP specific insert in customer bills that contains 
specific information about AMP progress. What information should 
this bill insert contain?  

Yes. See Section 5, above. 

○ Adopting the evaluation report’s recommendation to require the 
IOUs to remind AMP customers about their upcoming bill one week 
prior to the due date or if there is a missed payment. How should 
these notifications be provided, and what information should they 
contain?  

Yes. See Section 5, above. 

○ Adopting the evaluation report’s recommendation to change AMP 
eligibility requirements to a payment made in the last 24 months, or 
some other time period.  

No. See Section 5, above. 

○ Adopting the party recommendation to provide different options to 
customers who make a partial payment compared to the options 
provided to those who make no payment at all? 

Yes. See Section 5, above. 

○ Adopting California Community Choice Association’s (CalCCA’s) 
recommendation to require the IOUs to provide on-bill or online each 
participant’s AMP information, such as:  

▪ original AMP arrearage,  

▪ the amount forgiven each month,  

▪ the amount forgiven to date, and  

▪ the amount remaining.  

Yes. See Section 5, above. 
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○ Adopting the Joint Consumers’ recommendation to conduct another 
evaluation of AMP in 5 years, especially if there are substantial 
program design changes adopted now.  

Yes. See Section 5, above. 

○ Adopting SCE’s recommendation to reduce the AMP forgiveness 
thresholds from $8,000 to $4,000 to promote affordability for all 
customers.  

No. AMP is designed to scale its forgiveness to the level needed by participants and to 

provide a large enough forgiveness ceiling is important for actually allowing customers to get the 

benefit of forgiving all their arrearages to provide a fresh start and continue to pay bills on time. 

5. Discussions Questions - Percentage of Income Pilot Program (PIPP) 

● Should the Commission extend PIPP’s sunset date or let it expire on 
February 1, 2027? 

The Commission should establish PIPP as a permanent program to continue providing 

bill assistance to low-income customers. See Section 4, above. 

● If the program expires as currently set, should the Commission take action to 
minimize the risk of disconnecting current participants? If so, how?  

The Commission should not let PIPP expire and should work to provide continuity from 

the pilot to a permanent version. See Section 4, above. 

● If recommending that the program continue, discuss how the following 
program modifications proposed by parties and in the PIPP evaluation 
report could affect program effectiveness, total program costs, and program 
complexity.  
○ Limiting eligibility for PIPP to certain customers to mitigate cost 

impacts and target the program’s benefits to customers with the 
greatest demonstrated need.  

No. See Section 4, above. 

▪ Which subset of customers should the IOUs target for 
enrollment? Why? 

The IOUs should continue to target the low-income customers, such as those on CARE. 
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▪ Would limiting eligibility to these customers mitigate costs 
enough to justify continuation of the program?  

Providing bill assistance to PIPP participants is justification for continuing the program. 

See Section 4, above. 

▪ Are there other options to mitigate costs while retaining PIPP 
in some form for customers with demonstrated need for the 
program? 

Primary cost drivers as identified by the Commission should be reduced to lower rates for 

all customers. See Section 3, above. 

● Should the Commission extend the PIPP sunset date? If so, what should be 
the new sunset date?  

The Commission need not extend the sunset date if it plans to establish a permanent 

version of PIPP. See Section 4, above. 

○ If the Commission extends the PIPP sunset date, should the 
Commission order an updated evaluation in order to understand the 
effects of these changes on participant benefits, participant behavior, 
and total program costs? 

An updated evaluation is prudent, regardless of a permanent or extended version of PIPP. 

See Section 4, above. 

● Should the Commission consider a limited continuation of the program that 
services existing participants until they are able to leave the program without 
adding additional participants? 

At bare minimum, those receiving support should continue to receive it until they are no 

longer eligible. However, the Commission should establish a permanent version of PIPP as 

described in Section 4, above. 

6. Discussion Questions: Ongoing Support for Customers at Risk of Disconnection 

● Should the Commission order an ongoing process or working group to 
consider and develop best practices to address factors that increase risk of 
disconnection or limit reconnections?  
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The Commission should establish a successor rulemaking to discuss customer protections 

related to disconnections, arrearages, and affordability. See Section 2, above. 

○ If so, describe implementation recommendations for such process and 
scope of issues for any recommended working group to address. •  

In a successor proceeding, the Commission can follow standard processes for scope and 

discussions. See Section 2, above. 

● If the Commission ordered an ongoing process or working group, what 
entities should be included in that process or working group?  

The Commission should include parties that respond to a successor rulemaking’s Order 

Instituting Rulemaking (OIR) and those that motion for party status. Mailing of the OIR should 

be provided to the service lists of R.18-07-005 and the Affordability proceeding, R.18-07-006. 

○ For example, should the Commission look to legislative direction of 
Pub. Util. Code Section 718(a) to convene stakeholders such as public 
health officials, consumer advocates, and organizations representing 
low-income communities, or should the Commission consider 
additional entities beyond those identified in statute?  

In a successor rulemaking, the Commission can plan workshops and invite public health 

officials, consumer advocates, and organizations representing low-income communities as it has 

for previous workshops in this proceeding.  

○ Are there any existing working groups or other ongoing processes for 
which these items would be reasonable additions to existing work? 

CalCCA has no comment at this time. 

● What is/are the appropriate venue(s) where these issues could be considered 
on an ongoing basis when this proceeding is closed?  

The most reasonable venue is a successor rulemaking. See Section 2, above. 
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○ For example, should these issues be considered in A.25-06-022,21 
A.26-01-003, Rulemaking 25-07-013, specific phases of individual 
General Rate Cases, procedural vehicles complying with the 
Commission’s direction to propose demand flexibility rates for all 
customer classes, or a non-proceeding venue such as an interagency 
summit or en banc Commission meeting? 

The most reasonable venue is a successor rulemaking. See Section 2, above. 

VIII. 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, 
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