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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

CalCCA recommends the Commission: 

• Reject IOU recommendations to increase or remove the disconnection rate caps 
because it would disrupt the lives of thousands of customers without addressing 
the underlying drivers of arrearages; 

• Reject PG&E’s recommendation to terminate as unnecessary any ongoing 
processes to consider addressing disconnections because the recommendation is 
contradicted by the realities of the affordability crisis; 

• Reject the IOUs’ recommendation to address customer protections on an ongoing 
basis only through advice letter processes because this limited process will not 
allow for sufficient intervenor and consumer group participation in crafting those 
customer protections; 

• Consider party recommendations on PIPP, AMP, and the CBO pilot in the context 
of a consolidated customer support program to lower administrative burden; 

• Continue testing PIPP-style programs to ensure continued and effective support to 
low-income customers; and 

• Reject SDG&E’s opposition to allowing customers in the AMP program to make 
partial payments because it ignores the potential for customers to improve bill 
payment consistency. 

 
1  Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document. 
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CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY 
COMMENTS ON ASSIGNED COMMISSIONER’S RULING SETTING 

WORKSHOP AND ORDERING COMMENTS 
 
 

California Community Choice Association2 (CalCCA) submits these Reply 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 

forth in the Ruling and the information discussed during the March 11, 2026, Workshop 

(Workshop). 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Party Opening Comments present a diverse set of perspectives across investor-owned 

utilities (IOU) and consumer advocate groups. While many of the consumer advocate parties 

 
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). All references to Opening Comments refer to party opening comments to the 
Ruling, filed on or about March 25, 2026. 
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oppose raising or removing disconnection rate caps,4 Southern California Gas Company 

(SoCalGas), Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Edison Company 

(SCE), and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) (collectively, the IOUs) continue to 

advocate for either significant increases to or removal of the caps.5 Proposals to raise or remove 

disconnection caps are unreasonable, harmful, and provide little rate benefit to customers in 

terms of reductions to arrearages when compared to addressing other cost drivers. In contrast to 

CalCCA Opening Comments recommending a successor rulemaking to continue to discuss the 

future of customer disconnection protections,6 PG&E believes no additional discussion is 

necessary regarding program updates or further development of customer protections.7 In 

addition, PG&E and SCE propose Tier 2 advice letter processes for making modifications to 

disconnection rate caps.8 Echoing the Joint Consumers Opening Comments, this process would 

not provide sufficient opportunity for intervenors to perform discovery and review the impacts of 

proposed changes.9 The volume of open questions in the Ruling and the clear disagreement 

among parties as to what solutions should be, points to the need for further discussion among the 

California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) and stakeholders. Therefore, the best 

solution is to create a successor rulemaking.  

 
4  Center for Biological Diversity (CBD) Opening Comments, at 5; Public Advocates Office (Cal 
Advocates) Opening Comments, at 1; The Utility Reform Network (TURN), Center for Accessible 
Technology (CforAT), and National Consumer Law Center) (collectively Joint Consumers) Opening 
Comments, at 4.  
5  SoCalGas Opening Comments, at 3; PG&E Opening Comments, at 2; SCE Opening Comments, 
at 8; SDG&E Opening Comments, at 5. 
6  CalCCA Opening Comments, at 5. 
7  PG&E Opening Comments, at 17-18 (suggesting an ongoing process or working group would 
create unnecessary additional costs for customers). 
8  PG&E Opening Comments, at 5; SCE Opening Comments, at 9. 
9  Joint Consumers Opening Comments, at 9. 
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Additionally, Opening Comments present a myriad of recommendations for the 

Percentage of Income Payment Plan (PIPP) Pilot, the Arrearage Management Plan (AMP) Pilot, 

and the Community-Based Organization (CBO) Pilot. The Commission should consider 

consolidating these customer assistance programs into an umbrella assistance program to more 

efficiently offer services to vulnerable customers and streamline the administrative needs of the 

currently separate programs. This would facilitate making adjustments to PIPP, which the IOUs 

oppose extending into a permanent program for customers.10 The proposals to discontinue PIPP 

rely on the pilot’s results presented in the PIPP Evaluation, which states that the pilot has not yet 

met all of its goals.11 Instead of discontinuing the program, these results should motivate 

adjustments to continue to offer payment assistance to low-income customers. 

Finally, SDG&E mischaracterizes the proposal to allow partial payments in AMP to count 

toward arrearage forgiveness, or at least prevent removal from the program. SDG&E believes that 

it “would not promote positive payment behavior among participants.”12 This view ignores the 

structure of AMP, which emphasizes making consistent, on-time payments, as well as the reality 

that electric bills are high, even for customers in the California Alternative Rates for Energy 

(CARE) program. Partial payments would still support making payments consistently and on time. 

In summary, CalCCA recommends the Commission: 

• Reject IOU recommendations to increase or remove the disconnection rate caps 
because it would disrupt the lives of thousands of customers without addressing 
the underlying drivers of arrearages; 

 
10  SoCalGas Opening Comments, at 12; PG&E Opening Comments, at 13; SCE Opening 
Comments, at 16; SDG&E Opening Comments, at 16.  
11  Percentage of Income Payment Plan Pilot Program Final Evaluation Report (PIPP Evaluation), 
R.18-07-005 (Mar. 17, 2025), at Attachment A, viii, Research Question 10. 
12  SDG&E Opening Comments, at 15. 



 

4 

• Reject PG&E’s recommendation to terminate as unnecessary any ongoing 
processes to consider addressing disconnections because the recommendation is 
contradicted by the realities of the affordability crisis; 

• Reject the IOUs’ recommendation to address customer protections on an ongoing 
basis only through advice letter processes because this limited process will not 
allow for sufficient intervenor and consumer group participation in crafting those 
customer protections; 

• Consider party recommendations on PIPP, AMP, and the CBO pilot in the context 
of a consolidated customer support program to lower administrative burden; 

• Continue testing PIPP-style programs to ensure continued and effective support to 
low-income customers; and 

• Reject SDG&E’s opposition to allowing customers in the AMP program to make 
partial payments because it ignores the potential for customers to improve bill 
payment consistency. 

II. IOU RECOMMENDATIONS TO INCREASE OR REMOVE THE 
DISCONNECTION RATE CAPS WOULD CAUSE UNNECESSARY HARM FOR 
LITTLE BENEFIT AND SHOULD BE REJECTED 

Recommendations from the IOUs to increase or remove disconnection rate caps would 

provide little benefit, cause unnecessary harm, and should be rejected. 13 While these parties 

provide varying degrees of support for the increase of disconnection rate caps, the potential harm 

of increasing disconnections at this time greatly outweighs the potential benefits. In Opening 

Comments, SCE estimates that in 2025, arrearages cost non-CARE customers $24 per year.14 To 

put this into perspective, SCE’s website estimates a monthly bill of $196.48 for a non-CARE 

residential customer, or $2357.76 annually. This means that SCE’s estimated carrying cost to 

customers of arrearages is one percent of the total annual cost. Therefore, if SCE cut arrearages 

in half through disconnecting more customers, this would provide a half-percent annual savings 

 
13  SoCalGas Opening Comments, at 3; PG&E Opening Comments, at 2; SCE Opening Comments, 
at 8; SDG&E Opening Comments, at 5. 
14  SCE Opening Comments, at 2 (stating that SCE estimates arrearages caused an estimated bill 
increase of $2 per month for non-CARE customers). 
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to other customers. At the same time, tens of thousands of customers would experience 

disconnections, which, as CalCCA pointed out in Opening Comments, disproportionately impact 

Black, Latino, low-income customers, as well as renters. All of these customers are specifically 

targeted in the Commission’s Environmental and Social Justice Action Plan.15 In addition, 

annual fluctuations of IOU rates can easily undo any bill savings from reducing arrearage 

carrying costs.16 This is yet another indication that arrearages are not the primary driver of 

residential rates. Disconnections are an inefficient and harmful way to lower customer bills, and 

the Commission should therefore reject proposals to increase the disconnection rate caps. 

III. PG&E’S RECOMMENDATION TO TERMINATE ANY ONGOING 
PROCESSES TO CONSIDER ADDRESSING DISCONNECTIONS SHOULD BE 
REJECTED BECAUSE IT IS CONTRADICTED BY THE CLEAR NEED FOR 
IMPROVEMENTS TO CUSTOMER PROTECTIONS 

The Commission should dismiss PG&E’s recommendation to terminate any ongoing 

processes to consider addressing disconnections given the realities of the current electric rate 

affordability crisis and by the activities in this proceeding. PG&E states in Opening Comments 

that: 

[t]he Commission should not order an ongoing process or working 
group to consider and develop best practices to address factors that 
increase risk of disconnection or limit reconnections. The 
Commission opened this rulemaking proceeding nearly eight years 
ago to adopt rules and policies that reduce disconnections and 
improve reconnection processes and outcomes for disconnected 
customers. Since 2018, parties have provided feedback via rulings, 
workshops, and more, building a very robust record. An ongoing 

 
15  CalCCA Opening Comments, at 7-8. 
16  See SCE AL 5449-E, Final Implementation of Southern California Edison Company’s 
Consolidated Revenue Requirement and Rate Change on January 1, 2025 (Dec. 30, 2024), at 29 (stating 
SCE’s bundled residential rates increased 1.4 percent from 2024 to 2025); see also SCE AL 5725-E, 
Final Implementation of Southern California Edison Company’s Consolidated Revenue Requirement and 
Rate Change on January 1, 2026 (Dec. 30, 2025), at 30 (stating SCE’s bundled residential rates decreased 
2.9 percent from 2025 to 2026). 
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process or working group would create unnecessary additional costs 
for customers.17 

PG&E appears to believe that the problems this proceeding was opened to address are all solved. 

However, the volume of questions in the Ruling directly contradicts this conclusion. Many open 

questions remain that require time and attention from a diverse set of stakeholders. An ongoing 

process, such as a successor rulemaking to consider customer protections, would not represent an 

“unnecessary additional cost for customers.” On the contrary, it is very necessary, given that 

rates and arrearages are still high, to use resources to improve customer support and protection 

programs. Therefore, the Commission should continue to discuss and improve customer 

protections and address arrearages in a successor rulemaking.  

IV. THE IOUS RECOMMENDATION THAT THE COMMISSION ADDRESS 
FUTURE CUSTOMER PROTECTIONS THROUGH IOU ADVICE LETTER 
FILINGS FAILS TO ALLOW SUFFICIENT INTERVENOR AND CONSUMER 
GROUP PARTICIPATION AND INTERVENTION IN DEVELOPING SUCH 
PROTECTIONS 

The Commission should reject IOU recommendations to modify vital customer 

protections merely through Advice Letter processes because this process will not provide 

sufficient opportunities for intervenors and consumer groups to participate and intervene in 

developing such programs. PG&E and SCE recommend using the Advice Letter process 

regarding raising disconnection caps.18 CalCCA agrees with the Joint Consumers’ 

recommendation that the IOUs’ Advice Letter proposals be rejected. First, Advice Letters create 

a context in which proposals are fundamentally shaped by the IOUs through the submission of 

the Advice Letters.19 Second, for Tier Two Advice Letters, as proposed by SCE, no opportunity 

 
17  PG&E Opening Comments, at 17-18. 
18  PG&E Opening Comments, at 5 (responding to question five of the Ruling); SCE Opening 
Comments, at 5 (proposing that changes to disconnection rate caps be implemented through a Tier Two 
Advice Letter process). 
19  See Joint Consumers Opening Comments, at 9. 
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exists for competing proposals from other parties.20 Lastly, an Advice Letter process will not 

result in a Commission action allowing requests for intervenor compensation, on which many 

consumer groups rely.21 Therefore, the Commission should not adopt an Advice Letter process 

for potential updates to disconnection-related policies or programs and instead do so through a 

successor rulemaking or a consolidated application proceeding with all IOUs.  

V. THE COMMISSION SHOULD CONSIDER PROPOSALS FOR AMP, PIPP, AND 
THE CBO PILOT IN THE CONTEXT OF A CONSOLIDATED CUSTOMER 
SUPPORT PROGRAM TO LOWER THE ADMINISTRATIVE BURDEN 

Party proposals on PIPP, AMP, and the CBO Pilot in response to the Ruling demonstrate 

the wide array of positions on the future of those pilot programs, and the Commission should 

consider the feedback in the context of a consolidated customer support program. For example, 

regarding PIPP, the Joint Consumers argue that a future version of PIPP should only be for 

medical baseline customers.22 Utility Consumers’ Action Network (UCAN) argues PIPP should 

be geographically limited and have stricter income qualification standards.23 UCAN and CBD 

argue for shareholders to cover the cost of a future version of PIPP.24 The IOUs oppose a future 

version of PIPP altogether.25 The Commission has much to consider regarding improvements to 

AMP, PIPP, and the CBO Pilot. Consolidation of these customer assistance programs would still 

allow for making updates to improve program goal attainment, such as arrearage forgiveness, 

paying bills on time, and reducing the risk of disconnections. Consolidation could also reveal 

synergies across the programs. For example, the PIPP Evaluation concludes that the benefits 

 
20  Ibid. 
21  Ibid. 
22  Joint Consumers Opening Comments, at 18. 
23  UCAN Opening Comments, at 26 
24  Ibid.; CBD Opening Comments, at 19. 
25  SoCalGas Opening Comments, at 2; PG&E Opening Comments, at 13; SCE Opening Comments, 
at 16; SDG&E Opening Comments, at 16. 
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provided by AMP and PIPP are complementary. AMP incentivizes customers to pay their bills 

on time, and PIPP provides bill assistance to help customers afford bills.26 Some customers may 

only need one of these benefits, but others may need both. Additionally, the informational and 

educational benefits offered by the CBO Pilot, which connects customers with local CBOs to 

provide education on assistance options, can act as the initial outreach, education, and enrollment 

arm of an umbrella customer assistance program. An umbrella program can consolidate and 

streamline administrative costs and ensure that customers get the assistance they need, as 

customer information will no longer be separated across multiple program databases. Such a 

new, consolidated customer assistance program should be discussed in a successor rulemaking. 

VI. PIPP-STYLE PROGRAMS SHOULD CONTINUE AS THEY PROVIDE MUCH-
NEEDED SUPPORT TO LOW-INCOME CUSTOMERS 

Regardless of the potential consolidation as recommended above, the Commission should 

continue to test low-income payment options on variations of the PIPP model. The IOUs 

recommend in Opening Comments that PIPP should not be extended beyond its original sunset 

date,27 primarily because of the findings in the PIPP Evaluation that PIPP has not met all of its 

intended goals.28 PG&E reasonably points out that it is not equipped to perform detailed income 

verification beyond PIPP’s current practices,29 which may be true for the other IOUs as well. 

Obstacles and underwhelming mid-term evaluation results, however, should not deter the 

Commission from attempting to provide bill assistance to low-income customers. These 

obstacles and results only indicate that a different approach should be tested. Continued 

 
26  PIPP Evaluation, Attachment A, at 72 (recommending a joint program that provides both energy 
bill payment assistance and arrearage forgiveness). 
27  SoCalGas Opening Comments, at 12; PG&E Opening Comments, at 13; SCE Opening 
Comments, at 16; SDG&E Opening Comment, at 16. 
28  PIPP Evaluation, Attachment A, at viii, Research Question 10. 
29  PG&E Opening Comments, at 14. 
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adjustments to PIPP are a perfect example of why a successor rulemaking is needed to provide 

further discussion on how to make the low-income bill assistance offered by PIPP work better.  

For example, PG&E’s critique of income verification is legitimate and should be further 

explored. The Base Services Charge Income Verification Working Group Report demonstrates the 

complexities of large-scale income verification.30 In theory, PIPP works by identifying low-

income customers to cap their energy burden. In practice, however, PIPP only identifies two 

average income levels to enable two levels of bill caps.31 This means that participating customers’ 

energy burdens will either remain too high, or will become lower than is targeted. These 

complexities, however, are not sufficient justification for terminating support for vulnerable 

customers.  

Targeted questions like how to overcome the tension between income verification and 

providing the right amount of bill assistance will help parties develop targeted solutions. As 

suggested by UCAN, the Commission and stakeholders can evaluate PIPP and assistance 

programs from other states to find solutions.32 The Commission should consider these proposals 

and targeted questions to resolve the critiques presented by the PIPP Evaluation throughout the 

rest of this proceeding and/or in a successor rulemaking. 

VII. SDG&E’S OPPOSITION TO ALLOWING PARTIAL PAYMENTS IN AMP 
SHOULD BE DISMISSED BECAUSE PARTIAL PAYMENTS STILL 
INCENTIVIZE MAKING PAYMENTS CONSISTENTLY AND ON TIME 

SDG&E’s opposition to allowing partial AMP payments based on its conclusion that 

such partial payments do not promote positive payment behaviors should be rejected. SDG&E 

disagrees with CalCCA’s and the Joint Consumers’ recommendation to allow customers making 

 
30  See Income Verification Process Working Group Final Report (Jan. 15, 2026).  
31  PIPP Evaluation, Attachment A, at 5 (describing PIPP’s program design of caps). 
32  UCAN Opening Comments, at 29. 
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partial, on-time, payments to stay in the AMP program.33 SDG&E states that doing so, “would 

not promote positive payment behavior among participants.”34 SDG&E provides no further 

details to back up this assertion. This position is unsubstantiated and should be dismissed. 

AMP’s purpose and structure clearly emphasize the desired behavior from customers: making 

payments consistently and on time. Allowing partial payments to count toward arrearage 

forgiveness in AMP, or at least preventing unenrollment from the program, provides customers 

an opportunity to make good-faith payments even when they cannot afford the full amount. The 

Commission should continue to consider adjustments to AMP to further provide customer 

assistance in managing arrearages. 

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, 
 
 
 

Leanne Bober, 
Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy 
General Counsel 

 
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE 
ASSOCIATION 

 
 
April 1, 2026 

 
33  SDG&E Opening Comments, at 15.  
34  Ibid. 
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